
 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 
SPP Corporate Offices, Little Rock, AR 

October 27, 2015 

- Summary of Action Items    - 
 

1. Approved Consent Agenda Items 

a. Approved minutes from July 28, 2015 

b. Approved Corporate Governance Committee Recommendations 

i. Recommendation – Charter Approvals 
ii. Recommendation – Vacancy/Human Resources Committee 
iii. Recommendation – Member Termination 

c. Approved Human Resources Committee Recommendation 

i. Recommendation – Performance Compensation Metrics 

d. Approved Oversight Committee Recommendation 

i. Recommendation – Industry Expert Pool for 2016 

e. Approved Markets and Operations Policy Committee Recommendations 
i. GWG 

1. RR58 – CRR014 – Revise SPP Criteria Section 12.1 For EIA-411 
Reporting 

ii. MWG 
1. RR82 – Modification of Make-Whole Payment Grace Period 
2. RR106 – Outage Deviation 
3. RR116 – Quick Start Resource Enhancements (change to 

recommendation) 
4. RR118 – RUC MWP Start-Up Offer Recovery Eligibility Clarifications 
5. RR119 – LTCR Compliance Filing 
6. RR120 – Ramp Scarcity Pricing 
7. Violation Relaxation Limits 
8. KCPL Resource Hub 

iii. ORWG 
1. RR96 – Transmission Outage Timing Requirements Modifications 
2. RR117 – Splitting SPP Criteria 

iv. RTWG 
1. RR67 – Firm Service with Redispatch Cleanup 
2. RR71 – Revisions to Reflect Sys. Impact Study Process Under 

Integrated Marketplace 
3. RR110 – Point-of-Delivery & Point-of-Receipt for Transaction at the 

Canadian Border 
4. RR121 – WAPA-Rocky Mountain Region 

v. Staff 
1. Project Reevaluations 

 
2. Approved the following from the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

a. ESWG – ITP10 Scope 
b. MWG 

i. RR112 – ECC Cleanup 
c. Staff 

i. Regional Review of SPP-MISO Interregional Projects 
ii. SPP-MISO Dispute Settlement 
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       MEETING NO. 165  

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

SPP Corporate Offices, Little Rock, AR 
October 27, 2015 

MINUTES 
 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 
SPP Chair Mr. Jim Eckelberger called the meeting to order at 8:43 a.m. The following Board of 
Directors/Members Committee members were in attendance or represented by proxy: 
Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, director 
Mr. Kevin Smith, proxy for Ms. Kristy Ashley, Exelon Generation Company  
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, director 
Mr. Julian Brix, director  
Mr. Nick Brown, director 
Mr. Phil Crissup, Oklahoma Gas and Electric 
Mr. Mike Deggendorf, Kansas City Power and Light 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, director 
Mr. Jon Hansen, Omaha Public Power District 
Mr. Bob Harris, Western Area Power Administration – Upper Great Plains Region  
Mr. Kelly Harrison, Westar Energy 
Mr. Duane Highley, Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Mr. David Hudson, Xcel Energy 
Mr. Rob Janssen, Dogwood Energy 
Mr. Thomas Kent, Nebraska Public Power District  
Mr. Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Mr. Brett Leopold, ITC Great Plains  
Mr. Stuart Lowry, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation  
Mr. Josh Martin, director 
Mr. Dave Osburn, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority  
Mr. Mike Risan, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
Mr. Harry Skilton, director 
Mr. Kevin Smith, Tenaska 
Mr. Stuart Solomon, American Electric Power 
Mr. Fred Meyer, proxy for Ms. Kelly Walters, The Empire District Electric Company 
Mr. Mike Wise, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 

Mr. Eckelberger asked for a round of introductions. There were 137 people in attendance either in 
person or via the phone representing 33 Members (Attendance List – Attachment 1). Mr. Nick Brown 
reported proxies (Proxies – Attachment 2). 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Reports to the Board 

Regional State Committee Report 
Regional State Committee (RSC) Report was provided by Commissioner Dana Murphy.  She began by 
welcoming the new commissioners that attended their first RSC meeting the previous day:  Brian Kalk, 
North Dakota Public Service Commission; Libby Jacobs, Iowa Utilities Board; and Kristie Fiegen, South 
Dakota Public Utilities Commission.  The RSC educational session was very good.  There was a state 
commission roundtable that included a discussion from each RSC member regarding each state 
commission structure, jurisdiction, staffing, special provisions, and other information.  There was an NTC 
Reevaluation Procedure provided by Antoine Lucas that was very informative.  The RSC presented a 
resolution honoring Olan Reeves for his years of service with the RSC.  He worked hard for the 
committee and was very much appreciated.  There were several action items that involved a vote.  The 
RSC approved the 2016 budget.  The new budget includes an increase for travel and meetings to 
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facilitate the addition of three new Members resulting from the Integrated System (IS) integration.  Officer 
elections were held for 2016.  The slate of officers is as follows: 

 President:  Patrick Lyons, New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
 Vice President:  Steve Stoll, Missouri Public Service Commission 
 Secretary:  Shari Albrecht, Kansas Corporation Commission 

The Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria Evaluation Scope was approved along with Revision Request (RR) 
119 – Incremental Long-Term Congestion Rights Compliance.  The 2016 meetings and events schedule 
was reviewed and the meeting that was to be held in South Dakota will be rescheduled for Dallas on July 
18 due to a conflict with the annual NARUC conference. 

This meeting marks Commissioner Murphy’s four-year anniversary on the RSC.  It has been a journey 
and she gives a lot of credit to those that have helped her along the way.  She feels she has really 
stretched and grown through the years.  She thanked the SPP staff for their hard work over the year and 
expressed appreciation for everything they have done to make her job easier.  She also expressed 
appreciation for her staff, the CAWG, and, in particular, Mr. Jason Chaplin.  The Bylaws are still in 
progress but a lot of work has been done.   

Mr. Eckelberger thanked Commissioner Murphy for all of her hard work the past year.  He mentioned the 
dinner on Sunday evening between the Board and the RSC Commissioners and how it was successful.  
There was a lot of good dialogue and communication. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report 
Mr. Patrick Clarey reported that in August FERC issued a joint document with the EPA and DOE 
describing how the three agencies will coordinate efforts to ensure reliability during implementation of the 
Clean Power Plan (CPP).  The three agencies together will monitor the progress of the states as they 
develop single-state or multi-state plans to meet the requirements of the CPP.  Chairman Bay named 
Max Minzner as General Counsel of FERC. At the September open meeting, the Commission issued a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) addressing two issues involving price formation in organized 
markets.  The NOPR requires that each organized market align settlement and dispatch intervals by 
settling real-time energy and operating reserves transactions financially at the same time interval that it 
dispatches energy and prices operating reserves.  It also requires that each organized market trigger 
shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during which a shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs.  
In October, Commissioner Moeller announced he will leave the Commission at the end of the month.  Mr. 
Clarey thanked SPP for its participation in the September update at the open meeting on winter readiness 
and congratulated SPP and the Integrated System on a successful integration on October 1. 

Regional Entity Trustees Report 
Mr. John Meyer provided the Regional Entity Trustees (RET) report (SPP RET Report to the Board – 
Attachment 3). Mr. Meyer began by discussing the SPP RE violations by year and pointed out that the 
violations have decreased.  The FERC NOPR proposes to approve the CIP Version 5 revisions.  There 
are three concerns: 

 Transient cyber assets/removable media with low impact BES cyber systems, 
 Communication paths between control centers, and 
 Supply chain management. 

There have been eleven events year-to-date.  There has been one category 2 and five category 1 events 
analyzed via NERC’s event analysis process.  The events for the third quarter are one category 2b 
(complete loss of monitoring or control at a control center for 30 minutes) and one category 1a (loss of 
three or more elements).  There are three workshops scheduled for 2016 along with the four regular 
meetings. 
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Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

Mr. Eckelberger presented the Consent Agenda (Consent Agenda – Attachment 4) which included 
recommendations from the Corporate Governance Committee (CGC), Human Resources Committee, 
Oversight Committee, Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC), Operating Reliability Working 
Group (ORWG), Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG), and staff.   
Mr. Harry Skilton made a motion to approve the consent agenda and Mr. Josh Martin seconded 
the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous approval.  The Board voted; the motion 
passed. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Strategic Planning Committee Report 
Mr. Mike Wise provided the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) report.  He discussed the call on August 
20 to review the final CPP issued by the EPA.  Mr. Lanny Nickell explained the final CPP and the 
changes from the proposed rule, the implications for SPP, and sought the advice from the SPC on the 
next step.  On October 15, the SPC held its scheduled in-person meeting.  Mr. Paul Malone reported on 
the MOPC meeting.  Mr. Carl Monroe provided status reports of the IS integration and the NWPP EIM 
development.  The SPC discussed strategic implications about Lubbock Power and Light’s recent 
announced intention to join the ERCOT grid in 2019.  The committee recommended to the CGC that the 
Bylaws be modified to expand the SPC to accommodate one additional Transmission Owning Member 
and one additional Transmission Using Member.  The discussion was driven by the recent addition of the 
IS and a desire to ensure the appropriate geographical representation.  Mr. Lanny Nickell discussed the 
creation of the SPC Task Force on the CPP and its initial meeting.  The scope was approved for the 
SPCTF-CPP.   
 
There was an inaugural meeting of the Finance Committee which was held in conjunction with the SPC to 
determine the linkage between the Strategic Plan and the staff-developed Operating Plan which will 
shape the 2016 budget.  This was a successful meeting between the two committees. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Human Resources Committee Report 
 

Mr. Julian Brix reported on the Human Resources Committee (Human Resources Committee Report – 
Attachment 5).  At the October meeting several items were discussed:  compensation report from Mercer, 
2016 merit pool funding, SPP fraud prevention report, revised performance compensation metrics, 
fiduciary training, and the annual 401(k) investment manager report. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Oversight Committee Report 

Mr. Josh Martin provided the report for the Oversight Committee.  On September 24, the Oversight 
Committee held its scheduled quarterly in-person meeting.  The committee considered the potential for 
Boston Pacific’s continued role in 2016.  They have been serving the Board for twelve years.  This will be 
the sixth year they will develop a “Looking Forward” report.  The committee was provided updates on  
Order 1000, Compliance, Internal Audit, and the Market Monitoring Unit.  There was an additional 
recommendation the Oversight Committee would like to put before the Board today that did not make it 
onto the agenda.  Mr. Martin attended the training for the RFP Industry Expert Panel.  The training was 
very thorough.  He was very impressed with the training modules that were put together by Mr. Paul 
Suskie, Mr. Ben Bright, and Mr. Antoine Lucas.  The committee is recommending that the entire Board 
receive some type of this training so they are familiar with the information. 
 
Mr. Josh Martin moved to continue to engage Boston Pacific to perform a “looking forward” 
report in 2016.  Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in 
unanimous approval.  The Board voted; the motion passed. 
  
Agenda Item 7 – Finance Committee Report 

Mr. Harry Skilton reported on the SPP 2016 Operating Plan.  The Finance Committee met in September 
to review the Operating Plan.  Mr. Wise mentioned the joint meeting between the Finance Committee and 
SPC.  This is the first time a plan like this has been put together and it helps to align the Strategic Plan 
with the budget.  The meeting went very well.  The first draft of the budget has been posted.  Mr. Skilton 
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cautioned that it is a work in process.  The committee will have a meeting this afternoon to discuss the 
information.  There will be two meetings in November and it will be submitted to the Board for approval at 
the December meeting.   
 
Agenda Item 8 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report 

Mr. Noman Williams began the MOPC report (MOPC Report – Attachment 7) by introducing Mr. Alan 
Myers.  Mr. Myers provided background for the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG).  Mr. Myers 
reviewed the 2017 ITP10 Scope Overview by breaking down the scope elements and resource plan.  He 
also reviewed the constraint and needs assessment.  He also provided information on seams 
coordination.  The seams projects will be considered as part of the study.  SPP will collaborate with 
neighboring entities regarding the identified needs, benefits, potential solutions, and costs.  He reviewed 
the benefit metrics and sensitivities.  (ESWG Recommendation – Attachment 8). 

Ms. Phyllis Bernard moved to approve the 2017 ITP10 Scope and to adjust the index from the 
NYMEX to the ABB Gas future with the following change to the reliability assessment:  All SPP 
BES facilities will be monitored for the NERC TPL-001-4 standard Table 1 planning events that do 
not allow for non-consequential load loss or curtailment of firm transmission service in 
development of 100 kV and above solutions.  Mr. Julian Brix seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in favor with two no votes (Oklahoma Gas and Electric and Xcel Energy).  The 
Board voted; the motion passed. 
 
Mr. Richard Ross provided the report for the MWG and RR112-ECC Cleanup (MWG Recommendation – 
Attachment 9).  Prior to ECC project suspension, SPP identified a handful of clarifications necessary for 
ECC.  There are settlement and registration changes.  Based on the ECC MCE prototype effort, SPP also 
identified a handful of simplifications that would be necessary to implement the logic on-time and on-
budget.  It will be important to limit the total number of configurations to three at registration.  All 
configurations are capable of starting and stopping.  Offline supplemental offers may only be submitted 
for: 

 1 configuration for when CC plant is completely offline 
 1 configuration where the resource is online and able to transition to a higher configuration, then it 

will be able to provide offline supplemental reserves in that higher configuration. 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer moved to approve RR112-EEC Cleanup.  Mr. Nick Brown seconded the 
motion.  The Members Committee voted in favor with two no votes (American Electric Power and 
Xcel Energy) and one abstention (ITC Great Plains).  The Board voted; the motion passed. 

Mr. David Kelley reported on the first joint study between MISO and SPP.  Three potential projects came 
out of that initial study.  SPP staff does not recommend approving the following two projects: 

 Alto-Swartz series reactor as an Interregional Project (could be reevaluated in future regional or 
interregional study).  

 Elm Creek-NSUB 345 kV as an Interregional Project (could be reevaluated in future regional or 
interregional study). 

The staff does recommend the South Shreveport-Wallace Lake Rebuild as an Interregional Project 
(Interregional Project South Shreveport to Wallace Lake Rebuild Recommendation – Attachment 10). 

Mr. Josh Martin moved to approve the South Shreveport to Wallace Lake 138 kV Rebuild as an 
Interregional Project.  Mr. Harry Skilton seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in 
unanimous approval.  The Board voted; the motion passed. 

Mr. Kelley continued his report by discussing the SPP-MISO dispute settlement (MISO Settlement 
Revenue Distribution Recommendation – Attachment 11).  Section 5.2 of the SPP-MISO Joint Operating 
Agreement states:   

If the Parties have contract paths to the same entity, the combined contract path capacity 
will be made available for use by both Parties.  This will not create new contract paths for 
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either Party that did not previously exist.  SPP will not be able to deal directly with 
companies with which it does not physically or contractually interconnect and the Midwest 
ISO will not be able to deal directly with companies with which it does not physically or 
contractually interconnect.   

The compensation is based on discrete bands of calculated Capacity Factor for varying amounts of 
MISO’s ASC usage.  Band pricing adjusts if MISO’s contract path increases or decreases and if Capacity 
Factor is zero is any month, no payment due for that month.   

Any funds collected under the settlement agreement will be distributed to SPP Members.  As funds are 
not being collected under the existing OATT schedules, SPP will make a FERC filing as to the method 
that will be used.  The SPP Board of Directors charged SPP staff and SPP Transmission Owners (TOs) 
who negotiated the settlement agreement to make a recommendation as to how funds should be 
distributed.  Two principles were developed to guide the method of distribution: 

 Distribution of revenue should be consistent with the basis for the charges under the settlement 
agreement. 

 Revenue received by SPP Transmission Owners should flow through to the benefit of load within 
SPP. 

The group of SPP TOs request that the Board approve that revenues received pursuant to the settlement 
agreement be distributed to SPP TOs based on the 100% flow-based approach with the exception of 
$250,000 annually which will be allocated towards Schedule 1-A and the one-time allocation of $456,000 
to reimburse SPP Transmission Owners for joint and common legal expenses due to litigation in this 
docket.  Additionally, the group of SPP TOs request that the SPP Board direct SPP staff to work with the 
RTWG to develop a new Tariff schedule to implement this recommendation including a requirement that 
the revenue be credited by SPP TOs to the benefit of all customers taking SPP transmission service in 
the same manner in which Point-to-Point revenue is credited. 

Mr. Julian Brix made a motion to approve the recommended distribution of funds from the SPP-
MISO settlement.  Mr. Nick Brown seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in favor 
with two no votes (Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority and Xcel Energy) and two abstentions 
(ITC Great Plains and Dogwood Energy).  The Board voted; the motion passed.  

Agenda Item 9 – Future Meetings 

BOD – December 8…………………………………Little Rock 

2016 

RET/RSC/BOD – January 25-26………………….Oklahoma City 

RET/RSC/BOD – April 25-26………………………Santa Fe 

BOD – June 13-14…………………………………..Little Rock 

RET/BOD – July 25-26 (noon to noon)……………Rapid City 

RET/RSC/BOD – October 24-25………..…………Little Rock 

BOD – December 6………………………………….Little Rock 

Adjournment 
With no further business, Mr. Eckelberger adjourned the Annual Meeting of Members at 2:08 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Paul Suskie, Corporate Secretary 
 



 

Southwest Power Pool 
ANNUAL MEETING OF MEMBERS AND 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 
October 27, 2015 

Southwest Power Pool Corporate Offices, Little Rock, AR 
Auditorium A & B 

AGENDA 

8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.  CDT 
 
Annual Meeting of Members 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items…………………………………………………Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

2. Approve Minutes: 10/28/14 and 4/28/15 

3. Corporate Governance Report…………………………………………………………........Mr. Nick Brown 

a. Election of Directors, Members Committee Representatives, and RE Trustee 

b. Approval of Board and RE Trustee Compensation 

c. Revision to Bylaws 9.7 – Expansion to the RE Trustees 

4. President’s Report…………………………………………………………..........................Mr. Nick Brown 

Adjourn for Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting 

 
Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items…………………………………………………Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

2. Reports to the Board 

a. Regional State Committee Report…………………………………..Commissioner Dana Murphy 

b. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report……………………………….Mr. Patrick Clarey 

c. Regional Entity Trustees Report……………………………………………………Mr. John Meyer 

3. Consent Agenda 

a. Approve Minutes: 7/28/15 

b. Corporate Governance Committee 

i. Recommendation – Charter Approvals 
ii. Recommendation – Vacancy/Human Resources Committee 
iii. Recommendation – Member Termination 

c. Human Resources Committee 

i. Recommendation – Performance Compensation Metrics 

d. Oversight Committee 

i. Recommendation – Industry Expert Pool for 2016 

e. Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
i. GWG 

1. RR58 – CRR014 – Revise SPP Criteria Section 12.1 For EIA-411 Reporting 
ii. MWG 

1. RR82 – Modification of Make-Whole Payment Grace Period 



 

2. RR106 – Outage Deviation 
3. RR116 – Quick Start Resource Enhancements (change to recommendation) 
4. RR118 – RUC MWP Start-Up Offer Recovery Eligibility Clarifications 
5. RR119 – LTCR Compliance Filing 
6. RR120 – Ramp Scarcity Pricing 
7. Violation Relaxation Limits 
8. KCPL Resource Hub 

iii. ORWG 
1. RR96 – Transmission Outage Timing Requirements Modifications 
2. RR117 – Splitting SPP Criteria 

iv. RTWG 
1. RR67 – Firm Service with Redispatch Cleanup 
2. RR71 – Revisions to Reflect Sys. Impact Study Process Under Integrated 

Marketplace 
3. RR110 – Point-of-Delivery & Point-of-Receipt for Transaction at the Canadian 

Border 
4. RR121 – WAPA-Rocky Mountain Region 

v. Staff 
1. Project Reevaluations 

 
4. Strategic Planning Committee Report………………………………………………………….Mr. Mike Wise 

5. Human Resources Committee Report…………………………………………………………Mr. Julian Brix 

6. Oversight Committee Report………………………………………………………………….Mr. Josh Martin 

7. Finance Committee Report………………………………………………………………….Mr. Harry Skilton 

8. Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report……………………………………Mr. Noman Williams 

i. ESWG – ITP10 Scope 
ii. MWG 

1. RR112 – ECC Cleanup 
iii. Staff 

1. Regional Review of SPP-MISO Interregional Projects 
2. SPP-MISO Dispute Settlement 

9. Future Meetings……………………………………………………………………………Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

 BOD – December 8…………………………………Little Rock 

 2016 

 RET/RSC/BOD – January 25-27………………….Oklahoma City 

 RET/RSC/BOD – April 25-26………………………Santa Fe 

 BOD – June 13-14…………………………………..Little Rock 

 RET/BOD – July 25-26 (noon to noon)……………Rapid City 

 RET/RSC/BOD – October 24-25………..…………Little Rock 

BOD – December 6………………………………….Little Rock 

 

  























From: Kelly Walters
To: Shaun Scott
Subject: PROXY - Fred Meyer for Kelly Walters - Empire District - 10/27/15 BOD
Date: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:36:26 PM

Shaun, Our Empire board meeting is the same day as the SPP board meeting this month.  I would like to give Fred  
Meyer my proxy for the meeting.  

Sent from my iPad

Kelly Walters, Empire District Electric Company

mailto:KWalters@empiredistrict.com
mailto:smscott@spp.org


From: Carl Monroe
To: Smith, Kevin; Nick Brown
Cc: Shaun Scott; Paul Suskie
Subject: PROXY for Kristy Ashley (Kevin Smith)
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 8:39:08 AM

That is correct we have her proxy to you..
Carl
 

From: Smith, Kevin [mailto:KSmith@tnsk.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Carl Monroe <cmonroe@spp.org>; Nick Brown <NBrown@spp.org>
Subject: I have Kristi Ashley's proxy for Exelon
 
 
 
Kevin R. Smith
President

Office:  817-462-1513
Cell:  214-725-9705

 

mailto:/O=SPPCORP/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CMONROE
mailto:ksmith@tnsk.com
mailto:NBrown@spp.org
mailto:smscott@spp.org
mailto:psuskie@spp.org


SPP RE Report to the 
Board

Oct. 27, 2015
SPP Corporate Center

John Meyer
SPP RE Trustees Chairman
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2014-2015 YTD  - Violation Dispositions
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4

Most Violated Standards
Based on rolling 12 months through 9/30/15 [Represents ~ 85% of total violations]

*       NERC as of June 30, 2014
**     Not in NERC Rolling 12 month Top Ten

SPP
RE

Rank

NERC 
12 Month

Rank *
Standard Description Number of

Violations Risk Factor

1 7 CIP-002 Critical Cyber Asset Identification 22 High/Lower

2 1 CIP-007 Systems Security Management 16 Med./Lower

3 3 CIP-005 Electronic Security Perimeters 12 Med./Lower

4 2 CIP-006 Physical Security - Critical Cyber Assets 9 Med./Lower

5 8 VAR-002 Network Voltage Schedules 6 Med./Lower

6 5 PRC-005  Protection System Maintenance 5 High/Lower

7 4 CIP-004 Personnel & Training 4 Med./Lower

8 10 FAC-008 Facility Ratings (includes FAC-009) 4 Med./Lower

9 6 CIP-003 Security Management Controls 3 Med./Lower

10 ** PRC-008 UFLS Relay Maintenance 3 Medium



CIP Update

• FERC NOPR – CIP V5 Revisions
– Proposes to approve CIP V5 revisions

– Concerned about:
 Transient Cyber Assets/Removable Media with Low impact 

BES Cyber Systems

 Communication paths between Control Centers

 Supply chain management

– Comment period closed – pending next FERC steps

• Additional Lessons Learned and FAQs submitted to 
Standards Committee for final approval

5



SPP RE Events YTD
• 11 Events

– One category 2 and five category 1 events analyzed via 
NERC’s Event Analysis process

6

SPP RE Events 3Q 
• One category 2b. Complete loss of monitoring or 

control, at a control center for 30 min.

• One category 1a. Loss of three or more elements . 
(late submittal of 2014 event)



VEGETATION CONTACTS

7

Last 
Reportable

Last 
Actionable

NERC
(2Q-2015 Last Report) 2Q-2015 2Q-2015

SPP RE
(3Q-2015 Last Report) 1Q-2013 3Q-2010



SPP RE Misoperation Report as of 2Q-15



Outreach
• 2015 Fall Workshop

- 209 registrants, in-person and webinar. Attendees rated it:
 22% “Excellent”
 74% “Good”
 4% “Average”

• 2016 Workshops
March 15-16, Little Rock
June 8-9, Little Rock
Sept. 20-21, Oklahoma City

• 2016 Trustee Meetings 
January 25, 2016 - Oklahoma City
April 25, 2016 - Santa Fe
July 25, 2016 - Rapid City
October 24, 2016 - Little Rock 9
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Hilton KCI – Kansas City, Missouri 
July 28, 2015 

- Summary of Action Items    - 
 

1. Approved Consent Agenda Items 

a. Approved minutes from April 28 and Special Meeting Minutes from June 6, 2015 

b. Approved Markets and Operations Policy Committee Recommendations 

i. CPWG:   RR73 

ii. MWG:   RR76, RR101, MPRR165 

iii. RTWG:   RR103 

iv. CTPTF:   Recommendation - Study Estimates 

v. Staff:   

1. Recommendation - 2015 ITPNT and ITP10 TO-Requested NTC Re-
evaluation 

2. Recommendation - NTC Re-evaluation  
3. Recommendation - South Waverly 161/69 kV Transformer Waiver 

Request Assessment  
 

c. Approved Human Resources Committee Recommendation 

2. Approved Staff Recommendation Order 1000 RFP 

3. Approved Strategic Planning Committee SPCTF New Member Recommendation with 
modifications. 
 

4. Approved the following from the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

a. MWG:  

i. RR91 Recommendation 

ii. RR100 Recommendation 

5. Approved Staff Recommendation:  2015 ITPNT and ITP10 Cost Variance NTC Re-evaluations 
Recommendation (The motion was to suspend and re-evaluate all seven projects.) 
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               MINUTES NO. 164 
      

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Hilton KCI – Kansas City, Missouri 
July 28, 2015 

- MINUTES    - 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 
SPP Chair Mr. Jim Eckelberger called the meeting to order at 8:04 a.m. The following Board of 
Directors/Members Committee members were in attendance or represented by proxy: 
Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, director 
Ms. Kristy Ashley, Exelon Generation Company  
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, director 
Mr. Julian Brix, director  
Mr. Nick Brown, director 
Mr. Phil Crissup, Oklahoma Gas and Electric 
Mr. Mike Deggendorf, Kansas City Power and Light 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, director 
Mr. Jim Foley, proxy for Mr. Jon Hansen, Omaha Public Power District 
Mr. Bob Harris, Western Area Power Administration – Upper Great Plains Region  
Mr. Kelly Harrison, Westar Energy 
Mr. Bruce Walkup, proxy for Mr. Duane Highley, Arkansas Electric Cooperative  
Mr. David Hudson, Xcel Energy 
Mr. Rob Janssen, Dogwood Energy 
Mr. Thomas Kent, Nebraska Public Power District  
Mr. Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Mr. Stuart Lowry, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation  
Mr. Josh Martin, director 
Mr. Dave Osburn, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority  
Mr. Mike Risan, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
Mr. Harry Skilton, director 
Mr. Kevin Smith, Tenaska 
Mr. Stuart Solomon, American Electric Power 
Ms. Kelly Walters, Empire District Electric Company 
Mr. Roy Klusmeyer, proxy for Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative  
Mr. Mike Wise, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 

Mr. Eckelberger introduced Commissioner Cheryl LaFleur, Mr. Andrew Weinstein, and Mr. Robert 
Ivanauskas from FERC.  He also introduced Mr. Michael Teague, Secretary of Energy and Environment 
from the State of Oklahoma, SPP’s newest member, Mr. Joel Bladow, Senior Vice President of 
Transmission from Tri-State Generation and Transmission. He then asked for a round of introductions. 
There were 143 people in attendance either in person or via the phone representing 33 members 
(Attendance List – Attachment 1). Mr. Nick Brown reported proxies (Proxies – Attachment 2). 
 
Mr. Eckelberger invited Commissioner LaFleur to speak.  She reflected on some of the changes that have 
occurred since she has been in her current position.  Commissioner LaFleur mentioned the launch of the 
Integrated Marketplace and how successful that has been.  She has been following the integration of 
wind in the SPP power supply and noted that SPP has tripled its wind integration, there have been four 
major transmission projects that have been successfully completed, and SPP has continued its work on 
Order 1000.  Commissioner LaFleur also mentioned the successful work with seams issues and the 
pending integration of Western Area Power Administration – Upper Great Plains Region.   
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Agenda Item 2 – Board Report 

President’s Report 

Mr. Nick Brown provided the President’s Report (2015 Financial Package – Attachment 3 and Corporate 
Metrics – Attachment 4) and reported that June 1 was a historic day for SPP as the Integrated Systems 
(IS) came under the direction of SPP and the integration went smoothly.  Mr. Brown expressed 
appreciation for everyone who worked on pulling this all together.  The full market of the integration of 
systems is scheduled for October 1.  The signed membership agreement from Tri-State Generation and 
Transmission was received yesterday, along with Harlan Municipal Utilities, and they should both be filed 
later this week.  Since the first of this year we have added seven other new members not including the 
two mentioned: Midwest Gen LLC, East River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., Missouri River Energy 
Services, Xcel Energy Southwest Transmission Company LLC, Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative, Corn 
Belt Power Cooperative, and Northwestern Energy.   

The Integrated Marketplace is going extraordinarily well and a new peak was expected in the market 
yesterday, but because of high cloud cover that peak did not happen.  Mr. Brown is very pleased with the 
IT system’s up-time of the Integrated Marketplace.   

Mr. Brown introduced new SPP staff member Matt Morais.  Matt is joining SPP’s staff as the new 
Associate General Counsel for Markets, Operations, Regulatory Policy, and Compliance. Prior to joining 
SPP he worked at ERCOT.   

At the last meeting there was much discussion on the iteration on the delegation from NERC for our 
Regional Entity (RE) function and the proposed modifications with our RE agreement and how it differed 
from other Regional Entity delegation agreements.  We had expressed our concern to NERC 
representatives.  Last month Ron Ciesiel, Nick, and NERC fully executed an RE agreement that is 
identical to every other RE agreement.   

Mr. Brown thanked long-time Alstom employee Mr. Wendell Drost for his many years of service to SPP.  
He has been a main SPP contact with various projects.  He has 46 years of experience with this industry.   

 
Regional Entity Trustees Report 

Mr. John Meyer reported on Version 5 of the NERC Critical Infrastructure Standards (CIP V5).  The V5 
Transition Advisory Group is collaborating to finalize frequently asked question responses after industry 
comments.  There was one category 1 event analyzed, it was a loss of monitoring or control at a control 
center.  This is the ninth consecutive quarter with no vegetation management issues.  Registration for the 
Multiple Regional Registered Entity (MRRE) program ended in June for the 2015 compliance program.  
Across NERC, 14 groups of 63 Registered Entities requested inclusion in the MRRE program.  Lead 
Region assignments should be made by mid-August.  There are several webinars coming up and 
registrations are open.  There are 235 in-person registrants for the CIP 2015 workshop in Kansas City 
and 92% of the attendees rated the workshop in the top two categories of excellent or good.   

 
Regional State Committee Report 

Commissioner Dana Murphy reported on the Regional State Committee (RSC) and the recent retreat that 
took place over the weekend.  She indicated that there was a lot of robust discussion.  There was 
discussion on the scoping document for cost allocation and how it applied to new members.  The scoping 
document was approved and the CAWG will move forward.  Additionally, she indicated that the Bylaws 
were discussed.  The RSC voted and approved the New Member Task Force report after a few more 
changes were made.  The RSC added a provision to Attachment 1 which would incorporate the areas 
that the RSC has responsibility for.  She noted that a State Commission Forum was established to 
provide RSC members, CAWG members, and the respective staff an opportunity to provide input early on  
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during the new member process.  Additionally, an adjustment to the Bylaws may be needed to include 
this new information.   

Commissioner Murphy stated that the RSC Bylaws are in the process of being revised and the changes 
will go before the RSC for a vote at the September meeting.  A scoping document for looking at the 
Aggregate Study Waiver was also discussed.  The RSC did support Kansas City Power and Light on the 
denial of the South Waverly transformer.   

Commissioner Murphy was recently appointed to the Electric Power Research Institute.  This is a good 
educational opportunity and if anyone has questions she will be available to listen. 

 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report 

Mr. Patrick Clarey reported in May FERC issued a proposed rule renewing reliability standards 
addressing the vulnerability of electric transmission systems with magnetic disturbances.  Addressing this 
is a two-stage process.  FERC addressed the first stage in June of 2014 by implementing plans and 
procedures to the processes mitigated.  The second stage was adopted in May.  In June FERC posted 
revisions to certain CIP Standards to address communication network issues and also proposed the 
development of standards for supply chain management security rules.   

 
Oversight Committee Report 

Mr. Josh Martin reported on the last two meetings of the Oversight Committee.  There was a special 
meeting held on May 4 to authorize SPP staff to engage the Industry Expert Panel (IEP).  The following 
items were discussed:  

 Authorization of staff to engage the IEP with contracts starting in May 2015 and running until 
December 31 (unless a panelist is engaged in the IEP work which would run through the end 
of the evaluation) 

 Clarified that a “consulting firm” could not be retained as a voting member of the IEP, but that 
a “firm” could provide assistance to the IEP 

 Endorsed staff’s recommendation to set the RFP Response Window at 180 days for this 
competitive project. 

The Industry Expert Panelists have all been contracted.  IEP training is scheduled from September 30 – 
October 5, 2015.  The SPP Board of Directors is invited and the curriculum is under development and will 
be shared with stakeholders in August.  The Window for new IEP candidates opened on June 1, 2015.  
The Walkemeyer Competitive Upgrade Schedule (Walkemeyer Timeline – Attachment 6) was briefly 
mentioned. 

There was an in-person meeting held in Little Rock on June 8.  The committee discussed the delay in 
engaging an outside firm to audit/assess Market Monitoring Unit (MMU) metrics and processes and 
directed staff to put a placeholder for the assessment in the 2016 budget.  The committee directed staff to 
accelerate discussions with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to enable the delivery of Cyber 
Training that would also accommodate an additional half day of high-level overview for the SPP Directors 
and Member Committee representatives. 
 
The MMU is requesting one additional headcount in the 2016 budget.  The MMU completed a portion of 
the 15-month review of the Integrated Marketplace (IM), which has been filed with FERC. 
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Annual State of the Market Report 
Mr. Alan McQueen reported on the Annual State of the Market (ASOM) (Annual State of the Market 
Report – Attachment 7 and Annual State of the Market Presentation – Attachment 8).  The usual ASOM 
report runs for a calendar year but this year it was completed to reflect the first twelve months of the IM.  
Next year the report will reflect a calendar year again.  There has been significant growth in the market.  
The MMU provided nine recommendations, with regard to: 

1. Quick Start Logic, 
2. Ramp-Constrained Shortage Pricing, 
3. Manipulation of Make Whole Payment Provisions, 
4. Day-Ahead Must-Offer Requirement, 
5. TCR and ARR System Availability, 
6. Transmission Outage Reporting and Modeling, 
7. TCR Bidding at Electrically Equivalent Settlement Locations, 
8. Allocation of Over-Collected Losses, and 
9. Market Power Mitigation Conduct Thresholds. 

The Integrated System will add 5,000 MW of load and almost 10,000 miles of high-voltage transmission 
lines increasing the number of SPP-managed transmission lines by 18% to more than 58,000 miles. 

At the conclusion of the ASOM Report briefing, Mr. Eckelberger asked the chairs of the Markets and 
Operation Policy Committee (MOPC) and Market Working Group (MWG) to take a look at the ASOM 
report and look at the ideas that should be pursued if they are not already being pursued and get some 
feed-back in the next few meetings as to what is going on and how we can improve the market.    

 
Human Resources Committee Report 
Mr. Julian Brix reported on the Human Resources Committee. The committee conducted a teleconference 
on June 19. At that meeting the committee approved engaging Mercer consultants to conduct a review of 
SPP officer compensation. The last survey was conducted in 2013. Since that time the SPP officer team 
composition has changed. An officer level role has been consolidated and two new roles added that were 
not part of the 2013 study.   The committee also approved a recommendation to amend the Southwest 
Power Pool Post-Retirement Healthcare Benefit.  This amendment is included as part of the consent 
agenda for this meeting. The committee will be meeting in August and October at the SPP Corporate 
Campus in Little Rock. 

 
Corporate Governance Committee Report 

Mr. Nick Brown reported that the Membership at the recommendation of the Corporate Governance 
Committee (CGC) approved modifications to our Bylaws to add up to three additional directors to the 
Board.  The CGC’s thinking is to get ahead of the game, and thinking of succession plans with the 
growing lead-time and the complexity of the organization, this is an appropriate action.  The CGC 
scheduled a meeting for this afternoon.  The CGC has issued a request for proposal to independent 
search firms as is required by FERC order to utilize a search firm for initial identification of candidates.  
The last search was seven years ago.  The proposals will be reviewed this afternoon. There will be 
another CGC meeting in Kansas City in late August.    

 
Finance Committee Report 

The Finance Committee (FC) met a couple of times during this month.   The key areas the FC is actively 
engaged in is the management of the retirement fund, Order 1000 cost recovery, business process 
improvement, 2015 financials, 2016 administrative fee forecast, and the administrative fee rate strategy.   
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Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

Mr. Eckelberger presented the Consent Agenda (Consent Agenda – Attachment 10) which included 
recommendations from the Credit Practices Working Group (CPWG), MWG, Regional Tariff Working 
Group (RTWG), Competitive Transmission Process Task Force (CTPTF), staff, and the Human 
Resources Committee (HRC).   

Mr. Harry Skilton made a motion to approve the consent agenda and Mr. Josh Martin seconded 
the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous approval.  The Board voted; the motion 
passed. 

 
Agenda Item 4 – Staff Reports 
Order 1000 RFP 

Mr. Paul Suskie reported on the Order 1000 RFP update (Order 1000 RFP Modifications Presentation – 
Attachment 11 and Order 1000 RFP Modifications Recommendation – Attachment 12).  This is a 
recommendation from SPP staff to make one minor modification to the RFP to approve a change to the 
Walkemeyer RFP for the utility status approval – date regulatory approval is needed.   

Mr. Josh Martin made a motion to approve the staff’s recommendation to change the “Date 
Regulatory Approval Needed” on RFP-00001 (Walkemeyer to North Liberal) from June 1, 2016 to 
January 1, 2017, or a period of 8 months from the issuance of this NTC.  Mr. Julian Brix seconded the 
motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous approval.  The Board voted; the motion 
passed. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Strategic Planning Committee Report 

Mr. Mike Wise reported on the successful Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) retreat that occurred in 
May.  The group discussed long-term implications of demand response, energy efficiency, and distributed 
generation, governance matters, and corporate planning matters.  Follow-up action items include studying 
the operation impacts of rooftop solar implications in California and beginning to track regional trends in 
variable energy resources.  The SPC and CGC will begin looking at ways to address increased public 
participation in Board and Committee meetings.  The SPC will collaborate with the FC on the annual 
development of SPP’s operating plan to dovetail with the SPP strategic plan.  Staff presented the final 
report and recommendation of the SPC New Member Task Force noting that report is the culmination of 
meetings held since last September to revise SPP’s process document for adding prospective 
transmission-owning members.  (New Member Task Force Report-Edited – Attachment 13 and New 
Member Task Force Recommendation – Attachment 14) 
 
Mr. Larry Altenbaumer made a motion to accept the Final Report of the SPC New Member Task 
Force as approved/modified by the SPC with the additions suggested by the RSC and Chairman 
Eckelberger and direct staff to update existing processes to implement the Final report.  Ms. 
Phyllis Bernard seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous approval.  
The Board voted; the motion passed. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report 
Mr. Noman Williams provided the MOPC report and recommendations (MOPC Presentation – 
Attachment 15 and MOPC Action Items – Attachment 16).  Revision Request (RR) 91 Annual Allocation 
Percent Change is the first step to improve the TCR funding.  RR91 as adopted by MOPC proposes to 
change annual ARR allocation system capacity to:  June 100%, July-September 90%, and Seasons 
80%.  All residual capacity will still be allocated and auctioned in monthly processes.  MWG approved 
Seasons at 60% and MOPC changed the percentage to 80%.  The estimated cost is $114,000 with six 
months to complete. 
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Mr. Larry Altenbaumer made a motion to approve the MOPC MWG RR91 recommendation with the 
modifications made by MOPC.  Mr. Harry Skilton seconded the motion.  The Members Committee 
voted in favor with two abstentions (Dogwood Energy and Western Area Power Administration – 
Upper Great Plains Region).  The Board voted; the motion passed. 
 

Mr. Williams reported on the MWG RR100 Gas-Electric Coordination Market Timeline Changes.  The 
notice of proposed rulemaking (NOPR) proposed changes to the gas nomination times, frequency, and 
the start of the gas day.  Propose Tariff changes to adjust Day Ahead Market and RUC timing and 
“Explain how its proposed scheduling modifications are sufficient” or “show cause why such changes are 
not necessary”.  There was significant discussion on this topic. 
 
Mr. Harry Skilton made a motion to approve the MWG RR100 that implements Day-Ahead Market 
(DAMKT) and timeline changes to comply with FERC Section 206 Order in Docket No. RM14-2 
issued March 20.  The order moves the DAMKT timeline to close at 0930 with results posted at 
1400, it shortens the reoffer period between DAMKT and DA RUC to 45 minutes, and moves the 
DA RUC timeline to close at 1445 and complete by 1715.  The Revision proposes a timeline that 
does not provide the DAMKT results prior to the 1300 Timely Gas Nomination and provides results 
prior to the Evening Gas Nomination.  Mr. Nick Brown seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in favor (Empire District Electric Company, Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation, Kansas City Power & Light Company, Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, Dogwood 
Energy, LLC, and American Electric Power), with six abstentions (Tenaska, Xcel Energy, Exelon 
Generation Company, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, 
and Western Area Power Administrative) and five against (Westar Energy, Basin Electric Power 
Cooperative, Omaha Public Power District, Nebraska Public Power District, and City Utilities of 
Springfield).  The Board voted; the motion passed. 
 
Mr. Lanny Nickell spoke on behalf of the staff recommendation 2015 ITPNT and ITP10 cost variance 
NTC re-evaluation recommendations.  MOPC recommended approval of three of the projects and staff 
recommended approval of the same three plus an additional four projects.    

Mr. Julian Brix made a motion to suspend and reevaluate all seven projects as soon as practical.   
Mr. Nickell committed on behalf of Staff to reevaluate the projects and provide recommendations 
back to the SPP Board at the October meeting if possible, but no later than the January meeting.  
Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous 
approval.  The Board voted; the motion passed. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Future Meetings 

2015 
RET/RSC/BOD   October 26-27    Little Rock 
(Annual Meeting of Members) 
BOD     December 8    Little Rock 
 
2016 
RET/RSC/BOD   January 25-26    Oklahoma City 
RET/RSC/BOD   April 25-26    Sante Fe, NM 
BOD     June 13-14    Little Rock 
RET/RSC/BOD   July 25-26    Rapid City, SD 
RET/RSC/BOD   October 24-25    Little Rock 
(Annual Meeting of Members) 24 October – 75th Anniversary Celebration/Dinner 
BOD     December 6    Little Rock 
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Adjournment 

With no further business, Mr. Eckelberger thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting 
at 1:29 p.m. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Paul Suskie, Corporate Secretary 
 
 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

SPP Balancing Authority Operating Committee 

Organizational Group Scope Statement 

November 5, 2014 

Purpose 

The SPP Balancing Authority Operating Committee (BAOC) shall be the “Operating Committee” as 
defined in the SPP OATT Attachment AN and perform the duties in Section 18.4 of that Attachment. 
These duties are: (a) to review performance under Attachment AN; (b) to discuss issues that may 
arise related to such performance; (c) to review BA Operating Protocols; and, (d) if necessary or 
advisable, to propose amendments to Attachment AN of the SPP Tariff for the Parties’ 
consideration and/or vote pursuant to Attachment AN, Section 17.4.   
 
The BAOC may also be responsible for tasks assigned from the Operating Reliability Working Group 
(ORWG) on an as-needed basis in order to leverage the BAOC member expertise. 
 
Scope of Activities – BAOC: 

In carrying out its purpose, the BAOC will: 

1. Oversee the implementation and maintenance of the SPP BA Operating Protocols. 
2. Designate and facilitate meetings of subject matter experts to define and recommend the 

necessary technical details and processes between SPP and other entities necessary for effective 
operation of the SPP Balancing Authority. 

3. Propose modifications to SPP processes and procedures to improve the operation and/or 
efficiency of the SPP Balancing Authority. 

4. Perform studies, reviews and/or tasks that may be assigned to the BAOC.  
 
Representation 

The BAOC shall be comprised of a member and an alternate for each SPP BA Participant (signatory to the 
SPP Tariff, Attachment AN), who has authority to bind the respective SPP BA Participant.  A Chair will be 
appointed by the ORWG. 
 
Duration 

The BAOC will exist as long as the requirement for an Operating Committee exists in SPP OATT, 
Attachment AN.  The BAOC shall meet at least once each year on dates to be determined after 
consultation with the committee members.  SPP shall facilitate such meetings and shall give reasonable 
written notice thereof to all Parties.   
 
Reporting 

The BAOC reports to the Operations Reliability Working Group (ORWG). 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BUSINESS PRACTICES WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the MOPC 
7/14/2015 

Modification to the BPWG Charter 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Business Practices Working Group: 

Grant Wilkerson (Chairman)     Westar Energy 
Rick McCord  (Vice Chair)     Empire District Electric 
Joe Taylor       Xcel Energy 
Rob Jones       Grand River Dam Authority 
James Hotovy       Nebraska Public Power District 
Richard Ross       American Electric Power 
Tom Hestermann      Sunflower Electric Power Co. 
Charles Marshall      ITC Great Plains 
Anthony Lemaire      Tenaska 
Ken Quimby                                                                                    SPP Staff Secretary 

 
The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Above listed BPWG membership 

Background 
SPP will welcome the addition of the Integrated Systems on 10/1/2015.  Desire has been expressed, both 
by SPP and IS Entities, to expand the BPWG membership to reflect this addition. 

 

Analysis 
The IS Entities, primarily WAPA-Upper Great Plains region, Basin Electric and Heartland Consumers 
Power District, represent a significant addition to the SPP footprint.  In addition to taking the WAPA-UGP 
transmission under the SPP OATT, SPP will also assume Transmission Service Provider responsibilities 
for certain facilities located in the Western Interconnect.   

The BPWG proposes an expansion of their membership from a maximum of 10 to a maximum of 12.  This 
proposal was passed unanimously by the BPWG at their 5/27/2015 meeting in Tulsa, OK.   

 

Recommendation 
BPWG recommends approval of the modified BPWG Charter 
 
Approved 
 BPWG   5/27/2015 
  
Action Requested:  Approve BPWG Charter modification 



Southwest Power Pool 
Business Practices Working Group 

Charter 
December 4, 2008 [Insert Approval Date] 

Purpose 
 
The Business Practices Working Group (BPWG) is responsible for discussing issues 
surrounding the development and implementation of SPP’s OATT Business Practices. 
The BPWG will propose new practices and changes to existing practices that will 
facilitate effective and efficient administration of the SPP OATT. The BPWG will 
recommend tariff changes or modifications that will improve the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the SPP OATT. The BPWG will develop practices that supplement, clarify, 
and enhance the understanding of OATT provisions and principles without violating 
those provisions and principles as well as coordinate with other working groups and 
committees as appropriate in the development of business practices. 
 
Scope of Activities 
 
In carrying out its purpose, the BPWG will: 
 
1. Meet periodically to review existing business practices, discuss needed 
improvements, and propose new practices, 
 
2. Evaluate existing or proposed business practices to determine their consistency with 
SPP OATT provisions, FERC Orders and other established FERC precedent, 
 
3. Work closely with the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) and SPP Staff to 
assess tariff revenue impacts and/or the need for tariff changes associated with new or 
modified business practices being proposed, 
 
4. Work closely with the Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) and SPP Staff to 
assess reliability impacts associated with new or modified business practices being 
proposed, 
 
5. Work closely with the Market Working Group (MWG) and SPP Staff to assess 
protocol impacts associated with new or modified business practices being proposed, 
 
6. Submit new or modified business practices being proposed along with supporting 
rationale, implementation costs, reliability impacts, and any tariff changes or tariff 
revenue impacts to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee for approval. 
 
7. Develop solutions and recommendations to commercial issues raised at other SPP 
forums. 
 



8. Respond to special assignments from the Board of Directors, and Markets and 
Operations Policy Committee. 
 
9. Work with SPP Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 
 
Representation 
 
BPWG membership will consist of a Chair, a Vice-Chair, and at least 6 but no more than  
10 12 voting members. Representatives will consist of transmission customers under  
SPP’s tariff, half of which will be merchant group affiliates of transmission owners with 
facilities under the SPP OATT. 
 
Duration 
 
Permanent. 
 
Reporting 
 
The BPWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee. As necessary the 
BPWG may appoint a member of the BPWG as a liaison to other working groups for 
specific issues or action items being coordinated. 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
CONSOLIDATED BALANCING AUTHORITY STEERING COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Markets & Operations Policy Committee 
October 2, 2014 
Charter Change 

Organizational Roster 
Paul Johnson, AEP 
Steve Haun, LES 
Noman Williams, SEPC 
Jessica Tucker, KCPL 
John Stephens, CUS 
John Allen, CUS 
Bryan Taggart, Westar 
Amber Metzker, Xcel Energy 
Mike Stafford, GRDA 
Kim Morphis, OGE 
Ron Gunderson, NPPD   
 

Jim Jacoby, AEP 
Kyle McMenamin, Xcel Energy 
David Pham, EDE 
Gregory Mcauley, OGE 
Bob Adam, BPU 
Rick McCord, EDE 
Randy Root, GRDA 
Bill Nolte, SEPC 
Alan Derichsweiler, WFEC 
Douglas Collins, OPPD 
 

The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Jerin Purtee, BPU 
Mike Anderson, AEP 
Paul Lampe, INDN 
Mark Trumble, OPPD 
 

Jim Useldinger, KCPL; Chair, ORWG 
Jason Smith, SPP; Staff Secretary, ORWG 
Carl Stelly, SPP; Staff Secretary, CBASC 
Dennis Sauriol, AEP 

Background 
The CBASC recommends the MOPC cease actions of the CBASC since it’s exhausted its responsibilities 
as laid out in its original Charter.  In addition, representatives of the CBASC and the ORWG recommend 
the Balancing Authority Operating Committee (BAOC) be formed under the direction of the ORWG to 
meet the requirements identified in the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff, Attachment AN.  The 
requirement for representation is different than the ORWG membership, so a separate group is needed.  
Benefits to reliability issues can be realized by leveraging the expertise of the former SPP Balancing 
Authorities whose representatives would comprise the membership of the BAOC.  This makes the ORWG 
a natural working group for the BAOC to operate under. 

Analysis 
This recommendation was put forth by representatives of both the CBASC and the ORWG.  

Recommendation 
1. The CBASC cease to exist, due to the completion of its responsibilities. 

2. The MOPC direct ORWG to form the Balancing Authority Operating Committee, pursuant to the 
requirement as stated in the SPP OATT, Attachment AN. 

Approved: CBASC September 30, 2014 

 14 For, 0 Against 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendations 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

CHANGE WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee  

& Corporate Governance Committee 

July 2015 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Change Working Group: 
 
Aaron Rome, Midwest Energy 
Amber Metzker, Xcel Energy 
Annette Holbert (Staff Secretary), SPP 
Aundrea Williams, NextEra Energy 
Bradley Parker, Empire District 
Byron Callies, Western Area Power Administration 
Chris Lyons, Exelon Generation Company, LLC 
Chris Winburn,  City of Independence, Missouri 
Dirk Ludwig, Nebraska Public Power District 
Eric Alexander, Grand River Dam Authority 
Jennifer Perry, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Jeremy Hatfield, City Utilities of Springfield  
Jerin Purtee, Board of Public Utilities of Kansas City, Kansas 
Jim Jacoby (Chairman), American Electric Power 
Jodi Hall, Kansas City Power & Light  
Joe Dan Wilson, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
John Seck, Kansas Municipal Energy Agency 
Katie Mentzel, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority  
Keith Tynes, East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Kevin Carter, Duke Energy Americas 
Kevin Lee, Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. 
Lee Anderson, Lincoln Electric System 
Mandi Howell, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Mark Worf, Sunflower Electric Power Corp. 
Michelle Trenary (Vice Chairman), Tenaska Power Services 
Roy True, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. 
Shane Jenson, Omaha Public Power District 
Shawn Geil, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. 
Terry Gates, American Electric Power 
Walt Shumate, Shell Energy 



 

Background 
At its March 14, 2013 meeting, the CWG approved modifications to its charter to:  

1. Clarify and revise existing charter language to more accurately reflect the group’s scope 
of work. 

2. Clarify the group’s representation to specifically state that the CWG expects to maintain 
a membership with diverse representation including Information Technology, Project 
Management, Operations and Business personnel. 

Recommendation 
The CWG recommends that MOPC and CGC approve the changes to the CWG charter.  

Approved: CWG 3/14/2013 

 Passed Unanimously 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
Change Working 

Group Charter 
October 11, 

2011February 
26, 2013 

 
Purpose 
 
The Change Working Group (CWG) serves an implementation role needed by SPP, the 
MOPC and the other working groups for market participant/member-facing and market 
participant/member-impacting efforts. The Change Working Group (CWG) coordinates 
and schedules anyis responsible for recommending, coordinating, and monitoring these 
changes to the interfaces between SPP systems, and processes, practices and the 
members/market participants required to implement or enhance needed functions. The 
CWG will recommend any process improvements or project management to other 
working groups to facilitate these interfaces. The CWG plays an implementation role 
needed by the MOPC and the other working groups for Member-facing and Member-
impacting efforts. 
 
A project is considered Mmarket participant/member-facing if: 

• There are no changes the market participant/membership entities need to 
make to allow for SPP’s change, but the change will be noticeable to the 
membership, the membership may desire to test SPP’s change. 

 
A project is considered market participant/Mmember-impacting if: 

• The change in the project will require changes tothe market 
participant/membership to make a change to their system(s) or processes; 
and/or 

• There are required system modifications or testing to be accomplished by 
the market participants/membersship, or otherwise,without which their 
current systems will no longer work with this particular process. 

 
Scope of Activities 
 
In carrying out its purpose, the CWG will as needed: 
 

1. Define and develop processes and procedures to support the scope of CWG 
activities. 
 

2. Review and propose additions and modifications to SPP systems and processes 
impacting SPP and SPP market participants and members. 

 
1.3. Monitor, and coordinate, market participant/member-facing and –impacting 

projects related to items within CWG scope of activities. and report on member-



facing or -impacting projects. 
 

2.4. Facilitate collaboration between SPP and SPP market participants and 
members to ensure readiness related to items within scope of CWG activities. 
Propose additions and modifications to SPP systems and processes affecting the 
interface between SPP and its members/market participants. 

 
5. Coordinate with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to plan and prioritize 

activities. 
 

6. Coordinate with other SPP committees and workingorganizational groups in the 
development of SPP Protocols and provide feedback on revision request 
system impact assessments where market participant/member-facing and/or - 
impacting/facing changes are involved. 
 

7. Provide input to project prioritization plans and review and provide comments to 
recommendations of proposed system changes. 
 

3. Maintain an ongoing schedule of projects related to items within CWG scope of 
activities. 

 
4. Coordinate with SPP to ensure readiness related to items within CWG scope of 

activities. 
 

5. Coordinate with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 
 

6. Define and develop processes and procedures to support the scope of CWG 
activities. 

 
Representation 
 
The CWG is comprised of at least ten members up to one member for each SPP 
member, including the chairman and vice chair. The CWG expects to maintain a 
membership with diverse representation including of both Information Technology, 
Project Management, Operations personnel as well as Operations and Business 
personnel. 
 
Duration 

Permanent. 

Reporting 

The CWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee for all activities. As 
necessary the CWG may appoint a member of the CWG as a liaison to other working 
groups for specific issues or actions items being coordinated. 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
EVENT ANALYSIS WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the MOPC 
7/14/2015 

Modification to the EAWG Charter 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Event Analysis Working Group: 

Eric Ervin       Westar Energy 
Bud Averill        GRDA 
Jim Useldinger        KCPL 
Mitch Williams        WFEC 
Mo Awad        Westar Energy 
Ron Losh       SPP Staff Secretary 

 
The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Above listed EAWG membership 

Background 
The EAWG was asked by the RCWG Regional Compliance Working Group for the Chair to be a member 
of the EAWG for compliance. The EAWG also review adding the Non-Events that doesn’t meet the NERC 
category events.  

 

Analysis 
The EAWG review the request to add the Chair from the RCWG, this would complete the working group 
to include the NERC Compliance Standards portion to the working group. 

This group would look at compliance requirements for the MRO and SPP region, in non-category events, 
and all events in both MRO and SPP regions for the NERC type events as part of the SPP Strategic Plan. 

 

Recommendation 
EAWG recommends approval of the modified EAWG Charter 
 
Approved 
 EAWG   6/08/2015 
  
Action Requested:  Approve EAWG Charter modification 
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Event Analysis Working Group 
Charter 

JanuaryJune, 2015 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The Event Analysis Working Group (“EAWG”) will foster a culture of reliability excellence within the 
SPP region by reviewing all non-events and events and non-events analysis reports prepared by 
registered entities and SPP RC after a system disturbance event to ensure an appropriate root 
cause analysis has been performed and by sharing lessons learned within the SPP Region.  For 
multi-entity non-events and NERC events and non-events within the region, the EAWG will prepare 
an event analysis report.  The EAWG will provide an independent assessment using a team with 
expertise from each technical area within SPP.  
 
 
SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES 
 
In carrying out its purpose, the Event Analysis Working Group will: 
 

1. Review the all non-events and NERC event and non-event analysis report prepared by 
the affected entity after the system disturbance event is reported to ensure that it includes 
an appropriate root cause analysis, reaches sound conclusions and meets NERC 
guidelines. Work with entity to determine if report can be endorsed by the EAWG. 

 
2. For multi-entity non-events and NERC events and non-events within the region, perform 

a detailed technical assessment and prepare an event analysis report including appropriate 
root cause analysis meeting NERC guidelines.  

 
3. Provide support to the entity(s) as needed to perform a compliance gap review related 

to NERC reliability standards and SPP criteria. 
 

4. Work with the various working groups within SPP and coordinate with the SPP RE and 
NERC event analysis team on requirements related to the event analysis report. 

 
5. Collect and maintain all the technical data in support of the event analysis.  

 
6. Assist in development and the issuance of any “lessons learned” as a result of 

completed event analysis reports. 
 

7. Review and assist in development of any NERC standards and SPP Criteria related to 
event analysis. 
 

8. Create recommendations to minimize the likelihood of similar events in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REPRESENTATION 
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The Working Group is comprised of five members, including a Chairman.   Each of the members 
will be the chairman (or its appointee) of the following working groups: 
 

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) 
• Generation Working Group (GWG) 
• Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) 
• System protection and Controls working Group (SPCWG) 
• Transmission Working Group (TWG) 
• Regional Compliance Working Group (RCWG) 

 
 
DURATION 
 
Permanent 
 
 
REPORTING 
 
The Working Group reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee. 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Corporate Governance Committee 
August 27, 2015 
ESWG Charter 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG): 

Alan Myers (Chairman), ITC Great Plains 
Kip Fox (Vice-Chairman), AEP Transource 
Randy Collier, CUS 
Paul Dietz, Westar Energy 
Leon Howell, OG&E 
Don Le, NextEra Energy 

Pat McCool, KCP&L 
Tim Owens, NPPD 
Kurt Stradley, LES 
Al Tamimi, Sunflower 
Michael Watt, OMPA 
Bennie Weeks, SPS 

Background 
The Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) advises and assists in the determination of the 
appropriate data, planning methods and processes to be used in the development and evaluation of 
economic transmission expansion options for the SPP region. The ESWG is responsible for data, 
sources, models, economic planning methodology, timing and implementation, application, economic 
parameters and metrics to be used in the development and evaluation of economic expansion options in 
the SPP region. The ESWG will also review the economic planning processes used by SPP Staff and 
offer proposals for improvement of these processes. Additionally, the ESWG is responsible for all 
economic modeling parameters and data for the SPP region. The ESWG reviews its charter on a regular 
basis to ensure the charter accurately reflects the scope of activities performed by the group. 

Analysis 
ESWG members reviewed the ESWG charter and modified two sections.   

The first change was to update the scope of activities.  The scope of activities was modified to reflect 
additional reviews and approvals for items that align with the ESWG knowledgebase and current Tariff 
processes.  The ESWG agreed that the following items should be reviewed by the ESWG for 
endorsement, approval, or impacts to the economic transmission expansion of the SPP system: 

• Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) – provide input into the economic portions of the 
ITP process 

• Coordinated System Planning – provide input into economic studies performed in 
coordination with neighboring regions or entities 

• Regional Cost Allocation Review (RCAR) – provide input into the RCAR analysis and 
provide guidance to the Regional Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF), as needed 

• Provide input to the SPP in evaluation of the impact of market mechanisms on planning 
studies  

The following items were removed from the scope of activities, as they are no longer performed in the 
stated form: 

• EHV Overlay – Provide input into the techniques and methodology used in the on-going 
analysis for the EHV Overlay plan 



 

 

• STEP Economic Screening – Provide input into the annual STEP economic screening of 
projects 
 

The second change proposed by the ESWG, was to increase the membership limit from 14 members to 
18.  The increase in members breaks out into one additional member in each of the following voting 
categories: Transmission Owning, Transmission Using, Generation and Other. The number of voting 
members has been clarified and updated to 17.  The ESWG will have one non-voting Regulatory Liaison 
member. Increasing the membership limit will allow the addition of representatives from the Integrated 
System. It will also allow current member companies who have expressed interested in a seat on the 
ESWG the ability to apply for one of the new vacancies.   

Recommendation 
The ESWG recommends the Corporate Governance Committee approve the revisions to the ESWG 
Charter. 
 

Approved: ESWG 06/18/2015 

 Passed unanimously 

MOPC                                                                07/14/2015 

Passed unanimously 

 Board of Directors                                              07/28/2015 

Passed unanimously 

 

Action Requested: 

 

Approve Recommendation 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Generation Working Group 

Recommendation to the Markets & Operations Policy Committee 
 

September 18, 2014 

 
Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Generation Working Group: 
 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric      Mr. Mike Sheriff 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative      Mr. Andrew Lachowsky 
Westar Energy        Mr. Bryan Taggart 
Nebraska Public Power District      Mr. Jim Fehr 
Xcel Energy/Southwestern Public Service    Ms. Amber Metzker 
Empire District Electric Company     Mr. Stuart Houston 
EDP Renewables North America LLC     Mr. Mike Grimes  
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative     Mr.  Mitchell Williams 
 
The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 
 
Scott Jordan – SPP Staff 
 
 
Background 
 
The GWG had a number of vacancies during 2013.  When the GWG filled its two vacancies, 3 strong 
candidates applied.  During the discussion of whom to choose for the two open positions, one of the 
GWG Members stated that it would be nice if the GWG could accept all 3 candidates and have a place 
holder for at least one member from the Integrated System.  Based on this feedback, the GWG decided 
to submit an updated Charter for approval. 
 
Analysis 
 
The GWG would like to add voting Members in order to increase its Member representation and at the 
same time make a position on the GWG for an IS Member. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The GWG recommends that the MOPC approve the attached revisions to the GWG Charter. 
 

APPROVED: GWG   February 21, 2014 

                          Approved with a 100% vote.  

 



 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
Generation Working Group 

Charter 
 

September 18, 2014  
 
 
 
Purpose 

 
The Generation Working Group (GWG) maintains, coordinates, and implements Criteria 
related to generation in Southwest Power Pool (SPP).  It is also responsible for ensuring 
that SPP Criteria are in compliance with NERC Reliability Standards relating to 
generation for the SPP region. 

 
 
 
Scope of Activities 

 
In carrying out its purposes, the GWG will: 

 
1. Monitor the operating reliability of generating units within SPP and report results 
to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC). 

 
2. Monitor and establish criteria for the ratings of generating units within SPP and 
report results to the MOPC at its regular meetings. 

 
3. Work with other working groups to promote a high standard of generating unit 
operating practices within SPP and NERC, through recommendation of appropriate 
improvements in operating practices and reliability. 

 
4. Review and periodically monitor the reliability standards impact on generation 
and recommend appropriate changes in the SPP and/or NERC Criteria. 

 
5. Provide technical support for the determination of the appropriate methodology 
and results associated with regional resource adequacy requirements. 

 
6. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 



Representation 
 
The GWG is comprised of at least six and no more than ten members (including a 
Chairman), all who are appointed by the Board of Directors.  Members should be 
experienced in generation related matters.  The representation should include Regional 
State Committee (RSC) representation.  Meetings are open, however by sufficient 
notice, the GWG may limit attendance during specific portions of, including voting 
members representing marketing entities, at a meeting by an affirmative vote of the 
GWG for reasons that are consistent with the SPP Bylaws. 

 

 
 
Duration 

 
Permanent. 

 
 
Reporting 

 
The GWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee.  As necessary the 
BPWG GWG may appoint a member of the BPWG GWG as a liaison to other working 
groups for specific issues or action items being coordinated. 



 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

Recommendation to the Corporate Governance Committee 
September 24, 2015 

ORWG Charter Update 
 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG): 

 

Jim Useldinger, Chairman, KCPL 
Allan George, Sunflower Electric 
Paul Lampe, City of Independence 
Gregory McAuley, OG&E 
Walter Gosnell, OPPD 
Allen Klassen, Westar 

 
Background 

Ron Gunderson, NPPD 
Kyle McMenamin, Xcel 
Darrel Yohnk, ITC 
Steve Haun, LES 
David Pham, EDE 
Dennis Sauriol, AEP 
John Stephens, City of Springfield 

The ORWG Charter outlines that the ORWG coordinates the review, comments on and proposes changes 
to, and implementation of NERC or Regional standards related to operational reliability. Further, it 
outlines the ORWG coordinates the implementation of Criteria related to reliable and secure operation of 
the bulk electric system operated by members of Southwest Power Pool. With the implementation of     
the Regional Compliance Working Group (RCWG) and the implementation of the SPP Balancing  
Authority function, the changes made to the ORWG charter approved at the April 2015 Markets and 
Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) transfer applicable responsibilities to the newly created RCWG, as 
well as clarify the ORWG scope to include the Balancing Authority function. It should be noted that the 
Balancing Authority Operating Committee (BAOC) reports to the ORWG and will continue for the 
foreseeable future. One final update was to expand the ORWG group to allow seats for the Integrated 
System membership. 

 
Recommendation 
The MOPC recommends the CGC approve the change to the ORWG Charter to further clarify scope of 
responsibilities between RCWG and ORWG, as well as seat expansion and to clarify the three major SPP 
business functions in scope; the SPP Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority, and SPP Reserve 
Sharing Group (RSG). 

 
Approved:  MOPC April 14-15, 2015 

Passed Unanimously 

 
 
 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool 
Operating Reliability Working Group 

Charter   
October November 235, 20092014 

 
 
Purpose 
 
The Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) develops, maintains, and 
coordinates and coordinates the implementation ofs Criteria policies related to 
the reliable and secure operation of the bulk Bulk electric Electric system System 
operated by the members of the Southwest Power Poolwithin the SPP Reliability 
Coordinator, Balancing Authority, and SPP Reserve Sharing Group (RSG) 
footprints.  The ORWG ensures these operating criteria policies are consistent 
with NERC and Regional Reliability Standards.  ORWG coordinates the review, 
comments on and proposes changes to, and implementation of NERC or 
Regional standards related to operational reliability The ORWG provides 
oversight and direction for the Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority 
functions of the SPP and assigned SPP working groups.  The ORWG provides 
policy input to the MOPC and BOD and its committees, if requested. 
 
Scope of Activities 
 
 In carrying out its purpose, the ORWG will: 
 

1. Review, modify and develop any necessary SPP Criteria policies related 
to: 

 
• The reliable and secure operation of the bulk electric system within the 

SPP. 
 
• The development, maintenance, and compliance with NERC 

Standards of the SPP state-estimator model and ensure that the model 
adequately supports the needs of the SPP Reliability Coordinator, SPP 
Balancing Authority, regional Tariff Administration, and any market 
operationIntegrated Marketplace functions. 

 
• The real-time exchange of reliability related power system data, 

submission of one-line displays, and other system information. 
 

• The telecommunications data exchange needs of SPP and between 
SPP and its members as it relates to the Reliability Coordination, 
Balancing Authority, and Reserve Sharing Group functions of SPP. 

 
2. Review any proposed modifications to existing and new NERC and 

Regional Reliability standards.  The ORWG will also coordinate any SPP 
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comments to the proposed NERC and Regional Reliability standards 
related to operational reliability.  The ORWG will also monitor SPP and its 
members’ operations to insure implementation of any changes. 
 

3. Review any proposed modifications to existing and new NAESB 
standards.  The ORWG will also coordinate any SPP comments to the 
proposed NAESB related to operational reliability.  The ORWG will also 
monitor SPP and its members’ operations to insure implementation of any 
changes. 

 
4.2. Review, modify and develop any Reliability Coordinator, 

procedures Balancing Authority and Transmission Tariff procedures 
related to the operational implementation of the SPP OATT in cooperation 
with the Regional Tariff Working Group. 

 
5.3. Direct and coordinate the activities of the SPP Reliability 

Coordinator as they relate to NERC and Regional Reliability standards, 
SPP Criteriapolicies, and the SPP OATT. 

 
4. Direct and coordinate the activities of the SPP Balancing Authority through 

the administrative oversight of the SPP Balancing Authority Operating 
Committee (BAOC). 
  

5. Direct and coordinate the activities and policies of the SPP Reserve 
Sharing Group (RSG). 
  

6. Coordinate with the SPP RE and other SPP Working Groups on the 
development of SPP Regional Reliability Standards and Compliance. The 
ORWG will coordinate with other working groups on any changes that 
affect the groups. 

 
 
 

7. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 
 
 
Representation  
 
The ORWG is comprised of at least 1210 and up to fifteen 1715 members, 
including the chairman and vice-chair.   Meetings are open, however by sufficient 
notice; the ORWG may limit attendance during specific portions of a meeting by 
an affirmative vote of the ORWG for reasons that are consistent with the SPP 
Bylaws. Representatives should be experienced in operations related matters 
including but not limited to Balancing Authority functions, Transmission 
Operations, and system reliability.   
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Duration 
 
Permanent. 
 
Reporting 
 
The ORWG reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
(MOPC) for all activities.  As necessary the ORWG may appoint a member of the 
ORWG as a liaison to other working groups for specific issues or action items 
being coordinated. 
 
The BAOC reports to the ORWG for all activities.  As necessary the ORWG may 
assign or receive action items from the BAOC. 
 
Meeting Schedule 
 
Generally, meetings will be scheduled such that there will be an official meeting 
every month.  Annually, One month there will consist of abe at least two face 
face-to to-face meetings with the following other monthly meetings being 
conducted via a Webex/Teleconference.  

Formatted: Normal



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
OPERATIONS TRAINING WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
July 14, 2015 

OTWG Charter Revision Recommendations 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Operations Training Working Group (OTWG): 

Denney Fales, KCPL, Chair 
Robert Hirchak, CLECO, Vice-Chair 
Stanley Winbush, AEP 
Chris Dodds, WRI 
Sheldon Hunter, SECI 
Danny Johnson, Xcel 

Mike Hood, AECC 
Edgar Rivera, LUS 
Michael Gaunder, OG&E 
Russell Moore, CUS 
Steve Tegtmeier, LES 
Margaret Q. Adams, SPP Secretary 

Background 
The existing and original OTWG Charter states the group shall be comprised of a minimum of 9 and not 
more than 11 members, including the chair and vice chair.  The OTWG members and their colleagues are 
instrumental in the collaboration and coordination of the SPP Customer Training program.  Their 
expertise and facilitation are particularly necessary for the success of the System Operations 
Conferences each year.  Due to the growth of the SPP footprint over the years and now with the addition 
of the Integrated System, the OTWG also desires the capability to achieve more representation from 
across a wider area of the footprint.  For these reasons, the OTWG recommends the maximum 
membership be increased from 11 to 15. 

The OTWG would also like to clarify its scope of activities.  In particular, existing scope item 1 states the 
OTWG will ‘identify and manage training needs for operations personnel and market personnel’.  The 
OTWG would like this statement of scope to be more representative of the collaboration of the OTWG 
with SPP Customer Training staff.  The OTWG suggests this wording be modified to read, ‘the OTWG will 
provide input to help SPP identify and manage training needs for operations personnel and market 
personnel’. 

Recommendation 
The OTWG recommends the MOPC approve the change to the OTWG Charter to increase the size of the 
OTWG from “not more than 11 members” to “not more than 15 members”.  The OTWG also recommends 
Scope of Activities Item 1 be reworded from “1. Identify and manage training needs” to “1.  Provide input 
to help SPP identify and manage training needs”. 

 

Approved: Operations Training Working Group June 15, 2015 

 No opposition 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.           OTWG Charter 
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Purpose   

The Operations Training Working Group (OTWG) is responsible for identifying and managing training 

activities for SPP stakeholders.  

  

Scope of Activities  

 In carrying out its purpose, the OTWG will:  

  

1. Provide input to help SPP Iidentify and manage training needs for operations personnel and market 

personnel among SPP stakeholders and determine the best and most cost-effective methods to 

meet those needs.  

 

2. Direct the SPP Staff in the development, implementation, management, and maintenance of the 

SPP self-study training materials and SPP classroom training activities for SPP stakeholders. 

 

3. Organize and conduct meetings and seminars for SPP stakeholders to present current training 

topics.  

 

4. Review and develop any necessary SPP Criteria related to training.  

 

5. Review and provide feedback on NERC-related training initiatives and requirements.  

 

6. Provide general assistance to SPP stakeholders in their efforts to comply with NERC training 

standards and requirements.  

 

7. Perform other duties as directed by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee. 

 

8. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 

  

Representation  

The OTWG shall be comprised of a minimum of 9 and not more than 151 members, including the chair 

and vice chair. Members should be selected based on their exposure to system operator or market 

training.  Desired responsibilities include those who provide training, supervise those who train, or system 

operators and market personnel who receive training. 

 

Attendance and Proxy: If a representative does not attend three consecutive OTWG meetings, he/she 

will be considered to have resigned from the group. If a representative is unable to attend an OTWG 

meeting, he/she may in writing appoint a substitute representative who shall have such rights to 

participate and vote as the representative specifies. A representative may not grant a proxy for more than 

three consecutive meetings without the express consent of the chair of the OTWG. If a representative 

exceeds the proxy limit, he/she will be considered to have resigned from the OTWG.  

Duration  

Permanent  

Reporting   

The OTWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) as required on the activities, 

assignments, and recommendations requiring MOPC and Board of Directors approval.  As necessary the 

OTWG may appoint a member of the OTWG as a liaison to other working groups for specific issues or 

action items being coordinated. 



 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
PROJECT COST WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 13-14, 2014 

PCWG Charter Changes 

 

Organizational Roster 
Terri Gallup (Chair), AEP 
David Kimball (Vice-Chair), NPPD 
Al Ackland, KCPL 
Brent Carr, AECC 
Peter Day, OG&E 
Matthew Gomes, NextEra Energy Resources 
Tom Hestermann, Sunflower 
Larry Holloway, KPP 
Leland Jacobson, OPPD 

Brenda Jessop, Westar 
Lloyd Kolb, Golden Spread 
Tom Littleton, OMPA  
Thomas Maldonado, SPS 
Jeff Stebbins, Tri-County Electric 
Brian Studenka, ITC Great Plains 
John Krajewski, Nebraska Power Review Bd. 

(CAWG Liaison) 
Cary Frizzell, SPP Staff Secretary 
 

 

Background 
At its November 2014 meeting, the PCWG conducted a review of its charter to keep it current and ensure 
it accurately captures the functions of the group. 
 

 

Analysis 
The PCWG added verbiage to the charter to clarify that the PCWG will be responsible for the review of 
Competitive Upgrades if they are Applicable (cost estimate greater than $20 million and nominal 
operating voltage greater than 100 kV) and for the maintenance of the Minimum Design Standards for 
Competitive Upgrades after they are approval by the MOPC. 

 
Recommendation 
The PCWG recommends that the MOPC approve the charter as edited. 

 

Approved: PCWG November 4, 2014 

 Passed Unopposed 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool 
Project Cost Working Group 

Charter 
April 30, 2013 

(November 4, 2014 PCWG redline) 
 

Purpose 
To maintain the integrity of the SPP transmission project estimate process, a rigorous and transparent 
evaluation of cost estimate variances is required. The SPP project tracking process sets cost variance 
bandwidths and mandates justification and review for project cost estimates that have changed outside 
these bandwidths. , including Competitive Upgrades.  

The purpose of establishing the Project Cost Working Group (PCWG) is to create a group with 
stakeholder input, oversight, and accountability that can provide a transparent review of transmission cost 
variances.  To ensure cost estimate variances are addressed in a timely manner, the PCWG will evaluate 
projects exceeding allowable variance levels on a monthly basis. On a quarterly basis, the PCWG will 
provide a report of their findings and comments to stakeholders. 

The PCWG will also maintain the SPP Study Estimate Design Guide (SEDG). The PCWG will notify 
MOPC if a trend is developing in cost estimates deviating from the SEDG. The MOPC is responsible for 
determining if a review of the SEDG is required. However, this does not preclude PCWG from suggesting 
to the MOPC any other changes to the SEDG. 

The PCWG will also maintain the SPP Minimum Design Standards (MDS).  

Scope of Activities 
In carrying out its purposes, the PCWG will: 

1. Provide a monthly review of regionally funded projects that have been identified by the SPP 
project tracking process as having estimated costs that have exceeded allowable variance levels. 

2. Provide recommendations for projects that exceed the allowable variance levels. 
3. Provide a quarterly report to stakeholders. 

Representation 
The PCWG membership should consist of members who can collectively represent the interests of the 
SPP stakeholders.  To ensure they have the expertise to make the recommendations required, these 
members should have experience in one or more of the following areas: transmission construction 
costs/estimating, project management, and/or ratemaking.  

PCWG membership will consist of up to the following: 

16 Voting members- 
• 8 Transmission Owning 
• 8 Transmission Using 

Non-Voting member- 
• 1 CAWG Liaison 

 
 



 

Duration 
Permanent 

Reporting 
The PCWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee. 

Other Notes: 
In light of FERC Orders 888 and 889 and the group composure of transmission and generation parties, 
the PCWG will have to observe the Standards of Conduct outlined in FERC Order 889.  Additionally, 
there may be topics discussed by the PCWG that are privileged and confidential. Under such an event, 
appropriate measures will be taken to ensure that no Standards of Conduct are violated, including but not 
limited to Executive Sessions. Any party participating in an Executive Session will be required to execute 
a Nondisclosure Agreement in advance. 

Any materials provided during Executive Sessions containing information identified as confidential and 
protected and subject to a Nondisclosure Agreement will not be made publicly available.  

 

 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Regional Compliance Working Group (RCWG) 

Recommendation to the Corporate Governance Committee (CGC) 
August 27, 2015 

RCWG Charter Update 

Organizational Roster 
 

Jennifer Flandermeyer Chair Kansas City Power & Light Company 

John Allen Vice-Chair City Utilities of Springfield 

Kim Van Brimer Staff Secretary SPP  

Bo Jones Member Westar Energy 

Chris  Lang Member Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 

Doug Peterchuck Member Omaha Public Power District 

Eric Ruskamp Member Lincoln Electric 

Fred Meyer Member Empire District Electric Company 

Greg Froehling Member Rayburn Country Electric Coop 

John Rhea Member Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

Louis Guidry Member Cleco Power LLC 

Michael Deloach Member American Electric Power 

Mike Stafford Member Grand River Dam Authority 

Mike Murray Member City of Independence, MO 

Robert McClanahan Member American Electric Cooperative Corporation 

Tony Eddleman Member Nebraska Public Power District 

Purpose 
The SPP Regional Compliance Working Group (RCWG) will: 
 

• Provide guidance on policy issues to SPP on reliability compliance activities of federal and/or 
regional regulators, committees, or companies. 

 
• Provide expertise to other SPP Working Groups on membership issues related to reliability 

compliance matters specific to execution, interpretation or implementation of federal or regional 
regulatory requirements.  

 
• Provide a stakeholder forum to encourage membership discussion of reliability compliance issues 

and provide a means to communicate collective membership input to appropriate regulatory 
bodies, i.e., FERC1, NERC, RE Staff, etc. 

 
• Provide a membership forum to interface with SPP RTO Compliance staff on matters of NERC 

Reliability Standards Compliance on process, procedures.  



 

Recommendation 
The RCWG recommends the CGC approve the changes outlined below to the RCWG Charter.  
 

• “Regional” to “Reliability” language modifications throughout the document, which more clearly 
defines and aligns the group name, purpose and scope of activities 
 

• FERC, for definition purposes in the charter, will be considered as actions and issues resultant 
from the Office of Electric Reliability, Office of Energy Infrastructure Security and Office of 
Enforcement specific to Electric Reliability rules 
 

• Representation changes to at least seventeen, with no maximum   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Kim Van Brimer, RCWG Staff Secretary 
 
 
Approved:   RCWG     April 23, 2105   
 
Approved:   MOPC     July 14, 2015 
 
Approval Recommendation: Corporate Governance Committee  August 27, 2015 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
REGIONALRELIABILITY COMPLIANCE WORKING GROUP (RCWG) 

Organizational Group Scope Statement 
September 1, 2012 

 
Purpose 
 
The SPP RegionalReliability Compliance Working Group (RCWG) will:  
 

• Provide guidance on policy issues to SPP on reliability compliance activities of federal 
and/or regional regulators, committees, or companies. 

• Provide expertise to other SPP Working Groups on membership issues related to 
regionalreliability compliance matters specific to execution, interpretation or 
implementation of federal or regional regulatory requirements.  

• Provide a stakeholder forum to encourage membership discussion of regionalreliability 
compliance issues and provide a means to communicate collective membership input to 
appropriate regulatory bodies, i.e., FERCFERC1, NERC, RE Staff, etc. 

• Provide a membership forum to interface with SPP RTO Compliance staff on matters of 
NERC Reliability Standards Compliance on process, procedures.  

 
Scope of Activities 
 
In carrying out its purpose, the RCWG will: 
 

• Receive input from and represent the SPP membership on reliability compliance issues 
arising via FERCFERC1, NERC, RE, or SPP RTO initiatives. These activities could 
include drafting “white papers”, advising SPP staff, Board, MOPC, and MOPC working 
groups and communicating back to regulatory or membership entities as appropriate or 
directed by SPP stakeholders.   

 
• Monitor reliability compliance matters from NERC Board and Committees; SPP Board 

and Committees; and SPP Working Groups to identify emerging issues and 
appropriately communicate these issues to SPP staff, MOPC and membership.  Provide 
guidance to SPP staff in review and submission of formal comments, responses, and 
balloting on any substantial federal and regional proposals where comments are invited.   

 
• Serve as membership liaison with Regional Entities on issues affecting the SPP RTO or 

members, to include audit processes, interpretations, Compliance Monitoring and 
Enforcement Program (CMEP) concerns, new and/or changing Rules of Procedure, and 
general reliability compliance guidance. 
 

• Coordinate with the SPP RTO, SPP RE, MRO, and SERC staff on stakeholder 
workshops to address existing and forthcoming important reliability compliance issues 
and experience/lessons learned. 

 



 

• Provide timely input to working groups on existing and proposed changes to SPP 
Criteria and/or Regional Standards and SPP Tariff and SPP Business Practices as they 
potentially relate to NERC Reliability Standards. 

 
• Meet with Regional Entities as needed to discuss reliability compliance concerns. Topics 

will include the Regional Entities expectations and interpretations of NERC standards 
that will improve compliance processes for SPP member companies.  

 
NOTE:  RCWG should not cover issues isolated to individual members, or basic, 
rudimentary issues that can be addressed via standard SPP Quarterly Compliance Forums 
and/or monthly compliance calls. 

 
Representation 
 
The Reliability Compliance Working GroupRCWG is composed of fifteenat least seventeen, with 
no maximum,  non-affiliated members, including the chair and vice chair.  The members will 
reasonably represent the various NERC Registered functions of the SPP membership.  RCWG 
encourages representation with personnel directly responsible for member’s reliability 
compliance activities and programs.  The RCWG meetings will be open in accordance with SPP 
practices and may allow for an executive session as called by the chair.   
 
Duration 
 
The term of the Chair shall coincide with the two-year term of the Chair of the Board of 
Directors.  No Chair shall serve more than 2 consecutive terms unless otherwise approved by 
the SPP Corporate Governance Committee.   

Reporting 
 
The RCWG reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) for those 
activities related toreliability compliance matters related to FERCFERC1, NERC, Regional 
Reliability Standards and SPP Criteria.  The RCWG collaborates with other SPP Committees or 
Working Groups for those activities assigned to the RCWG by the MOPC, Board of Directors, 
and other Board committees. 
 
1FERC, for definition purposes in this document, will be considered as actions and issues 
resultant from the Office of Electric Reliability, Office of Energy Infrastructure Security and Office 
of Enforcement specific to Electric Reliability rules. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
REGIONAL TARIFF WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Corporate Governance Committee 
RTWG Charter 

August 27, 2015 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Regional Tariff Working Group: 

Dennis Reed, WR (Chair) 
Michael Billinger, Midwest Energy 
Jim Bixby, ITC 
Walt Cecil, MoPSC 
Brian Coker, WFEC 
Luke Haner, OPPD 
Tom Hestermann, Sunflower 
Rob Janssen, Dogwood 
David Kays, OGE (Vice Chair) 
Lloyd Kolb, Golden Spread 
Tom Littleton, OMPA 
Bernie Liu, Xcel 
 

 
Robert Pick, NPPD 
Robert Pennybaker, AEP  
Drew Robinson, KCP&L 
Neil Rowland, KMEA 
Heather Starnes, MUMEUC & CUS 
John Stephens, City Utilities 
Robert Shields, AECC 
Keith Tynes, ETEC 
John Varnell, Tenaska 
Bary Warren, EDE 
Brenda Fricano, SPP (Secretary)
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Background 
Please see the RTWG Charter revisions that were included in the MOPC April 14 - 15, 2015 background 
materials. 

Analysis 
The revisions to the RTWG Charter were necessary in correcting grammatical inconsistences.   

Recommendation 
The RTWG recommends that the Corporate Governance Committee approve its request regarding 
revisions to the RTWG Charter. 

Action Requested: Approval of RTWG’s request on revisions to the RTWG Charter. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.   
Regional Tariff Working Group 

Charter 
December 4, 2008October 29, 2014January 22, 2015 

 

PURPOSE 
 
The Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) is responsible for development, recommendation, 
overall implementation and oversight of SPP’s oOpen aAccess regional tTransmission service 
tTariff (Tariff).  The RTWG will further advise the SPP Staff on regulatory or implementation 
issues not specifically covered by the tTariff or issues where there may be conflict or differing 
interpretations of the tTariff.  The RTWG provides policy input to the Markets and Operations 
Policy Committee (MOPC) and Board of Directors (BOD) and its committees, if requested. 

 
SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES 

 
In carrying out its purposes, the RTWG will: 

 
1. Review and recommend language changes as necessary related to Tariff issues, service, 

cost recovery, cost allocation, seams agreements, review customers complaints, 
regulatory filings and interventions.  Review customer complaints and Staff performance. 

 
2. Advise and direct theSPP Staff on Tariff related issues and facilitate decisions on matters 

which need immediate attention., 
 
3. Identify Tariff enhancing modifications and recommend any such modifications for 

regulatory filings and coordinate with other Working Groups, RSC Cost Allocation Working 
Group (CAWG) and special task forces whose areas of responsibility will be affected by the 
development of tariff language and responses to regulatory requirements. 

 
4. Identify areas where specific business practices need to be developed to guide Staff’s 

implementation and work with the Business Practice Working Group in the development 
of those practices., 

 
5. Advise SPP Staff on regulatory issues not specifically covered by the Tariff or issues 

where there may be conflict or differing interpretations of the tTariff., 
 
6. Respond to special assignments from the MOPC or the SPP BOD., 

 
7. Recommend resources necessary to administer the tTariff for inclusion in SPP’s 

administrative budget. 
 
8. Work with SPP Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 

 
9. Review and iensure consistency of language proposed by other Working Groups with the 

SPP Tariff and FERC policy. 
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REPRESENTATION 
 
RTWG membership will consist of an equal number of representatives from 
Transmis s ion  Owni ng  Memb ers transmission owners with facilities under 
SPP’s tariff and representatives of tTransmission Using Membersusers as defined 
under the SPP Bylaws. 

 
DURATION 

 
Permanent. 

 
REPORTING 

 
The RTWG reports to the MOPCMarket and Operations Policy Committee.  As necessary, the 
RTWG may appoint a member of the RTWG as a liaison to other working groups for specific 
issues or action items being coordinated. 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SYSTEM PROTECTION & CONTROL WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets & Operations Policy Committee 
January 2, 2015 

Charter Changes 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the System Protection & Control Working Group (SPCWG): 

Rick Gurley, American Electric Power (AEP); 
Chairman, SPCWG 

Bud Averill, Grand River Dam Authority 
(GRDA); Vice-Chairman, SPCWG 

Lynn Schroeder, Westar Energy (WR) 
Shawn Jacobs, OG&E Electric Services  
Louis Guidry, Cleco 
Ken Zellefrow, City Utilities of Springfield, 

Missouri 
 

Matthew Thykkuttathil, Sunflower Electric 
Brent Carr, Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
Heidt Melson, Xcel Energy 
Tom Miller, ITC 
Steve Wadas, Nebraska Public Power District 
Vacancy (1) 
 
 

The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Doug Bowman, Southwest Power Pool (SPP); 
Staff Secretary, SPCWG 

  
 

Background 
The SPCWG has had one member vacancy since October 2013.  Before this vacancy occurred, the 
makeup of the SPCWG was 8 Transmission Owner (TO) members and 4 Transmission User (TU) 
members.  The vacancy was previously a TO member.  Two attempts have been made to fill this position, 
in February and May of 2014.  Both attempts were a request for nominees from members who are 
Transmission Users.  This was done in an effort to balance the makeup of the SPCWG, closer to the 
makeup of the overall SPP membership, as prescribed in the SPCWG charter.  No TU nominees were 
submitted in either request. 

People with knowledge and expertise in system protection typically are associated with companies that 
own and operate transmission equipment, i.e. TO companies.  This is believed to be the reason why no 
TU nominees were submitted, and it is also illustrated in the current makeup of the SPCWG membership.  
Therefore, the SPCWG believes that its charter should be modified to remove the requirement that its 
membership be representative of the overall SPP membership. 

Analysis 
The SPCWG, during its November 2014 face-to-face meeting, made modifications to the 
“REPRESENTATION” section of the charter, to remove the requirement that its membership be 
representative of the overall SPP membership.  Other minor changes were made to other sections to 
improve the readability of the document.  A redlined copy of the charter is attached, with an electronic file 
name of SPCWG Charter_2010_Revised 11.11.14.docx.  There was a unanimous vote of the 
SPCWG members in favor of the changes. 

There were no minority opinions. 



 

Recommendation 
The SPCWG recommends that MOPC approve the changes to the SPCWG charter as shown in the 
attached modified document, with an electronic file name of SPCWG Charter_2010_Revised 
11.11.14.docx. 

 

Approved: SPCWG November 11, 2014 

 11 For, 0 Against. 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool 

System Protection and Control Working Group 
Charter 

January 4November 11, 20102014 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The System Protection and Control Working Group (SPCWG) maintains, coordinates, and 
implements criteria related to system protection and control in Southwest Power Pool.  It is also 
responsible for ensuring compliance with NERC Planning and Operating Standards for the SPP 
region. 
 
SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES 
 
In carrying out its purpose, the System Protection and Control Working Group will: 
 
1. Review and develop any necessary SPP Criteriadocumentation related to system protection 

and control within SPP. 
 
2. Review and monitor the impacts of NERC Planning Standards on SPP system protection and 

develop recommended changes in the SPP Ccriteria. 
 
3. Develop Enforceable Regional Standards related to System Protection and Controls as 

assigned by the Market Operations and Policy Committee (MOPC).   
 
 
 
4. Work with the various working groups within SPP on requirements related to system protection 

in development of overall operating and planning procedures. 
 
REPRESENTATION 
 
The Working GroupSPCWG is comprised of at least six and no more than twelve members, 
including a Chairman, who are appointed by the Board of Directors.   Members should shall have a 
minimum of 5 years experience be experienced in system protection and control schemes and 
their application.related matters.  The representation SPCWG membership should represent 
geographic diversity within the region. as well as different types of membership.  Each member has 
one vote and approval of business requires a simple majority of members present and voting.   
 
The Working GroupSPCWG Chairman is appointed by the Board of Directors following 
consultation with the MOPC leadership.   
 
DURATION 
 
SPP Working Groups are permanently assigned as outlined in the SPP Bylaws.  Working Group 
representation will be reviewed for appropriateness by each new Chair of the Board of Directors.  
The term of the Chairman shall coincide with the two-year term of the Chair of the Board of 
Directors.  The Bylaws do not prevent renewal of Chairmanship. 
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REPORTING 
 
The Working GroupSPCWG reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy CommitteeMOPC.  
The Working GroupSPCWG Chair will periodically report to the Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee MOPC and the Board of Directors, as required, on the Working Group’sSPCWG’s 
activities, assignments, and recommendations requiring Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
MOPC approval. 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SEAMS STEERING COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
April 14, 2015 

SSC Charter Update 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Seams Steering Committee (SSC): 

Paul Malone, Chairman, NPPD 
Roy Boyer, Xcel 
Jeff Knottek, Springfield 
Richard Ross, AEP 
Keith Tynes, East Texas 

Bary Warren, Empire 
Oliver Burke, Entergy 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 
Chris Lyons, Exelon 
 

Background 
The SSC Charter outlines that the SSC membership is to be comprised of no more than 9 
representatives. This makes the SSC one of the smaller SPP Organizational Groups. Other comparable 
groups include the Economic Studies Working Group, 13 members, the Transmission Working Group, 30 
members, and the Markets Working Group, 18 members. There have been requests from multiple 
stakeholders to increase the size of the SSC membership. 

In addition to the general desire to increase the SSC membership, the new members comprising the 
Integrated System will alter the size and complexity of SPP’s existing seams, so in order to continue the 
geographic diversity on the SSC the SSC membership will need to be revised. The SSC desires that up 
to four additional members be added to the group in order to support stakeholder interest in seams issues 
and to continue the geographic diversity of the committee. 

Recommendation 
The SSC recommends the MOPC approve the change to the SSC Charter to increase the size of the 
SSC from “no more than 9 representatives” to “no more than 13 representatives”. 

 

Approved: Seams Steering Committee April 2, 2015 
 No opposition 

  

  

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



 
 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  

SEAMS STEERING COMMITTEE  

 

Purpose 

The Seams Steering Committee (SSC) is responsible for providing direction to SPP staff regarding staff’s 
negotiation, development, implementation, and maintenance of SPP’s seams agreements, joint operating 
agreements, or similar agreements with SPP customers or transmission providers. 
 

Scope of Activities 

In consultation with SPP staff the SSC will: 
1. Identify seams coordination between SPP and adjacent transmission providers caused by 

different processes, procedures, tariffs, or business practices in the areas of planning, tariff 
administration, market development/operations, and real-time operations. 

2. Propose improvements to seams agreements, business practices, processes, or tariffs, along 
with supporting rationale, implementation costs and any tariff changes or tariff revenue impacts to 
mitigate seams coordination issues. 

3. Review and provide guidance on SPP staff proposed improvements to existing seams 
agreements that have been developed or are under development between SPP staff and parties 
to those agreements. 

4. Provide guidance for the implementation of the planning and operational components of existing 
Seams Agreements. 

5. The SSC will provide regular updates to the MOPC on its activities and when necessary, request 
feedback from MOPC on issues where the SSC is unable to reach a decision. 

6. Advise SPP staff in matters related to interregional coordination through representation on SPP’s 
various Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committees (IPSAC), along with other 
stakeholder representatives as prescribed in SPP’s Joint Operating Agreements. 

  

Representation 

The SSC shall be comprised of not more than 9 13 members including the chair and vice-chair. These 
members should be selected based on their experience in areas impacted by seams issues such as 
transmission planning, regulatory, and system operations.   
 

Reporting 

The SSC reports to the Market & Operations Policy Committee. 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
April 14-15, 2015 

TWG Charter 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Transmission Working Group (TWG): 

Mo Awad (Chairman), WERE 
Scott Benson, LES 
John Boshears, CUS 
John Fulton, SPS 
Joe Fultz, GRDA 
Travis Hyde, OG&E 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD 
Jim McAvoy, OMPA 
Matt McGee, AEP 

Nate Morris, EMDE 
Michael Mueller, AECC 
Alan Myers, ITCGP 
Gayle Nansel, WAPA 
John Payne, KEPCo 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates 
Tim Smith, WFEC 
Jeff Stebbins, TCEC 
Harold Wyble, KCPL 
Noman Williams, SCMCN

Background 
The Transmission Working Group (TWG) is responsible for policy recommendations and implementation 
of regional planning efforts, review of transmission interconnections, and coordination with interregional 
transmission planning activities.  In addition the TWG coordinates its activities with the RTO for the 
development of the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan.  The TWG reviews its charter on a regular basis 
to ensure the charter accurately reflects the scope of activities performed by the group. 

Analysis 
TWG members reviewed the TWG charter and modified two sections.   

The first change was to update the scope of activities.  The scope of activities was modified to reflect 
additional reviews and approvals for items that align with the TWG knowledgebase.  The TWG agreed 
that the following items should be reviewed by the TWG for endorsement, approval, or impacts to the 
reliability of the SPP system: 

• Additions, modifications, or deletions to the SPP portion of the NERC Book of Flowgates 
• Reviewing and developing rating criteria including the Minimum Design Standards 
• Review and approve adequate study information for interconnections 
• Review technical and reliability aspects of all policies, business practices, study scopes, 

SPP Criteria changes, and Tariff changes 
 

The second change proposed by the TWG, was to increase the membership limit from 20 members to 24.  
Increasing the membership limit will allow the addition of a representative from BEPC requested upon 
becoming a member of SPP (WAPA already has a representative on the TWG).  This will also allow 
current member companies who have expressed interested in a seat on the TWG the ability to apply for 
one of the new vacancies.   



 

 

Recommendation 
The TWG recommends the MOPC approve the revisions to the TWG Charter. 
 
Approved: TWG 03/25/2015 

 Passed unanimously 

 

Action Requested: 

 

Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP Charter 
March 18, 2015 

 
Purpose 
 
The Transmission Working Group (TWG) is responsible for policy recommendations and 
implementation of regional planning efforts, review of transmission interconnections, and 
coordination with interregional transmission planning activities.  In addition the TWG 
coordinates its activities with the RTO for the development of the SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan. 
 
Scope of Activities 
 
In carrying out its purposes, the TWG will: 
 

1. Provide oversight and coordination of the activities of the MDWG and TWG 
initiated task forces. 
 

2. Review and develop regional transmission planning criteria. 
 

3. In coordination with the Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) review and 
develop criteria related to regional Available Transfer Capability (ATC) 
calculations. 
 

4. Review and provide input to the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) on 
implementation of ATC-related calculations pursuant to SPP Tariff Attachment C. 
 

4.5. Approve additions, modifications, and deletions to the SPP portion of the 
NERC Book of Flowgates. 
 

5.6. Review and develop rating criteria used for regional transmission facilities, 
including the Minimum Design Standards. 
 

6.7. Coordinate the Coordinated Planningplanning process efforts pursuant to 
the SPP Tariff.  Review and suggest modifications to the Coordinated Pplanning 
processes, the regional expansion planning process and the regional expansion 
plan. 
 

7.8. Review and provide input to NERC during the development of applicable 
reliability standards that impact transmission modeling, planning, and 
assessment, including input to SPP on recommended regional reliability 
standards. 
 

8.9. Ensure SPP RTO compliance with NERC Reliability Standards applicable 
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under TWG scope of activities. 
 
  

10. Ensure SPP RTO compliance with SPP governing documents applicable under 
TWG scope of activities. 
 

9.11. Respond to special assignments from the MOPC or the SPP Board of 
Directors. 
 

10.12. Review and propose general policy changes to the MOPC to enhance the 
coordinated planning efforts, regional expansion planning, the provision of 
transmission service including the aggregate study process, generation 
interconnection process, seams agreements, OATT, and coordinating these with 
the appropriate MOPC working groups. 
 

13. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 
 

14. Review and approve adequate study information for interconnections 
 

15. Review technical and reliability aspects of all policies, business practices, study 
scopes, SPP Criteria changes, and Tariff changes.   

 
Representation 
 
TWG membership consists of up to 240 representatives from the SPP membership, 
including the chair and vice-chair.  Meetings are open, however by sufficient notice; the 
TWG may limit attendance during specific portions of a meeting by an affirmative vote of 
the TWG for reasons that are consistent with the SPP Bylaws. 
 
Duration  
 
Permanent.  
 
Reporting 
 
The TWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee.  As necessary the 
TWG may appoint a member of the TWG as a liaison to other working groups for specific 
issues or action items being coordinated. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

CORPORATE GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 
Vacancy 

 
Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Corporate Governance Committee: 

Nick Brown, Chair SPP    Jim Eckelberger  Director 
Jason Atwood  NTEC    Robert Janssen  Dogwood Energy 
John McClure  NPPD    Jason Fortik  LES 
Denise Buffington KCP&L    Robert Harris  WAPA 
Brett Leopold  ITC  
 
Background 

There is one Transmission User vacancy on the Human Resources Committee.  In accordance with 
SPP’s Bylaws, the Corporate Governance Committee recommends a candidate to the Board of Directors 
for consideration and appointment to the Human Resources Committee. 
 

Analysis 

The Corporate Governance Committee considered the candidates background, and the balance of 
member representation on the various SPP committees. After discussion, the Corporate Governance 
Committee passed a motion to recommend Noman Williams of South Central MCN, LLC for the open 
position on the Human Resources Committee. 

 
Recommendation 
The Corporate Governance Committee recommends the appointment of Noman Williams of South 
Central MCN, LLC, to serve on the Human Resources Committee. 
 
 
Approved:  Corporate Governance Committee  July 27, 2015 

   Unanimous 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



                                                

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
CORPORATE GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 
Member Termination 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Corporate Governance Committee: 

Nick Brown, Chair SPP    Jim Eckelberger  Director 
Jason Atwood  NTEC    Robert Janssen  Dogwood Energy 
John McClure  NPPD    Jason Fortik  LES 
Denise Buffington KCP&L    Robert Harris  WAPA - UGPR 
Brett Leopold  ITC  

Background 

As of October 19, 2015, Trans-Elect Development Company, LLC (“Trans-Elect”) has failed to remit 
payment of its annual membership assessment for 2015, to the sum of $6,000.   
 
Trans-Elect executed the SPP Membership Agreement on April 16, 2007, and became a Non-
Transmission Owner Member effective May 1, 2007.  Trans-Elect is not currently taking service under the 
Tariff, and, to staff’s knowledge, has not previously taken service under the Tariff.   
 
In August 2013, the Corporate Governance Committee considered a recommendation to terminate the 
membership of Trans-Elect for failure to pay its annual membership assessments for 2011, 2012, and 
2013, but moved to defer further action provided a schedule for payment was agreed to by October 15, 
2013. Following is an excerpt from the August 29, 2013 Corporate Governance Committee Minutes: 
 

Agenda Item 7 – Trans-Elect Status 

Nick Brown referred to the recommendation to terminate membership of Trans-Elect 
Development Company for failure to pay the annual membership fee since 2011 (Member 
Termination – Attachment 4). This was discussed with the President of the company, who 
committed to bring the company current. Rob Janssen moved to defer further action as 
long as a schedule for payment is agreed to by October 15, 2013; otherwise, a 
recommendation to terminate will proceed. Ricky Bittle seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously. 

 
The matter was resolved in September 2013 when Trans-Elect entered into a payment schedule, bringing 
its annual membership assessments current by the end of the first quarter of 2014.  The 2015 
membership assessment reflects the first assessment required of Trans-Elect since satisfaction of the 
payment schedule. 
 
Pursuant to the Membership Agreement requirements (Section 8.10 – Good Faith Efforts), SPP in good 
faith contacted Trans-Elect representatives, including the CEO of the company, to permit Trans-Elect to 
fulfill its financial obligations under the Membership Agreement.  The Membership Agreement (Section 
3.8(a) – Compliance with Bylaws and other Policies and Procedures) obligates Trans-Elect to pay, when 
due, any dues, assessments, OATT charges, and other amounts owing to SPP. The annual membership 
assessment is invoiced to Members each year in early January and is due thirty calendar days from the 
date of the invoice.  Trans-Elect last remitted payment the week of March 20, 2014, for its 2014 annual 



                                                

membership assessment, and, as of October 19, 2015, has not committed to remit its 2015 membership 
assessment. 
   
Analysis 

The Bylaws (Section 2.4 – Termination, Removal and Reinstatement) and the Membership Agreement 
(Section 6.0 – Removal of Members) provide that the Board of Directors may terminate the membership 
of any Member for cause, including, for example, material violation of the Bylaws or nonpayment of 
obligations.  A Member terminated by the Board of Directors is obligated to pay all obligations incurred 
under the Membership Agreement, as well as all Existing Obligations (see Section 4.3.2 – Obligation to 
Pay Current and Existing Obligations). 
 
SPP’s good faith efforts to permit Trans-Elect to fulfill their financial obligations under the Membership 
Agreement have been unsuccessful, and termination of Trans-Elect’s membership by the Board of 
Directors appears to be in the best interest of SPP. The Bylaws permit Trans-Elect to apply for 
reinstatement at a later date provided related conditions are met (Section 2.4 – Termination, Removal 
and Reinstatement).  If the Board of Directors terminates Trans-Elect’s membership, Trans-Elect’s 
financial obligation to SPP, excluding the delinquent assessment, is approximately $1 million.  
 
Recommendation 

The Corporate Governance Committee recommends that the Board of Directors terminate the 
membership of Trans-Elect effective immediately and that the President promptly provide written notice of 
Trans-Elect’s removal to all other Members (see Section 2.4 of SPP’s Bylaws).  
 
Approved:  Corporate Governance Committee  August 27, 2015 

   Unanimous 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
HUMAN RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the SPP Board of Directors 
Revision of Southwest Power Pool Performance Compensation Plan Metrics 

October 12, 2015 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Human Resources Committee: 

Mr. Julian Brix, Chair 
Mr. Josh Martin     
Mr. Duane Highley  
Ms. Kelly Walters 
Mr. Noman Williams 
Mr. Tom Kent     

SPP Director 
SPP Director 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Empire District Electric Company 
South Central MCN, LLC 
Nebraska Public Power District 

Background 
The SPP Employee Performance Compensation Plan was approved by the SPP Board of Directors in 
October 2005.  The plan is designed to increase commitment of employees to attain corporate goals, 
promote management of corporate performance outcomes and encourage retention of qualified and 
trained employees.  The goal of the plan is to distribute compensation to individual employees in 
recognition of their contribution to the factors leading to the corporate performance, relative to all other 
employees. 

Analysis 
The SPP Human Resources Committee has oversight of the plan and is responsible for reviewing 
performance metrics and analysis and making plan funding recommendations annually to the SPP Board 
of Directors.  SPP management evaluates metrics in three major areas to determine annual corporate 
performance.  Those areas include cost control, SPP Members Committee survey of satisfaction with 
staff, and operational effectiveness.   

The SPP Human Resources Committee adopted new metrics in 2014, for implementation in 2015 for 
operational effectiveness.  These changes added market metrics, and increased the reliability quantitative 
calculations from three to five.  Threshold scores for system availability metrics were raised, and a new 
method of assessing NERC Standards Violations was added.  

At the August 12, 2015 SPP Human Resources Committee meeting, the committee requested staff 
review and propose changes to the Performance Compensation Plan Metrics to simplify the metrics and 
better align the measurements with SPP’s mission.  The analysis and detailed recommendation is 
attached to this document. 
 
Recommendation 

The Human Resources Committee recommends the Southwest Power Pool Board of Directors approve 
revised SPP Performance Compensation Plan Metrics, beginning with the 2016 Plan Year. 

Approved: Human Resources Committee October 12, 2015 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



 
 

 
 

Proposed Performance Compensation Metric Calculations  Page 1 
 

 

Proposed SPP Performance Compensation Plan Metric Weighting: 

Cost Control 0.25 
  

    Members committee survey 0.25   
 

    Operational metrics 0.25   
    
NERC Standards Violations 0.25 

  

 
1.00 

   

Proposed Corporate Modifier 

Staff recommends a range for the corporate modifier from 80% - 120%.    

Proposed Financial Performance Changes 

Propose to clarify what is being measured in the financial metrics.  Currently, the 
measurement simply references “budget”.   To clarify this measurement, change 
“budget” to “Adjusted Gross Revenue Requirement” (GRR).  The GRR encompasses all 
of SPP’s operating costs which need to be recovered with revenue in the fiscal year.  
GRR is determined prior to accounting for revenue SPP receives from Schedule 1A, 
NERC, FERC, etc.  The adjustment from budget will exclude direct costs for RE and 
FERC assessments. 

SPP’s operating budget has increased in size since Performance Compensation Plan 
inception in 2005.  This metric measurement will change to better reflect what is being 
measured.  The metric will measure actual dollars over or under GRR replacing the 
current measurement of percentage over or under budget.  The metric will be 
determined based on the following schedule: 

Metric Multiplier 
> $5M over GRR 0 
Between >$3M to$ 5M over GRR 0.5 
Between >$2M to >$3M over GRR 0.75 
Between =$2M under GRR to <= $2M over GRR 1 
Between >$3M under GRR to < $2M under GRR 1.25 
=$3M or more under GRR 1.5 
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Members Committee Satisfaction with staff performance: 

The HR Committee changed this metric in 2012 to survey the SPP Members Committee 
on staff’s delivery of services.  The response rate to this survey has fluctuated, with only 
a 71% response rate in 2014.  SPP staff will more actively seek responses to this 
survey to increase the response rate from participants.   Additionally, the multiplier for 
this metric will be changed based on the following schedule: 

Average Score Multiplier 
  <= 5.0 0    3 = Poor 

5.1 - 5.3 0.02 
  5.4 - 5.5 0.05    5 = Average 

5.6 - 5.8 0.1 
  5.8 - 6.0 0.3    6 = Good 

6.1 - 6.5 0.5 
  6.6 - 7.0 0.8 
  7.1 - 7.5 0.9 
  7.6 - 7.9 1.0    8 = Very Good 

8.0 - 8.5 1.25 
  8.6 - 9.0 1.50 
  9.0 - 9.5 1.75   

 >9.5 2.0   10 = Exceptional 
 

The following graph is included for illustrational purposes only.  This is the line created 
by the multiplier based on results from the satisfaction survey: 
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NERC Standards Violations     
 (Critical or greater)  
 
Number of Violations Multiplier 
0 1.0 
1-3 0.5 
4 0 
>4 -1.0 
 

Operational Metrics 

The SPP Human Resource Committee (HRC) updated the Market Performance Metrics 

in October 2014 as a result of the Integrated Marketplace implementation.  At the 

August 12, 2015 HRC meeting market metrics were discussed and reviewed.  The staff 

had previously presented metrics that consisted of measuring the Short-Term Load 
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Forecast (STLF), Real Time Line Outage Distribution Factor (RTLODF), Day Ahead 

Reliability Unit Commitment (DARUC) and Day Ahead Market (DAM).  The four metrics 

are explained in further detail in appendix A.  The HRC requested staff create and 

distribute a new proposal for committee review that combines all four metrics into a 

single metric.  The objective will be to determine if the market was a success on a daily 

basis for the prior year.   A daily pass or fail would be targeted to meet an annual 

objective. 

The day a-head calculations (DAM and DARUC) are performed once per day and are 

either a pass or fail for the day.   These calculations are normally met every day and the 

goal is for those to be 100% successful.  There are instances where this does not 

happen due to various reasons.   

The other two calculations (STLF and RTLODF) are calculated every 5 minutes for a 

total of 288 times per day.  It is normal for these calculations to miss an interval 

periodically without any negative impacts.  If a major system goes down SPP would 

miss 12 intervals per hour until programs are running properly again.  This would drop 

the solution daily rate down to 95.8% (276/288) if one hour and no other intervals were 

missed during the day.  Alternatively missing 1 solution during 12 different hours in a 

day would also have a 95.8% rate.    

In the initial evaluation of this metric staff assumed that the STLF and RTLODF metrics 

had a 98% daily target and the DAM and DARUC had 100%.  If all four of these metrics 

were above those targets the day met the established goal.   The following table shows 

the calculations for the metrics.  The year 2014 was from March through December and 

included 306 days.  For 2015 the metric is calculated from January 1 through 

September 28 for a total of 271 days.  No single day had multiple metric failures for the 

evaluation period.   Estimating full year exposure for 2014 would yield 10 days failing 

and for 2015 would be approximately 7 days. 
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 2014 (306 days) 2015 (271 days) 

 Days Failed Percent Days Failed Percent 
DARUC (100%) 0 100 0 100 

DAMKT (100%) 2 99.4 1 99.6 

RTLODF (98%) 1 99.7 1 99.6 

STLF (98%) 5 98.4 3 98.9 

Year 8 97.4 5 98.2 

 

Evaluation of different performance levels are shown in the table below representing the 
number of days missed for different percentage targets that may be considered for a 
normal 365 day year. 

Target % Target Days Missed Days Calculated 
Days 

Modifier 

99 362 3 361.4 1.50 
98 358 7 357.7 1.50 
97 355 10 354.1 1.25 
96 351 14 350.4 1.25 
95 347 18 346.8 1.00 
94 344 21 343.1 0.75 
93 340 25 339.5 0.50 
92 336 29 335.8 0.25 
91 333 32 332.2 0.00 

 

Missed Days Modifier 
0 – 7 1.50 
8-14 1.25 
15-18 1.00 
19 – 21 0.75 
22 – 25 0.50 
26 – 29 0.25 
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APPENDIX A 

Short-Term Load Forecast (STLF):  The STLF runs every 5 minutes for a 10-minute-
ahead interval.  The STLF target is to have less than a 1% forecast error and the metric 
measures the percentage of time that is achieved.    

Real Time Line Outage Distribution Factor (RTLODF): The RTLODF target is to have an 

updated solution every 5 minutes.   This metric requires the state estimator to be 

running and reliability calculations to functioning properly. 

Day Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DARUC):  The DARUC runs after completion 

of the DAM.  This calculation takes the solution to the DAM and ensures that it is 

reliable for the next day.   Should any reliability concerns be identified, generation units 

may be committed to maintain proper grid integrity.  This DARUC calculation should be 

performed within 4 hours of the completed DAM. 

Day Ahead Market (DAM):  The DAM calculation is performed every day and is the 

primary market calculation for establishing the financial position of market participants.  

Market participants have a deadline to update bids and offers for the next day.  The 

SPP staff has a defined time to perform the calculation and post the results.  Currently 

the market closes at 11 am and the DAM results are to be posted by 4 pm.  SPP has 

proposed to change these times and this metric would be calculated based on changes 

to the current 4 pm posting. 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
October 27, 2015 

Industry Expert Pool for 2016 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Oversight Committee: 

Joshua Martin  
Phyllis Bernard 
Larry Altenbaumer 
 

Chair, SPP Director 
SPP Director 
SPP Director 

The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Jim Eckelberger SPP Chairman 
 

Background 
Pursuant to Attachment Y of the SPP OATT the SPP Order 1000 process requires the use of an Industry 
Expert Pool/Panel to review, rank and score proposals for Competitive Upgrade projects.  The Oversight 
Committee was delegated the responsibility to make a formal recommendation to the SPP Board for the 
approval of experts to be part of the expert pool for 2016.  From this pool a panel(s) of 3-5 experts will be 
chosen to fulfill the responsibilities of making a recommendation of the winning proposal and an alternate 
proposal to the SPP Board.  Ultimately the SPP Board will select the winning proposal and name the 
Designated Transmissions Owner for each Competitive Upgrade project. 

Analysis 
SPP Staff publicized the need for these expert positions and received application from interested 
applicants.  Experts from the 2015 pool have also requested to be renewed onto the expert pool for 2016.  
Staff reviewed these applications and made some recommendations to the Oversight Committee during 
its September 24, 2015 meeting held in Chicago Illinois. These discussions were held in Executive 
Session; where the members’ of the Oversight Committee, Chairman Jim Eckelberger and relevant SPP 
Staff were in attendance.  Staff brought forward summaries of all eight renewals from 2015 and ten new 
applications received for the Oversight Committee to review.  Each applicant was reviewed and voted on 
by the Committee.  The Oversight Committee agreed on each recommended applicant. 

Additionally, staff brought forward a potential risk item for the committee to evaluate.  One of the 2015 
pool members has a potential situation that could limit him from participating in the panel for the current 
competitive project.  Should this risk be realized, the panel could be left without an expert in one of the 
tariff required areas.  To mitigate this risk, staff requested the OC to evaluate the possibility of 
retroactively adding a member of the 2016 pool, if approved by the BOD, back to the 2015 pool and be 
available for the competitive panel if needed.  To accomplish this, staff will need to file a waiver at FERC.  
The Oversight Committee agreed to this recommendation. 

Recommendations 
Recommendation #1: The Oversight Committee recommends that the SPP Board approve the 
recommended Industry Expert Pool for 2016.  The applicants recommended are: 



 

2015 IEP Renewals 

1. William Steele 
2. Denis Bethel 
3. Michael Jacobs 
4. Raj Rana 
5. Ronald Brown 
6. Steve Strickland 
7. Tom Wright 
8. Dave Nevius 

2016 IEP Applicants 

1. Monica Kachru 
2. Michael McDowell 
3. Murry Witcher 
4. Bob Lux 
5. Ali Al-Fayez 
6. Kirk Patterson 

 
Summaries of the recommended applicants are attached. 

Recommendation #2: The Oversight Committee recommends that the SPP Board approve the 
recommendation to mitigate the 2015 panel risk and assign a member of the 2016 pool retroactively to 
the 2015 pool to be used as needed. 

Approved: SPP Oversight Committee September 24, 2015 

 Unanimous 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  William Arthur Steele (Bill Steele) 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Northern Colorado (Jan 75-June 76) – BS in Bus Admin 
University of Phoenix (Sept 85-May 87) MBA  
Institute of Public Utilities Grid School coursework in 2014 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Bill Steele & Associates LLC (May 2012-present) 
 Owner 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Mar 1978-May 2012)  
 Principal Financial Analyst, Commission Advisor 
Center for Public Utilities at NMSU (1998-present) 
 Instructor in “Basics of Regulation” among other courses 
   
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations)  
None 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission operations -includes testifying in rate cases; reviewing securities filings by electric 
utilities 
 
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-being a rate case witness for the Colorado PUC trial staff; 
became supervisor of Auditing Unit in ’87, which included auditing the cost allocation methodologies of 
how utilities assigned costs within the company and how the company allocated costs between multi-
state jurisdictions.  Revenue requirement and rate design were also issues addressed by his work 
experience.  When moved to Commission staff advisor, work included educating Commissioners and 
ALJs on technical operations of the electric system including transmission, cost allocation and 
assignment by function, and cost recovery in rates.  
 
Published:  
As a member of NARUC’s Staff Subcommittee on Management Analysis, co-authored “A Guide to 
Management Audit Plans” published in 1992 and “A Guide to Auditing Implementation Activities” 
published in 1996. 
Has presented and testified numerous times 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Presenter to various organizations on numerous regulatory/utility related topics 
Speaker at NARUC Staff Subcommittee on Accounting and Finance on various topics 
 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Dennis Bethel  
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Univ of Evansville (Indiana) ’69-’73, BSEE-Elec Engin 
Ball State Univ, ’76-’77, Bus Mgmt (moved, did not graduate) 
Ohio State Univ ’86, AEP Mgmt Dev Program 
Numerous short courses in energy applications, rate making, load research and analysis, expert witness 
presentation  
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Bethel Electric Rate Consulting, LLC ’11-present 
 President, Principal Consultant 
AEP Service Corporation, ’05-‘10 
 Managing Director, Regulated Tariffs 
AEP Service Corporation, ’00-‘05 
 Director, Transmission and Interconnection Services 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations)  
None 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission operations-from ’96-’00 was Mgr-Transmission & Interconnection Svcs and 
participated in daily operating conditions mtgs; occasionally assisted control room mgmt at times of 
system and personnel stress 
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-extensive experience from ’88-’10: principal analyst in 
charge of developing AEP’s first OATT in ’93, 3 years before Order 888; designed rates and tariffs for PTP 
and network transmission service plus ancillary services; also designed compliance rates and tariffs; was 
TWG member during MISO RTO pre-operational development; participated in PJM and SPP TWGs; held 
numerous ratemaking positions from ’77-’10 
 
Electric transmission finance-limited to AEP’s rate case lead for negotiating settlements in formula rate 
cases during ’05-’10; worked closely with COE expert and AEP Finance execs 
 
Published:  
Many times, but not publically, presenting testimony/exhibits in FERC and state regulatory 
proceedings 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
IEEE, NSPE, OSPE, professional engineer since 1978 in Indiana, 1980 in Ohio. 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Michael B. Jacobs 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Wesleyan University, ’81-’85, BA in Social Studies 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, ’86-’87, Urban and Regional Planning  
University of Massachusetts-Amherst, ’89-’90, MS-Regional Planning 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Union of Concerned Scientists, Jan ’13-present 
 Sr Analyst, Markets and Transmission 
Xtreme Power, Sept ’10-Jul ‘12 
 Director of Regulatory Affairs and Market Policy 
National Renewable Energy Lab (Alliance for Sustainable Energy), Jul’09-Jul’10 
 Engineer, Transmission and Grid Integration 
First Wind, ’07-‘09  
 Vice-President, Transmission 
American Wind Energy Association, ’04-‘07 
 Deputy Policy Director 
TransEnergiUs, ’01-‘03 
 Open Season Manager 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
None  
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-lead in development of interconnection requests for over 10 
wind farms from application through completion of Interconnection Agreements 
  
Electric transmission project management and construction-As manager for ISO Affairs and Open 
Seasons for the first “merchant” transmission projects, implemented strategy and communications for 
including independent transmission in ISO tariffs and in the plans for prospective bidders for 
transmission capacity.  This required clear description of roles and responsibilities for projects in relation 
to ISO-NE, NYISO, and PJM, tariff and rule changes, extensive stakeholder and staff interactions as the 
model for participation in the ISO took shape 
  
Electric transmission operations- As VP-Transmission for wind developer, organized operations for 
radial lines with multiple generator assets.  Pre-construction, established protocols for reservations 
made by multiple parties; negotiated with ISO-NE and Bangor Hydro to use dynamic line rating based on 
ambient temperature on radial portion of Bangor Hydro system; led analyses of unused transmission 
capacity for use of non-firm reservations 
  



Electric transmission rate design and analysis-for TransEnergiUS, established the OASIS site for Cross-
Sound Cable connecting NYISO and ISO-NE; set up business manual, physical website, participated as 
member of ISO-NE OASIS users group; for First Wind, prepared for third-party use through OATT of 345 
kV radial line in Utah 
 
Electric transmission finance-as decision-making member of Northern Maine Independent System 
Administrator board, reviewed setting manual tariff rates; as manager of Open Season marketing, made 
value projections for economic transfers, monthly reservation rates 
  
Published:  
“Qualifying Storage as Transmission” with PJM staff, 2013 
“Transmission Recommendations for High Wind Penetration” IEEE Power Engineering Society General 
Meeting 2007 
“Making Wind Fit” EEI Electric Perspectives 2005 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Utility Variable Integration Group 
 
Past BOD Positions:  Northern Maine Independent System Administrator, ended 2009 
   The Wind Coalition, ended 2007 
   Wind on the Wires, ended 2007 
Present BOD Positions: Solar Grid Storage, began 2014 
   Vineyard Power Cooperative, began 2012 
 



  IEP Candidate 

Name:  Raj Rana 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
M.S. University, India, ’66-’71, BSEE-Electric power 
West Virginia University, ’74-’77, MSEE-Electric power 
University of Dayton, ’81-’82, MBA-Finance and International Business 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
American Electric Power Service Corp, ’06-‘10 
 Director-RTO Policy and NERC Compliance 
AEP Service Corp, ’99-‘06 
 Director-Transmission Policy 
AEP Service Corp, ’77- ‘99 
 Engineer, Sr. Engineer, Principle Engineer 
Since January, 2011, I am providing consulting services pertinent to NERC reliability compliance, 
wholesale energy markets, transmission rate making, market power analysis, energy efficiency, 
demand response, ISO/RTO participation, transmission system planning and operation. I also 
develop and teach courses in the areas of technical and business aspects of electric utility. The 
following provides a list of major projects covered or working on as part of the consulting work:  
- EEI – Restore power and mutual assistance program manager for two years  
- Conduct mock NERC Reliability and CIPs audits, and review compliance documents for a major 
electric power company  
- Expand power system restoration plan to prepare for rapid restoration following blackouts due 
to GMD as well as malicious electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack  
- Evaluate the neutral earthing resistor data collected by TransPower New Zealand for the 
effectivess of such neutral blocking devices to protect transformers against potential impact of 
EMP attacks. 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
None listed on Application 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-Planning of AEP’s bulk transmission network at 230 to 765 kV 
voltage level. Active member of the engineering and design team for the EHV lines and stations 
approved for construction. Regional and inter-regional reliability studies to assess the interconnected 
network reliability. Participate in testing and commissioning of new EHV lines and large generators while 
integrating them into the existing EHV network. Also conduct tests on 800 and 1,300 MW generators to 
address dynamic stability and protection issues such as transient stability, loss of excitation, and sub-
synchronous resonance. 
  
Electric transmission project management and construction-As a planning engineer, was an active 
member of AEP’s transmission construction team to manage construction of 345 and 765 kV lines and 
stations for timely integration into the system. Supported the construction group in right-of-way 



acquisition process, such as educating affected communities and property owners on perceived EMF, 
radio/TV interference, corona effect, and other concerns.  
  
Electric transmission operations- As part of short-term transmission planning responsibilities, 
conducted next-day, weekly, and seasonal studies to assess reliability performance of the existing bulk 
transmission network, and developed appropriate mitigation measures to maintain security of the AEP 
transmission system in the interconnected system environment. Participated in regional and inter-
regional studies for short-term and long-term interconnected system assessments. Address loop flows 
issue. Evaluate total and available transmission capability (TTC and ATC) for AEP OASIS.  
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-As Director of Transmission Policy, coordinated the 
efforts of OATT filings at FERC including preparing testimonies for senior executives as well as ROI 
studies and testimonies. Review transmission rate calculations for FERC filings. 
 
Electric transmission finance-Developed multi-year capital budget for transmission lines and stations for 
inclusion in Company’s overall Capital budget planning. As part of this activity, input received from line 
and station engineering as well as from the construction and project management groups. Also 
conducted sensitivity studies to evaluate the impact of variations in assumed parameters, such as 
inflation rates, in-service date delays to regulatory issues, equipment delivery issues, contingencies and 
variances. Worked with the Finance department for issuance of bonds to finance major EHV 
transmission projects  
  
Published: Seven technical papers in the area of transmission planning, power plant 
integration, momentary fast turbine valving, sub-synchronous resonance, loss of excitation, and 
torsional measurements of 800 and 1,300 MW steam generators 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Registered Professional Engineer (P.E.) Ohio  
Certified Energy Manager (CEM)  
IEEE – Life Member  
Association of Energy Engineers (AEE) – Member 
 

 



  IEP Candidate 

Name:  Ronald D Brown 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Iowa, ’55-’60, BSEE-Electrical Engineering 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc., ’01-’05 (part time) 
 VP Special Projects 
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc., ’91-‘01 
 Director of Planning and Engineering, VP of Planning and Technology 
Stanley Consultants, ’61-’64 and ’68-‘89 
 VP and Chief Electrical Engineer 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
None listed 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-while at Stanley, head of substation design dept and 
responsible for design of many 69, 115, 138, 161, and 345 kV substations; developed folded breaker and 
a half scheme before learning of it in industry trade press; completed study for new system control 
center for IOU; at EKPC had responsibility for substation and transmission line design departments, right 
of way procurement, transmission planning, load forecasting, and power supply planning; also 
responsible for strategic planning, R&D, IT, and transmission network communications 
  
Electric transmission project management and construction-at Stanley, pioneered use of Critical Path 
Network scheduling for transmission projects; also served as field engineer during construction of five 
substations, 115 and 69 kV, for Colorado Ute G&T 
  
Electric transmission operations- representative on ECAR’s executive committee for over 10 years and 
monitored EKPC’s adherence to ECAR and NERC requirements; involved in operational meetings with 
owners of electric arc furnaces connected to EKPC system regarding how its operations affected EKPC’s 
system performance; representative as part of group that “invented” ACES Power Marketing, producing 
the first drafts of contracts and bylaws 
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-at Stanley, was responsible for rate department 
(primarily retail although many rate making concepts are similar for transmission); both as consultant 
and at EKPC, was actively engaged in negotiations between EKPC and KY Utilities Co relating to the 
transmission interconnection contract between the two 
 
Electric transmission finance-lead on a power supply and load application study for a 300 MW coal fired 
plant for EKPC where required capital was provided by REA, CFC, and private financing; prepared study 



that justified this project, including a projection of future power costs and related financial forecasts, 
which also included private financing prospectus 
 
Published:  
Article on Architecturally Treated 138kV Substation in Downtown Milwaukee, WI, in Electrical World 
Magazine 
Article on Rural Electrification for an encyclopedia (with C M Stanley) 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
IEEE Centennial Award 
IEEE, Senior Life Member  
Founding Member of IEEE PES Blue Grass Chapter 
NSPE, Life Member 
Kentucky Engineering Society, Life Member 
EKPC representative, Executive Committee, Board of Directors, ECAR 
EKPC representative, South Eastern Power Administration, Customer’s Group 
Member, Industry Advisory Board, College of Engineering, University of Iowa 
Member (9 yrs), Iowa State Board of Engineering Examiners 
Member (6 yrs), Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology 
EKPC Representative, EPRI Transmission Oversight (?) Committee 
Registered/Licensed Professional Engineer in 12 states when a consultant. Currently on inactive 
status in KY and IA 

 



IEP Candidate 

Name:  Steve Strickland 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Arkansas, ’77-’79, BS-Chemical Engineering 
UALR, ’80-’85, MBA 
UALR Law School, ’90-’95, J.D.  
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Entergy Arkansas, Inc., 5/79-5/14 

VP-Regulatory Affairs (also: Engineer, Manager Business Development, Executive Assistant to 
the Chairman, Manager Regulatory Planning and Special Studies, Manager Regulatory Affairs, 
and Director Regulatory Affairs) 

 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
No current affiliations.  As part of work in regulatory affairs for EAI, had repeated interactions with SPP 
members OG&E, AECC, and AEP/SWEPCO related to regulatory issues that affected all of these electric 
utilities that provide retail service to customers in Arkansas.   
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-none specific to transmission; was staff and project engineer 
on design of two generation plants, coal/coke gasification projects; responsibilities included engineering 
review; coordinating review of all engineering functions with contract engineering design firm; 
development of detailed critical path scheduled for final engineering and construction; selection of flue 
gas desulfurization equipment for lignite-based generating plant 
  
Electric transmission project management and construction-none specific to transmission; have 
experience in project management (see above answer about engineering design) 
  
Electric transmission operations- as head of Regulatory Affairs for EAI, responsibilities included securing 
regulatory approval for sites for transmission projects; close interaction with transmission planning to 
find right balance of site/route design, cost, and public impact to meet need for new transmission 
facilities in order to secure regulatory approval for construction 
 
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-have more than 25 years experience dealing with state 
and federal regulatory policy issues, including those related to transmission, and in the design of tariffs 
to recover the revenue requirement for utility facilities that include transmission 
 
Electric transmission finance-none specific to transmission, but as part of duties as VP, Regulatory 
Affairs for EAI, was responsible for securing APSC approval for financing authorization for all the utility’s 
securities used to provide financing for operations, which included transmission facilities; 



responsibilities also included addressing regulatory issues related to issuance of securities raised in 
underwriter due diligence calls 
  
Published:  
Nothing public 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Member of Arkansas Bar Association  
Registered Professional Engineer in Arkansas, inactive status 
Served from ’11-’13 on University of Missouri Financial Research Institute, a regional utility policy forum 
Also served on BODs of several community organizations during career, including Centers for Youth and 
Families and LRSD Public Education Foundation.  Currently serve on Advisory Board of Baptist Health 
Systems and BOD of the Arkansas Repertory Theater 



IEP Candidate 

Name:  Thomas E. Wright  
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Wichita State University, ’57-’61, BA-Mathematics 
Washburn University School of Law, ’61-’64, J.D. 
Washburn University, BA-German Language 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Morris Laing Evans Brock and Kenney, 6/14-present 
 Attorney “Of Counsel” 
Kansas Corporation Commission, ’07-‘14 
 Commissioner/Chairman (’07-’11) 
Wright Henson Hutton Mudrick and Gragson, ‘90’s-‘07 
 Attorney Partner 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
Morris Laing Evans Brock and Kennedy has approximately fifty lawyers officed in Wichita, Topeka, 
Chicago and West Palm Beach, Fla.  I am engaged by Morris Laing in an "of counsel" capacity.  That 
means that financially I am compensated strictly on what I originate or produce.   One of the other "of 
counsel" is C. Michael Lennen who was also a member and Chairman of the Kansas Corporation 
Commission in the mid-80s.  He was employed by Westar Energy from July 2007 to March 2012. Mr. 
Lennen practiced with Morris Laing before and after being employed at Westar.  Morris Laing lawyers in 
Wichita represent Westar in certain condemnation proceedings.  My compensation is not related to 
what other lawyers in the firm do with Westar.  AMENDMENT 8-25-2014. When doing a conflict check I 
found that NextEra Resources was a firm client since 2009 in Gas Storage Tax matters.  Next Era 
Resources and NextEra Transmission, SW, are separate and distinct indirect subsidiaries of FPL.  We 
have discussed legal representation for Next Era Transmission if and when they seek utility status, 
certificate of Necessity and Siting Permits.  We do not have a signed agreement to represent them at 
this time but expect it is likely we will in the future. 
  
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
  
Electric transmission project management and construction-during terms on KCC, major transmission 
projects were considered and developed for first time in 30 plus years; considered dozens of siting 
issues (see Application and attachments for more details); KCC decided necessity for and reasonableness 
of location of proposed electric transmission lines, considering benefit to consumers in KS and outside 
the state as well as potential economic development benefits in KS and outside the state; required 
examination of projects in ITP10 and resulting improvements in reliability and economics; examined and 
decided on cost benefit basis which of several alternative proposed routes were to be selected;  
 



Electric transmission operations- SPP informational sessions have given me twenty thousand food view 
of operations 
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-gives example of docket for approval of Transmission 
Delivery Charge tariffs; ’08-’09 KCC began exploring redesign of electric rate structure in KS including 
rate structures to promote conservation, rate structures that contained dynamic pricing components in 
which price paid varied with system conditions to encourage efficient use of existing generating 
resources; also the formation of Westar by merging two utilities and rates diverged significantly and 
ultimately consolidated rates of hundreds of thousands of customers 
 
Electric transmission finance-competitive bidding for transmission projects has little history in KS; “V 
Plan” was under consideration in KS so KCC had to consider which of two applicants had better financing 
along with who was more qualified to construct transmission facilities; KCC has had to consider model of 
equity financing to fund development and debt financing to fund construction of a 500-600kV DC line; 
regularly called upon to consider cost of capital questions, ownership relationships, nature of equity 
investments, and regularly looked at how applicants would likely convince banks to lend or not 
 
Published:  
Contributions to research at SPP (RARTF, RITF, and “Go Live” Task Force) 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Energy Bar Association  
Chairman of the Kansas Corporation Commission, 2007-2011;   Chairman of the Board of Governors 
of Washburn University, 1986-1988, member 1982-1988;    President of the Kansas Bar Association 
2008-2009;    Chairman of the Legislative Committee of the Kansas Bar Association;   President of the 
Regional State Committee of the Southwest Power Pool, 2013;   Kansas Supreme Court  Nominating 
Committee 1995-2003. Chairman of the Governor’s Committee on Statewide Gambling, (2004);  
Chairman of Consolidation Commission of Topeka and Shawnee County (2004-2005),(Purpose was 
to consolidate City and County Governments) 

 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  David R. Nevius 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Drexel Institute of Technology, ’64-’69, BSEE-Power System Engineering 
Drexel University, ’73-’75, MS-Engineering Management 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
NERC, ’79-‘13  
     Senior VP 
PSE&G, ’69-‘79 
     Senior Engineer 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations)  
No past, present or planned affiliations with any QRP or SPP stakeholder.  As an employee or officer of 
NERC, have interfaced with SPP, SPP RE, and SPP members in conducting bulk power system event 
investigations and seasonal and long-term bulk power system reliability assessments.  
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-Staff lead on development of joint PSE&G/Con Ed plan for 
second Hudson-Farragut 345kV interconnection with Con Ed and associated transmission adds to PSEG 
system to effect a 600MW wheeling arrangement;  transmission planning sponsor for Northern Zone of 
PSE&G Transmission System; PSE&G rep on PJM Planning Study for 1980 as well as several special PJM 
transmission studies and voltage and reactive power studies; 
 
Electric transmission project management and construction-Secured engineering plans and relay 
recommendations from PSE&G engineering department for the Hudson-Farragut 345kV addition; 
 
Electric transmission operations-prepared seasonal voltage studies and voltage recommendations for 
PSE&G system as well as PJM overall system; at NERC, prepared seasonal assessment studies of 
operating conditions for the upcoming Summer and Winter seasons; lead NERC representative on the 
evaluation of system operating conditions associated with major blackouts, including Aug 2003 and Sept 
2011; 
  
Published:  
History of deregulation in the U.S. electricity industry with emphasis on the evolution of NERC and 
its role as the Electric Reliability Organization.  Published a European journal at the request of the 
President of the European Transmission System Operator (ETSO) organization. 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
IEEE Member since 1969 



IEEE USA Energy Policy Committee member 
U.S. Department of Energy Electricity Advisory Committee (past member) 
Testified before the U.S. Congress on the need for reliability legislation to make reliability rules 
mandatory 
 
 



IEP Candidate  
 

Name:  Monica Kachru 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Lady Shri Ram College, New Delhi, India (‘89-‘92) BA-Economics (Honors) 
Boston University (’94-‘96) MA-Energy and Environmental Studies  
MIT-Sloan School of Management (’14-’15) MBA-Finance and Strategy 
One year of law studies at Faculty of Law, Delhi University (India), ’92-‘93 
Environmental Law graduate course at Univ of Mass (’94-’95) 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
 
Eversource (12/06-5/14) 
 Manager, Energy Efficiency Evaluation 
Transenergie US (8/01-5/05)  
 Senior Analyst Transmission Projects 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations)  
None 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-responsible for asset valuation, estimation of economic 
value, impact of new merchant transmission lines on wholesale energy prices and markets; 
management of hourly dispatch models, simulation of power pools, power flows between adjoining 
areas, applicable transmission constraints to accurately estimate impacts of building new transmission 
projects; reliability needs assessment to improve project economics or identify new projects and 
potential expansions to address reliability needs; develop key economic value metrics for building 
Northern Pass, spearhead assessment of building a 1000MW-1500MW potential backbone transmission 
line; comprehensive understanding of electricity markets, transmission infrastructure, Tariffs, and 
regulatory framework that govern approval of transmission projects; led discussions and presented 
alternative proposals at ISO-NE regarding tariff requirements and market rules; work collaboratively 
with regulators  
 
Electric transmission finance – supported development of project pro-forma for various potential 
projects, including developing project financing terms and project economics 
 
Published:  
Co-authored “Integration of Energy Efficiency in Transmission and Distribution Planning” article in 
International Journal of Progress in Industrial Ecology 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
  



Chairperson of ISO-NE Information Policy Working Group 
Expert in Market Rules and Tariff requirements 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve  



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Michael L. McDowell 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Kansas, ’61-’69, BS, MPA, Management, Public Policy  
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Heartland Consumers Power District, ’04-‘13 
 CEO 
Western States Power Corporation, ’95-‘00 
 President, CEO 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
Basin Electric Power Cooperative, East River Electric Power Cooperative, Heartland Consumers Power 
District, Kansas Municipal Energy Agency, Missouri River Energy Services, Municipal Energy Agency of 
Nebraska, Nebraska Public Power District, NextEra Energy, NorthWestern Energy, Tenaska Power 
Services, WAPA (details of affiliations attached to application)  
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission project management and construction-As CEO and later Board Member and 
President of WSPC, approved for customer funding support selected transmission projects submitted by 
WAPA, US Bureau of Reclamation, and US Army Corps of Engineers; as CEO of Heartland, helped review 
and approve interconnection, maintenance, construction plans of transmission projects of Joint 
Transmission System, Missouri River Basin Power Project, and Whelan Energy Center 2 
  
Electric transmission finance-at WSPC, arranged funding plans for federal power customers’ 
investments in approved transmission projects submitted by the WAPA, US Bureau of Reclamation, and 
US Army Corps of Engineers; at Heartland, reviewed and approved funding plans of interconnection, 
maintenance, and construction projects of Joint Transmission System, Missouri River Basin Power 
Project, and Whelan Energy Center 2 
  
Published:  
“Qualifying Storage as Transmission” with PJM staff, 2013 
“Transmission Recommendations for High Wind Penetration” IEEE Power Engineering Society General 
Meeting 2007 
“Making Wind Fit” EEI Electric Perspectives 2005 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
South Dakota Transportation Commission 
Board of Directors-American Public Power Association 
Chair-National Rural Electric Association-National Preference Customer Committee 



Board of Directors, CEO, and President-Western States Power Corporation (WSPC) 
Board of Directors and President-Lake Area Improvement Corporation (South Dakota) 
Midwest Electric Consumers Association 
Rocky Mountain Electric League 
 
Number of transmission projects developed , reviewed, and approved while at WSPC and Heartland 
covers 16 years and 8 states; will bring to the reviews of proposed projects the outlook and experience 
as one ultimately responsible to governing boards and customers for success of each project 
 
 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Murry Witcher Jr. 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Central Arkansas (UCA) Spring ’65; ’68-’71, Business Administration 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Entergy Services, Inc., Nov ’80-July ‘14 
 Coordinator Regulatory Affairs-Transmission 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
None listed on Application 
  
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission project management and construction-primary tasks for Regulatory Coordination 
were 1) coordinate and execute governmental filings for securing required permits for constructing 
transmission facilities in Entergy system; 2) prepare oral and written expert testimony on transmission 
related issues and review other expert testimony, reports, studies and governmental applications; 3) 
coordinate or prepare responses to data requests from governmental regulatory agencies and other 
interveners concerning transmission projects; 4) maintain good relationships with governmental 
agencies and commissions, staff members, interveners, and other parties involved in the transmission 
certification and permitting process; 5) manage the process for evaluating and selecting transmission 
line routes and substation sites for regulatory filings, including managing contracts of consulting firms 
and coordinating with environmental experts, governmental agencies, T&D planning, design, 
construction and project management; 6) identify and coordinate the efforts necessary to file USACE, 
including Sec 10 and Sec 404 permits, Costal Zone Permits and General Land Office easements required 
for transmission line; and 7) providing documentation and support to Right of Way Management to 
facilitate the acquisition and maintenance of Entergy rights of way 

 
Published: n/a  
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume 
Richard E Malon Public Service Award for furthering the objects of Municipal Utilities, MPUA 2015 
Annual Conference-Alliance Awards 
 
North Little Rock City Council since 1990 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Robert Lux  
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Missouri-Rolla, ’66-’69, BS-Electrical Engineering 
Joplin Jr College, ’64-’66, Associate in Science 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Southwest Power Pool, ’03-‘14 
 Lead Engineer 
Illinois Power (’73-‘03) 
 Transmission Planning Engineer 
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
Did not respond  
 
  
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-6 years as service area Engineer with Illinois Power; 33 years 
distribution, sub transmission, and transmission design: 23 yrs with Illinois Power and 10 years of 
transmission design with SPP 
 
Electric transmission project management and construction – lead engineer on conceptual design of 
many project or the year(?); consulted with the construction engineers 
 
Electric transmission operations- during last few years at Illinois Power, worked on operation floor and 
worked as operations engineer 
 
Electric transmission rate design and analysis – not a lot of experience with rate design – understand 
some concepts 
 
Published:  
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve 



IEP Candidate 
 

Name:  Ali Al-Fayez 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
Ohio State University, ‘80 – MSEE – Power Systems 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, ’77 – BSEE-Power Systems  
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
 
TRC Solutions (Apr’13-present) 
 Consultant 
Al-Fayez Ecommerce LLC (’10-present)  
 COO 
AEP (’80-’10) 
 Manager 
   
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations)  
None listed 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design – direct contact with AEP’s Engineering and Design group in 
the development of projects 
 
Electric transmission project management and construction – direct contact with Project Management 
group to ensure projects are completed on time 
 
Electric transmission operations – conducted seasonal operational studies for several regions of AEP 
system 
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis - worked with rate department to ensure recovery of 
investments  
 
Electric transmission finance - managed AEP’s Transmission capital budget; my group entered financial 
info for projects  
 
Published:  
“Priority Guide for Capital Improvement Projects,” 1990 Inter-RAM Conference 
“Probabilistic Approach to Transmission System Planning,” 1986 American Power Conference 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume) 
Registered PE in Ohio 



Senior Member of Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) 
 
Over 35 yrs of elec utility experience; 20 yrs in Transmission Planning, 10 yrs in Asset Mgmt; 5 yrs as Elec 
Utility Consultant; worked closely with planning, operation, substation engineering, transmission line 
engineering, project mgmt., finance, operation and maintenance, rate tariff, etc; currently working as 
expert on several confidential major projects 
 
In last 5 years with AEP, was responsible for entire AEP Transmission capital construction budget; had 
the responsibility of analyzing the $1B+ budget; prepared Board of Directors document approvals. 
  
Staff Recommendation: Approve  



IEP Candidate 

Name:  Kirk Patterson 
 
Education: (School, Years, Degree) 
University of Santa Clara, ’76-’88, MSEE-Engineering Management 
San Jose State University, ’60-’65, BSEE 
Edison Electric Institute, ’77, Electric Rate Fundamentals 
 
Employment History: (Company, Years, Position) 
Patterson Consulting, ’00-present 
 Principal 
Henwood Energy Services, Inc, ’95-‘00 
 Senior Project Manager 
PG&E, ’68-‘94 
  Senior Transmission Contract Specialist (most recently)  
 
Affiliations: (Personal affiliations vs. Company affiliations) 
None listed 
 
Area(s) of Expertise: (summarize expertise for each area) 
 
Electric transmission engineering design-six years engaged in transmission planning at PG&E-
performing power flow, dynamic stability, short circuit, and economic evaluations of transmission 
alternatives 
 
 Electric transmission operations- See above re: transmission planning; additional work in transmission 
planning to solve operational problems for DOE Laboratories in CA, KY, and OH 
  
Electric transmission rate design and analysis-worked in transmission cost of service, rate design, 
contract negotiation and litigation support while at PG&E (see resume) 
 
Electric transmission finance-as part of transmission planning the economic evaluation of transmission 
alternatives has been an essential part; no direct experience with finance per se in the transmission 
context 
  
Published:  
None listed 
 
Other: (summary of other important items in application/resume)  
See resume:  was senior transmission rate expert at PG&E; as principal of Patterson Consulting have 
represented many clients in transmission matters including US DOE, Merced Irrigation District and the 



LPSC; filed testimony before FERC and LPSC (per resume); LPSC witness in Phase 1 Entergy Change of 
Control case for Entergy joining MISO (per resume) 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve 



 

 

Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 58_CRR014 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Revise SPP Criteria Section 12.1 for EIA_411 reporting 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Derek Hawkins Company: SPP 

Email: dhawkins@spp.org Phone: 501-688-1662 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

These edits are being proposed to strengthen SPP Criteria to support EIA-411 reporting and planning activities. NERC 
has issued a new Standard, MOD-025-2 (Effective July 2016) that covers the verification and data reporting of 
generator real and reactive power capability and synchronous condenser reactive power capability.  The new standard 
does not cover seasonality, ambient testing conditions, or the need for an operational testing which are critical in 
obtaining the proper generator accreditation capability for EIA-411 reporting and planning activities. The timing on this 
revision is to not only meet the MOD-025-2 timeline but to also provide generators sufficient time to budget and plan for 
testing of their units in 2016.        

Also, with the removal of Section 12.1.6, Appendix 10 becomes irrelevant and will be removed as a part of this revision.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Requests aligns generator testing requirements with the new MOD-025-2 Standard while maintaining guidelines 
covering seasonality, ambient testing conditions, and the need for an operational test.  

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable stakeholder groups have reviewed and approved. 

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): 12.1 Criteria Date: 7/29/2014 
  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: 
ORWG 

 

Date: 8/6/2015 

Vote: Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
GWG 

 

Date: 6/12/2015 

Vote: Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
TWG 

 

Date: 2/17/2015 

Vote: Approved 

Abstained: 5 

Opposed: 1 

Reasons for Opposition: The opposing TWG member had additional language that he wanted to include in the CRR 
regarding approved transmission capacity for generating units. The GWG discussed the comments and concluded that the 
issue was better suited for the CMTF and should not be included with this CRR that focuses on generator testing.  

 

 



 

 

Secondary Working Group: 
RCWG 

 

Date: 1/20/2015 

Vote: Approved with one revision 

MOPC Recommendation:       

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Vote: Approved 

BOD/Member Committee 
Recommendation:       

 

Date:       

Vote:       

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Derek Hawkins 

Description of Comments: The following revision should be included in order to correct the exchange mechanism for 
MVAR capability of generators. RR58 removes Section 12.1.6 and therefore should be altered to use the MOD-025-2 
methods. The data can also be requested by SPP in order to obtain this type of information that may not be required for 
equipment that doesn’t meet the Bulk Electric System definition requirements. 

Status: Comments incorporated and approved by ORWG on 8/6/2015. GWG approved the addition on 8/7/2015. There were no 
abstentions or objections from either group. 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

 
SPP Criteria 

 
12.0  ELECTRICAL FACILITY RATINGS 

12.1  Rating of  Accredited Net Generating EquipmentCapacity 

To provide a basis for comparing operating margin of various entities and to assure reasonable distribution of 

the margin, generating equipment shall be uniformly and consistently rated to permit accurate planning. 

Procedures are herein established for rating generating units andThis Section shall be used to determine the 

annual and seasonal accredited net generating capacity of generators in calculating the capacity/reserve margin 

to be reported in EIA-411 and is not intended to be used for the purpose of satisfying NERC Standard 

Requirements. Procedures are herein for establishing a system of records so that changes in capacity during the 

life of the equipment can be recognized.  These procedures define the framework under which the ratingsnet 

generating capacity are to be established while recognizing the necessity of exercising judgment in their 

determination.  The terms defined and the ratingsnet generating capacity established pursuant to these 

procedures shall be used for SPP purposes, including determining capacity margins for bothcapacity planning 

and operating purposes, scheduling maintenance, and preparation of reports of other information for industry 

organizations, news media, and governmental agencies.  These ratingsnet generating capacity are not intended 

to restrict daily operating practices associated with SPP operating reserve sharing, for which more dynamic 

ratings may be necessary.  Each member shall test its generating equipment in accordance with the procedures 



 

 

contained herein.  On the basis of these tests summer and winter net capability ratings for each generating unit 

and station on the member's electric system shall be established.  This net capability is referenced in many 

NERC documents as net dependable capacity that is the maximum capacity a unit can sustain over a 

specified period modified for seasonal limitations and reduced by the capacity required for station service or 

auxiliaries.  The summer net capability of each unit may be used as the winter net capability without further 

testing, at the option of the member.  As a minimum, each member shall conduct tests on all its generating 

equipment which isgenerators that are designated as a part of the resource for supplying its owna load serving 

member’s peak load and minimum capacity/reserve margin requirement of thesethis Criteria.  The seasonal 

net capabilities, gross capabilities, and auxiliary loads shall be furnished to SPP for all existing generating 

units and upon installation of new generating units and shall be revised at other times when necessary. The 

generating capability limits will be equal to or less than the most limiting component including but not limited 

to bus, breakers, switches, transformers, or generator protection relays.    Members shall annually report the 

seasonal net generating unit capability in conjunction with the Department of Energy 411 Report data 

gathering effort and insure that the generator limits are used in determining the data contained in SPP power 

flow models. During the capability test the net capability shall be reported. Additionally, the unit’s gross 

capability and auxiliary load shall be reported. The gross capability and auxiliary load shall be determined 

from the test or using such methods as use of manufacturer data, commissioning data, performance tracking, 

etc. Data used to determine net capability shall be obtained from testing. 

 

 

12.1.1 Accredited Capability Test 

Capability Tests are required to demonstrate the claimed capability of all synchronous generating units, 

excluding run-of-the-river hydroelectric plants and wind/solar plants.  During a Capability Test, a unit shall 

generate its rated net capability for a specified Test Period following a specified Settling Period.  The 

lengthminimum of these periods is determined by the type and size of unit.  The unit will be within 5% of its 

rated capability throughout the Settling Period.one hour period.  Only minor changes in unit controls shall be 

made during this time as required to bring the unit into normal, steady-state operation.  The following table 

specifies the duration of these periods. The reduced duration tests on the specified unit types are generally 

considered to be a fair and practical demonstration of unit capability.  If operating experience for a given unit 

suggests otherwise, the system shall use this experience in establishing the time periods or use the periods in 

the table associated with large steam units. 
 

Unit Type Settling Period Test Period 

Steam > 100 MW net 2.0 hours 2.0 hours 
Steam < 100 MW net 1.0 hour 1.0 hour 

All other units 0.0 hour 1.0 hour 

 



 

 

12.1.2  Operational Test 

An Operational Test is used to demonstrate the ability of a generating unit to be loaded to its nominal rating.  

Operational tests shall be conducted at a minimum of 90% of claimed summermember’s peak season capability 

for a minimum of 1 hour.  Any normal operating hour with the unit at or above 90% of claimed capability may 

be deemed an Operational Test. 

 

12.1.3  Frequency of Testing 

Summer Capability Tests shall be conducted once every 35 years.  If the winter capability rating is greater than 

summer, winter tests shall also be conducted once every 35 years.  Operational Tests shall be conducted once 

every year during the summermember’s peak season.  New units or units undergoing a physical or operational 

modification which could impact capability shall be given a capability test. 

 

 
 
 

12.1.4  RatingNet generating capacity and Testing Conditions 

Ambient conditions at the time of running capability tests shall be recorded so that appropriate adjustments can 

be made when establishing seasonal capabilities.  Conditions to be recorded are:  dry-bulb temperature, wet-

bulb temperature, barometric pressure, and condenser cooling water inlet temperature.  Summer Capability Tests 

are to be conducted at an ambient temperature within 10 degrees Fahrenheit of Rating dry-bulb temperature.   

 Winter Capability Tests are to be conducted at an ambient temperature equal to or greater than the 

minimum dry-bulb temperature for winter testing and rating defined in paragraph 212.1.5.2.g. 

 

12.1.5  Procedures For Establishing Capability Ratings 

12.1.5.1  External Factors 

a. Units dependent upon common systems which can restrict total output shall be tested simultaneously. 

b. When the total output of a member's system is reduced due to restrictions placed upon the output of 

individual generating units through the operation of the Clean Air Act, or similar legislation, then the 

total of the individual unit ratings of a member's generating resources shall not exceed the modified 

system capacity. 

c. The fuel used during testing shall be the general type expected to be used during peak load conditions or 

adjustments made to test data if an alternate fuel is used. 

d. Net Capability is the net power output which can be obtained for the period specified on a seasonally 

adjusted basis with all equipment in service under average conditions of operation and with the 

equipment in an average state of maintenance.  Deductions from net capability shall not be made for 

equipment temporarily out of service for normal maintenance or repairs. 

e. The seasonal net capability shall be determined separately for each generating unit in a power plant where 



 

 

the input to the prime mover of the unit is independent of the others, except that in the event multiple 

unit plant capability is limited by fuel limitations, transmission limitations or other auxiliary devices or 

equipment, each unit shall be assigned a ratingnet generating capacity by apportioning the combined 

capability among the units.  The seasonal net capability shall be determined as a group for common 

header sections of steam plants or multiple unit hydro plants, and each unit shall be assigned a ratingnet 

generating capacity by apportioning the combined capability among the units. 

 

12.1.5.2  Seasonality 

a. The summer season is defined by the months June, July, August and September.  The winter season is 

defined by the months December, January, February, and March.  The adjustments required to develop 

seasonal net capabilities are intended to include seasonal variations in ambient temperature, condenser 

cooling water temperature and availability, fuel changes, quality and availability, steam heating loads, 

reservoir levels, scheduled reservoir discharge, and wind speed. 

b. The total seasonal net capability rating shall be that available regularly to satisfy the daily load patterns 

of the member and shall be available for a minimum of four continuous hours taking into account possible 

fuel curtailments and thermal limits.   

c. The seasonal net capability of each generating unit shall be based upon a set of  conditions, referred to 

as the "RatingNet generating capacity Conditions" for that unit.  This set of conditions is determined by 

the geographical location of the unit, and is composed of three or four factors, depending upon the type 

of unit.  The three factors which can affect most generating units are:  Ambient dry-bulb temperature, 

Ambient wet-bulb temperature and Barometric pressure.  Condensing steam turbines which obtain 

condenser cooling water from a lake, river, or comparable source have a fourth factor:  Condenser cooling 

water source temperature. 

d. The Rating dry-bulb and wet-bulb temperatures shall be obtained from weather data provided in the most 

recently published American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers 

(ASHRAE) Fundamentals Handbook, Chapter 27 Climatic Design Information.  The handbook is 

published every four years; 1997, 2001, etc., and is based on 15 years of historical weather data where 

available.  If the generating station is within 30 miles of the nearest weather station reported in the 

Handbook, then these temperatures will be those for the nearest station.  For all other stations, rating 

temperatures shall be determined by interpolating between weather stations using plant latitude and 

longitude.  The steps to be used for interpolating weather data and correcting for elevation are presented 

in SPP Criteria Appendix 2. 

e. If experience for a given unit suggests otherwise, members may optionally use their own site specific 

temperature data if accurate hourly data is available to allow calculation of the temperature levels as 

defined in the Criteria.  Site specific data shall contain both dry-bulb and wet-bulb temperatures. 

f. Temperatures for summer rating of equipment should be taken from Handbook Table 1B:  Cooling and 



 

 

Dehumidification Design Conditions - Cooling DB/MWB for 0.4% DB (dry-bulb) and MWB (mean 

wet-bulb).) (Column 2a and 2b, respectively).  According to the 2001 Handbook Page 27.2, "The 0.4% 

annual value is about the same as the 1.0% summer design temperature in the 1993 ASHRAE 

Handbook."  In older Handbooks, the dry-bulb temperature for summer rating of equipment shall be 

taken as that which is equaled or exceeded 1% of the total hours during the months of June through 

September for the plant's geographical location.  The wet-bulb temperature for the summer rating shall 

be the "mean coincident wet-bulb" temperature corresponding to the above dry-bulb temperature. 

g. The temperature for winter rating of equipment should be taken from Handbook Table 1A:  Heating and 

Wind Design Conditions-United States - Heating Dry Bulb 99%.% (Column 2b).  According to the 2001 

Handbook Page 27.3, "Annual 99.6% and 99.0% design conditions represent a slightly colder condition 

than the previous cold season design temperatures, although there is considerable variability in this 

relationship from location to location."  In older Handbooks, the minimum dry-bulb temperature for 

winter testing and ratingnet generating capacity shall be taken as that which is equaled or exceeded 99% 

of the total hours during the months of December through February (per Handbook definition) for the 

plant's geographical location.  The wet-bulb temperature is not significant for the winter rating and can 

be disregarded.   

h. Standard barometric pressure for a plant site shall be determined for each plant elevation from the 

equation provided in Appendix 2. 

i. For those units using a lake or river as a source of condenser cooling water, the summer standard inlet 

temperature is the highest water inlet temperature during the month concurrent with the Load Serving 

Member’s peak load of the year, averaged over the past ten years. 

j. Ambient wet-bulb temperature and condenser cooling water temperature are generally not significant 

factors in adjusting cold weather capability of generating units.  Shall special situations arise in which 

these temperatures are required, reasonable estimates for temperatures occurring coincidentally with the 

winter rating dry-bulb temperature as defined in the Criteria shall be used. 

 

12.1.5.3  RatingNet generating capacity Adjustments 

a. The rated net capability of a unit may be above or below the actual tested net generation as a result of 

adjustments for RatingNet generating capacity Conditions, with the exception of units with winter season 

ratingsnet generating capacity greater than their summer ratingnet generating capacity.  For these units, 

the winter season rated net capability shall be no greater than the actual tested net generation.  No 

ratingnet generating capacity adjustment for ambient conditions shall be made. 

b. Seasonal net capability shall not be reduced to provide regulating margin or spinning reserve.  It  shall 

reflect operation at the power factor level at which the generating equipment is normally expected to be 

operated over the daily peak load period. 

c. Extended capability of a unit or plant obtained through bypassing of feed-water heaters, by utilizing other 



 

 

than normal steam conditions, by abnormal operation of auxiliaries in steam plants, or by abnormal 

operation of combustion turbines or diesel units may be included in the seasonal net capability if the 

following conditions are met; a) the extended capability based on such conditions shall be available for 

a period of not less than four continuous hours when needed and meets the other restrictions, and b) 

appropriate procedures have been established so that this capability shall be available promptly when 

requested by the system operator. 

d. The seasonal net capability established for nuclear units shall be determined taking into consideration 

the fuel management program and any restrictions imposed by governmental agencies. 

e. The seasonal net capability established for hydroelectric plants, including pumped storage projects, shall 

be determined taking into consideration the reservoir storage program and any restrictions imposed by 

governmental agencies and shall be based on median hydro conditions. 

f. The seasonal net capability established for run-of-the-river hydroelectric plants shall be determined using 

historical hydrological data on a monthly basis. 

g.  The recommended methodology to evaluate the net planning capability established for wind or solar 

facilities shall be determined on a monthly basis, as stated below.  If a member’s desire to use a more 

restrictive methodology to evaluate the net capability of wind or solar they may do so, however net 

capability determined by the alternative methodology employed cannot credit the wind or solar with a 

capability greater than determined with the methodology stated below: 

i.  Assemble all available hourly net power output (MWH) data measured at the system 

interconnection point. 

ii.  Select the hourly net power output values occurring during the top 3% of load hours for 

the SPP Load Serving Entity for each month of each year for the evaluation period. 

iii.  Select the hourly net power output value that can be expected from the facility 60% of 

the time or greater. For example, for a 5 year period with the 110 hourly net power 

output values ranked from highest to lowest, the capacity of the facility will be the MW 

value in the 65th data point. 

iv.  A seasonal or annual net capability may be determined by selecting the appropriate 

monthly MW values corresponding to the Load Serving Entity’s peak load month of the 

season of interest (e.g., 22 hours for a typical 30 day month and 110 hours for a 5 year 

period). 

v.  Facilities in commercial operation 3 years or less: 

a.  The data must include the most recent 3 years. 

b.  Values may be calculated from wind or solar data, if measured MW values are 

not yet available. Wind data correlated with a reference tower beyond fifty miles 

is subject to Generation Working Group approval. Solar data correlated with a 

reference measuring device beyond two hundred miles is subject to Generation 



 

 

Working Group approval. For calculated values, at least one year must be based 

on site specific data. 

c.  If the Load Serving Entity chooses not to perform the net capability calculations 

as described above during the first 3 years of commercial operation, the Load 

Serving Entity may submit 5% for wind facilities and 10% for solar facilities of 

the site facility’s nameplate rating. 

vi.  Facilities in commercial operation 4 years and greater: 

a.  The data must include all available data up to the most recent 10 years of 

commercial operation. 

b.  Only metered hourly net power output (MWH) data may be used. 

c.  After three years of commercial operations, if the Load Serving Entity does not 

perform or provide the net capability calculations to SPP as described above, 

then the net capability for the resource will be 0 MW. 

vii.  The net capability calculation shall be updated at least once every three years. 

 

12.1.6 Reactive Capability Verification 
 

12.1.6.1 Verification Required Every Five Years 
 

12.1.6.1.1 Verification Frequency 
 
Initial verification of the gross and net reactive capabilities (leading and lagging) of each generating unit and 

synchronous condenser (hereinafter referred to as “unit”) within the SPP footprint shall be provided to SPP on 

or before the in-service date of the unit.  Thereafter, documentation verifying the unit’s gross and net leading 

and lagging reactive capability shall be provided on or before the fifth anniversary of the most recent date that 

verification documentation was submitted.  In addition, documentation verifying gross and net reactive 

capabilities shall be provided after repairs or equipment changes that may affect reactive capability.   

12.1.6.1.2 Exemptions 
 

A. Generating plants/facilities with one or more generators having a maximum aggregate generator 

nameplate capability rating less than 50 MVA MW are exempted from the verification requirements. 

B. The generating unit owner or operator, with adequate justification, may request from the Transmission 

Planner an exemption of other units from the verification process.  

C. Generating plants/facilities shall provide the form as specified in Paragraph 12.1.6.2, but will mark the 

unit as exempt and state the reason it is exempted.   

D. Regardless of the generator exemptions stated above, the Planning Coordinator or Transmission 

Planner may require reactive capability verification for any generator that the Planning Coordinator or 

Transmission Planner determines is critical to system reliability. 

 



 

 

 

12.1.6.2 Entity Responsible for Verification 

The unit’s operator shall be the entity responsible for verification of the gross and net leading and lagging 

capabilities of the unit.  This data shall be provided to the SPP Member who is responsible for modeling the unit 

in power flow and stability models. Data should be provided using Appendix 10, “Unit Reactive Limits (Lead 

and Lag) Verification FORM”. 

 

 

12.1.6.3 Leading and Lagging Capabilities Verified 

Both the leading capability of the unit (the ability of the unit to absorb megavolt-amps reactive (MVAR) from 

the electric grid) and the lagging capability of the unit (the ability of the unit to inject MVAR into the electric 

grid) shall be verified as specified in section 12.1.6.4. 

 

12.1.6.4 Method of Verification 

Verification of a unit’s gross and net reactive capabilities may be demonstrated: 

(a) by submitting documentation showing the maximum leading or lagging MVAR produced by the unit 

during actual operations; or 

(b) by submitting an engineering analysis that demonstrates the expected maximum leading and lagging 

MVAR of the unit; or 

(c) by submitting commissioning data provided that no major modifications have been performed to the 

unit that would affect its MVAR rating; or 

(d) by verifying the unit capability as further described in this criteria.  In the event a unit is incapable 

of being verified as specified in criteria, then the unit’s gross and net reactive capabilities must be 

demonstrated using one of the other methods set forth above.  If testing is used to verify reactive 

capabilities, there is no limitation on the time period between the test for leading capability and the 

test for lagging capability, provided that each of these capabilities are tested/validated at least once 

every five years. 

 

12.1.6.5 Reactive Capability Test/Verification 

 

12.1.6.5.1  Test/Verification Objective.   

(a) Gross and net leading reactive capability.  Under system conditions that are likely to induce the 

maximum leading response (i.e., the point at which the unit absorbs the largest quantity of MVAR 

from the electric grid), obtain one data point that shows the gross and net leading reactive capability 

versus energy production (real power) of the unit. 



 

 

(b) Gross and net lagging reactive capability.  Under system conditions that are likely to induce the 

maximum lagging response (i.e., the point at which the unit injects the largest quantity of MVAR 

into the electric grid), obtain one data point that shows the gross and net lagging reactive capability 

versus energy production (real power) of the unit.  

These points shall reflect either the maximum leading or lagging MVAR at or near maximum real power or at 

such other real power output level as may be specified in the interconnect agreement with the transmission 

owner.     

 

 

 

12.1.6.5.2 Test/Verification Conditions.   

As discussed in this section, conditions on the grid should be such that the reactive response of the unit will 

approach the unit’s maximum.  System conditions for leading and lagging capability verification are 

diametrically opposed (leading capability is demonstrated during light loading conditions while lagging 

capability is demonstrated during heavy loading conditions).  Therefore, a complete verification for both leading 

and lagging capabilities will require collection of data points during different seasons.   

(a) Unit parameters.  During the verification, parameters for unit load, unit temperature, and unit pressure 

(hydrogen, boiler, etc.) should be as close as practicable to those experienced during normal operating 

conditions, or as specified by the unit manufacturer.   

(b) Power factor and grid conditions.  The validation should be conducted at the unit’s power factor as 

specified in the Interconnection Agreement.  If the Interconnection Agreement does not specify the 

unit’s power factor, then the verification should be conducted in a manner that will determine the 

maximum leading or lagging MVAR the unit is capable of producing while it is operating at or near 

its maximum real power capability.  The conditions that will provide this result for leading reactive 

capability involve light system loads and light transmission line loading during the Spring or Fall.  

The conditions that will yield this result for lagging reactive capability involve peak or near peak 

Winter or Summer conditions.  When possible, other synchronous machines or power system 

components should be used to obtain the most advantageous terminal voltage during the verification.  

Additionally, communication with the transmission provider may help optimize verification 

conditions.   

(c) Data collection point.  Unit verification data shall be collected at the point of interconnection to the 

transmission system.   

 

 

12.1.6.5.3 Test/Verification procedure. 



 

 

(a) Procedure for Verification of Unit Reactive Lagging Limits.  While operating in a steady state mode 

at gross and net dependable mega-watt (MW) capability (near rated output), raise excitation in 

automatic voltage control until one of the following conditions occurs: 

i. The 100% megavolt-amp (MVA) rating of the machine is reached (reach capability curve); 

ii. Rated field current or field voltage is reached; 

iii. Terminal voltage limit is reached (105-110%, depending on unit); 

iv. Generator temperature limits are reached; 

v. The maximum over-excitation limiter is reached or alarms; 

vi. The maximum reference adjuster travel or limit is reached; 

vii. Maximum auxiliary bus voltage is reached; or 

viii. Transmission constraints prevent any further increase in lagging MVAR. 

 

At the point that one of the above conditions is met, maintain unit output for a minimum of 15 

minutes, and then record the data specified in Appendix 10,   “Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag) 

Verification FORM”. 

 

(b) Procedure for Verification of Unit Reactive Leading Limits.  While operating in a steady state mode 

at or near gross and net dependable MW capability, lower excitation in automatic voltage control 

until one of the following conditions occurs: 

i. Under-excitation limiters (UELs) are activated; 

ii. 100% MVA rating is reached; 

iii. Generator temperature limits are reached; 

iv. Minimum reference adjuster travel or limit is reached; 

v. Minimum auxiliary bus voltage is reached; 

vi. Minimum terminal voltage is reached; or 

vii. Transmission constraints prevent any further increase in leading reactive power. 

At the point that one of the above conditions is met, maintain unit output for a minimum of 15 

minutes, and then record the data specified in Appendix 10,   “Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag) 

Verification FORM”. 

12.1.6.6 Test/Verification Results.   

A validation will be rejected if the unit is verified under conditions other than those specified in this criteria.  If 

a test/verification is rejected, the unit must either be revalidated within the next 12 months or gross and net 

reactive capability demonstrated through one of the alternative methods specified in section 12.1.6.4. 



 

 

Southwest Power Pool Criteria  Appendix 10 
 
 
Appendix 10: Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag) Verification FORM 
 
General Information 
 
Unit operating 
Plant 

Entity Contact person: Unit No.: 

Location (State):   Transmission 
Modeler:    
 
Is this Unit Exempt? Yes No  
 
If yes, please attach reason to this form. 
 
Test/Verification Details 
 
Instructions: 
Maximum leading and lagging reactive test/verification should be conducted under conditions that 
are likely to induce reactive response that approaches the unit’s maximum capability, as further 
described in Criteria 12.1.6.5.2. 
 
The procedures for the test/verification are specified in Criteria 12.1.6.5.3. 
 
Upon completion of a test/verification (which includes data points for both leading or lagging 
capability), this completed form shall be submitted to the SPP Member that is responsible 
for modeling the unit in power flow and stability models. 
 
MAXIMUM LAGGING (Unit injects VARs) (4): Date of Test:     Gross
 Auxiliary
 NetGen. @
 Generator
 Transmission 
bus Generation Load     POI 
(1) Terminal 
Voltage  Voltage @ 
POI (1)_ 
MW MVAR MW 

MVA
R 

MW 
MVA
R 

Ph.1 _kV 
(5) Ph.2 
_kV Ph.3 
_kV 

Ph.1 kV Ph.2 kV Ph.3 kV 

Data point at Near Maximum Rated MW. 
 
MAXIMUM LEADING (Unit absorbs VARs) (4): Date of Test:    Gross
 Auxiliary
 NetGen. @
 Generator
 Transmission 
bus Generation Load     POI 
(1) Terminal 



 

 

Voltage  Voltage @ 
POI (1)_ 
MW MVAR MW 

MVA
R 

MW 
MVA
R 

Ph.1 _kV 
(5) Ph.2 
_kV Ph.3 
_kV 

Ph.1 kV Ph.2 kV Ph.3 kV 

Data point at Near Maximum Rated MW. 
 
VERIFICATION METHOD: 
Operational Data  Engineering Analysis  
 Commissioning Data  Testing/Validating 
MOPC-GWG 12.6.1 doc 

 
TEST PERFORMED: 
 Maximum Leading Reactive  Maximum Lagging Reactive 
Southwest Power Pool Criteria  Appendix 10 
CONT.” 
 

VERIFICATION CONDITIONS:  
Date: 
Start Time: Stop Time: 
Ambient Air Temperature (°F): (2) 
 
GENERATOR STEP-UP NAMEPLATE DATA: 
Fixed Tap Setting  kV
 Impedance: 
 %
 Capability: 
 MVA (3) 
 
GENERATOR NAMEPLATE DATA: 
Maximum Gross Dependable Unit Generation:                                MW Maximum Net Dependable Unit 
Generation:                                    MW Rated Power Factor: 
Unit Rating:               MVA 
Nominal Terminal Bus Voltage:                   kV 
Abnormal Conditions at Time of Test: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
FACTORS THAT LIMITED REACTIVE CAPABILITY DURING TEST: 
 Maximum Generator Voltage with Auxiliary loads  Steady 
State Stability Limit  
 Maximum Generator Voltage without Auxiliary loads  Maximum 
Gross MW capability  
 Minimum Generator Voltage with Auxiliary loads  Minimum 
Gross MW capability  



 

 

 Minimum Generator Voltage without Auxiliary loads  Minimum 
Excitation Limiter  
 Main transformer capability plus Auxiliary loads  Loss of 
Field Relay  
 Transmission system constraint  
 Other: 
 
 
 
 
SUBMITTAL: 
Date submitted to SPP Control Area Authority Representative:   
 
NOTES: 
Point of Interconnect. 
Degrees Fahrenheit if limiting, outside air or generator air. (3) Actual tap setting – not nominal tap setting. 
Maximum Leading and Maximum Lagging test/verification may be conducted at different times of the year. VARs – 
Volt-Amps reactive 
kV – kilovolt which is equal to 1000 volts.
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Appendix 7 
Generator Data 

 
Data Type 

 
Description/Requirements Required Exchange 

Mechanism 
 

Applicability Required Effective 
Date 

 

 
 

Status 

 
Instantaneous status of the generator as telemetered, o  
as derived from the status of the breaker associated with the 
generator unit.  Possible values are In-service, Out-of  
service, and Between, or On, Off, and Between. 

 

 
 
ICCP Block 2 

 

 
Transmission Operator or 

Balancing Authority or 
Generator Operator 

 

 
 

February 1, 2012 

 
 
 
 
 

MW Capability 

 
 
 
 
Limit on the gross or net real power (MW) output of a 
generator unit.  This value may be either a static or 
dynamic limit.  Unit of measurement is in MW. 

 
For Dynamic limits: 
ICCP Block 1 

 
Transmission Operator or 

Balancing Authority or 
Generator Operator 

 
 
 
 
 

February 1, 2012  
For Static Limits: Network 
model exchange or written 
notification to 
"EngModelChanges@spp.o 
rg" 

 
 

Transmission Operator or 
Balancing Authority or 

Generator Operator 

 
 
 
 

Mvar Capability Curve 

 
Gross or net reactive power (Mvar) output capability 
(leading and lagging) of a generator unit for various real 
power operating points.  This is expected to be provided 
as either a plot or dataset of the capability curve for the 
generating unit.  Appropriate data shall be provided for 
each possible configuration of the unit (ex. Combined 
Cycle operation).  Unit of measurement is in MVar. 

 
 
 
Per Reactive Verification 
Requirements as found in 
Criteria 12.1.6.MOD-025-
2 or upon request from 
SPP. 

 
 
 
 

Generator Operator 

 
 
 
 

February 1, 2012 

 
 

MW Output 
Instantaneous measurement of the gross or net real output 
power from the generator. If gross measurements are 
supplied, the station auxiliary measurements must also be 
supplied so that net measurements can be 
derived.  Unit of measurement is in MW. 

 
 
ICCP Block 1 

 
Transmission Operator or 

Balancing Authority or 
Generator Operator 

 
 

February 1, 2012 

 
 

Mvar Output 
Instantaneous measurement of the gross or net reactive 
output power from the generator. If gross measurements 
are supplied, the station auxiliary measurements must also 
be supplied so that net measurements can be derived. 
Unit of measurement is in MW. 

 
 
ICCP Block 1 

 
Transmission Operator or 

Balancing Authority or 
Generator Operator 

 
 

February 1, 2012 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource Plan 

 
 
Resource plans for generating facilities within the SPP RC 
region to be submitted by SPP members for the current 
day and next 6 days. An hourly MW plan must be 
submitted.  The plan may be submitted on a unit-by-unit o 
plant basis as the unit or plant is modeled in the SPP EMS. 
Data requirements to be submitted are found in the SPP 
EIS Market Protocols. 

 
 
 
SPP Defined XML format 
found in the SPP Market 
Protocols. Current day 
must be submitted by 7:00 
am Central Time. 

 

 
 
 

For Market Registered 
Resources, the Resource's 

Registered Owner For 
others, the Generator 

Operator 

 
 
 
 
 

February 1, 2012 

 
 
 

Status of System 
Voltage Regulating 

Equipment 

 
Instantaneous telemetered or derived status of automatic 
voltage regulators, supplementary excitation control, 
synchronouse condensors, static var compensators, shunt 
and series capacitors, reactors, etc. Possible values are In- 
service, Out-of-service, and Between, or On, Off, and 
Between 

 
 
 
 
ICCP Block 2 

 
 
 

Transmission Operator or 
Balancing Authority or 

Generator Operator 

 
 
 
 

February 1, 2012 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 82 Date: 8/18/2015 

RR Title: Modification of Make-Whole Payment Grace Period 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Jim Flucke Company: Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Email: jim.flucke@kcpl.com Phone: 816-701-7836 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Request changes the make-whole payment grace period for Staggered Start Resources from one hour to two hours, 
adds an attestation requirement for these Resources, and only allows Resources registered prior to August 1, 2016 to be considered 
Staggered Start Resources.  Staggered Start Resources are Resources identified with either system configuration, mechanical, or 
environmental constraints which limits the start-up of that Resource with another Resource. 

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable Secondary Working Groups have reviewed and 
approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

MPRR 207 allowed for the staggered start of a combination of dependent units in order to correctly model start-up time between 
resources due to physical (e.g. shared startup transformer capacity) or regulatory constraints (e.g. emission limitations prohibiting 
simultaneous startups) which can’t all be started simultaneously by SPP Market Operations.  This MPRR was discussed at the 
January MWG meeting, with the Impact Analysis showing the resulting cost to be $500k-$600k. During the January 2015 MWG 
meeting, several alternatives to modify MPRR 207 were discussed by the group and SPP staff. One alternative for a short-term 
solution is the increase in the make-whole payment grace period for commitments from one hour to two hours. This alternative 
would alleviate most of our issues with cost recovery for concurrent unit starts.   

RR82 changes the make-whole payment grace period for Staggered Start Resources from one hour to two hours, adds an attestation 
requirement for these Resources, and only allows Resources registered prior to August 1, 2016 to be considered Staggered Start 
Resources. 

 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

The revisions to the market Protocols and the Tariff identified in this Recommendation Report would implement the previously 
discussed increase in the make-whole payment grace period for commitments of particular Resources from one hour to two hours.   
The proposed revisions would provide SPP an efficient and reasonable process to manage existing Resources that are subject to the 
staggered startup of multiple dependent units (“Staggered Start Resources”). The revisions establish a bright-line date for the 
“grandfathering in” of (1) the Staggered Start Resources which are currently registered in the Integrated Marketplace as an MP’s 
asset or (2) qualifying assets of entities that are in the process of registering as MPs. These newly formed registration requirements 
address the existence of current MPs in the Integrated Marketplace who did not realize the ultimate impact existing market rules 
would have on their ability to use dependent Resources.  Upon implementation of the Tariff language, all current and future MPs 
will be on notice of the revised registration requirements.  The grandfathering of Staggered Start Resources and the new registration 
requirements are a reasonable means to mitigate economic and operational inefficiencies that could result if SPP were to allow all 
(or an unidentified future number of) Resources to have the extra hour grace period. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $52,000 
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration: 3 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 
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  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s): 4.5.8.12 and 
4.5.9.8 Protocol Version:       

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): 8.5.9 and 8.6.5 
  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: 8/18/2015 

Action Taken: Approved with MWG modifications 

Abstained: EDE 

Opposed: NA 

Secondary Working Group: 
ORWG 

 

Date: 9/3/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 

 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9/24/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: Westar Energy, Empire 

Opposed: NA 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Micha Bailey on behalf of MWG 

Description of Comments: MWG changed the definition of Staggered Start Resource. MWG changed “one full day” to “thirty 
days” to notify SPP that the Staggered Start Resource ceases to use the two-hour grace period.  

Status: Reviewed  

Comment Author: Brenda Fricano on behalf of the RTWG 

Description of Comments: The RTWG recommended SPP Legal review to ensure the revisions are just and reasonable.   

Status: RTWG approved the RR after SPP Legal presented their comments to the RTWG on 9/24/2015. 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
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Market Protocols 

 

1. Glossary 
 

Staggered Start Resource 

As defined in Attachment AE of the Tariff.  

 

4.5.8.12 Day-Ahead Make-Whole-Payment Amount 

(1) The Day-Ahead Make-Whole-Payment Amount is a credit or charge1 to a Resource Asset Owner 
and is calculated for each Resource with an associated DA Market Commitment Period that was 
committed by SPP with a Day-Ahead Market Resource Offer Commitment Status of “Market” or 
“Reliability” as defined under Section 4.2.2.2.1, or was committed as part of the Multi-Day 
Reliability Assessment as defined under Section 4.2.6.3.  A payment is made to the Resource 
Asset Owner when the sum of the Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer 
costs, Transition State Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve and Operating Reserve Offer costs 
associated with cleared DA Market amounts for Energy and Operating Reserve is greater than 
the Energy and Operating Reserve DA Market revenues received for that Resource over the 
Resource’s DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.   

(2) A Resource’s DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period is equal to a Resource’s DA 
Market Commitment Period except as defined below: 

(a) For Resources with an associated DA Market Commitment Period that begins in one 
Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Periods are created.  The first period begins in the first Operating 
Day in the hour that the DA Market Commitment Period begins and ends in the last hour 
of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first hour of the next 
Operating Day and ends in the last hour of the DA Market Commitment Period. 

(3) The following cost recovery eligible rules apply to each DA Market Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period.   Offer costs are calculated using the DA Market Offer prices in effect at the 
time the commitment decision was made except under the situation described under Section 
(b)(i)(1) below.   

(a) There may be more than one DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for a 
Resource in a single Operating Day for which a credit or charge is calculated.  A single 

                                                
1 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a credit.  The charge is included here for the rare occasion when a 
charge may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 
 

Commented [MPRR101.1]: MPRR101 awaiting FERC filing 
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DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is contained within a single 
Operating Day. 

(b) A Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the 
following DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods except as described in 
(i)(1) and (i)(2) below:   

(i) Any DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the Day-
Ahead Market SCUC did not consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer in the 
commitment decision or any Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period 
that is adjacent to the end of a RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period that 
was created subsequent to the Day-Ahead Market Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period during the day before the Operating Day for which the Day-
Ahead Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period applies;  

(1) As described under Section 4.5.9.8(3)(h), to the extent that the full amount 
of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the adjacent RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, any remaining RTBM Start-Up 
Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the adjacent Day-Ahead 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period. 

(2) Start-Up Offers associated with manual commitments as described under 
Sections 4.2.6.2 and 4.3.1.2(1)(b) are eligible for recovery. 

(ii) Any DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a DA 
Market Commitment Period that contains a DA Market Self-Commit Hour; and  

(iii) Any DA Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Resource is a 
Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one one hour 
prior to that Resource’s DA Market Commit Time lessin addition to the 
Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time unless such time is within a contiguous RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period that is created subsequent to the DA 
Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period; and.   

(iii)(iv) Any DA Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Staggered Start 
Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time 
two hours prior to that Resource’s DA Market Commit Time in addition to the 
Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time unless such time is within a contiguous RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period that is created subsequent to the DA 
Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period. 

(c) For each DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period within an Operating Day, a 
Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of (1) the Resource’s 
Minimum Run Time rounded down to the nearest hour or (2) 24 Hours, and that portion 
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of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in each hour of the DA Market Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period until the sum of these hourly costs are equal to the DA Market 
Start-Up Offer or until the end of the DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility 
Period, whichever occurs first.   

(d) To the extent that the full amount of the DA Market Start-Up Offer is not accounted for 
in the last DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period in the Operating Day, any 
remaining DA Market Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the first 
DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period of the following Operating Day.  
For example, consider a Resource that is committed starting at 10:00 PM in Operating 
Day 1 that has a Minimum Run Time of 10 hours and a Start-Up Offer of $10,000.  The 
DA Market Commitment Period is from 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 through 8:00 AM 
of Operating Day 2.  For DA Market Make-Whole Payment calculation purposes, the DA 
Market Commitment Period is split into two separate DA Market Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Periods as described in (2).b above.  The first DA Market Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period will include $1000/hour of Start-Up Offer costs ($10,000 / 10 
Hours) in hours 23 and 24.  The second DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility 
Period will include $1000/hour of Start-Up Offer costs in hours 1 through 8.   

(e) If the Resource is a combined cycle Resource, additional costs associated with situations 
in which the Resource has cleared Operating Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market and must 
buy back that position in Real-Time at an average Real-Time MCP that is greater than the 
Day-Ahead MCP, the Market Participant may be eligible for a make-whole payment.  To 
be eligible, these costs must be incurred during a time period in which the Resource is 
transitioning between configurations, at the direction of SPP, such cost is not due to any 
independent action of the Market Participant and such cost is not incurred during a RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period. In such cases, the additional costs are equal to 
the difference between the Real-Time MCP and the Day-Ahead MCP multiplied by the 
Day-Ahead Market cleared Operating Reserve MW amounts.  Recovery of these costs is 
limited to the time period defined as the Transition State Time submitted in the Resource 
Offer. 

… 
4.5.9.8 RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount 

(1) The RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount is a credit or charge2 to a Resource Asset Owner and is 
calculated for each Resource with a RUC Commitment Period that was committed by SPP with an 
RTBM Resource Offer Commitment Status of “Market” or “Reliability” as defined under Section 

                                                
2 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a credit.  The charge is included here for the rare occasion when a 
charge may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 
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4.2.2.2.1. Asset Owners of Resources committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local 
Emergency Condition are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment, except that, if the Market 
Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by the local 
transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff, and 
such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such Resources are not 
eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  For such eligible local transmission operator 
commitments, a manual process is employed for the calculations and the make-whole-payments will 
appear in the Miscellaneous Amount charge type defined in Section 4.5.11.  The RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Amount is also calculated for combined cycle Resources with a RUC Commitment Period 
during which the Resource is moved into a configuration that incurs additional costs over the 
Resource configuration used in the DA Market Commitment Period for the corresponding time 
period.  A payment is made to the Resource Asset Owner when the sum of the Resource’s eligible 
RTBM Start-Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve, Transition State Offer costs 
and Operating Reserve Offer costs associated with actual MWh amounts for Energy and cleared 
RTBM Operating Reserve is greater than the Energy and Operating Reserve RTBM revenues 
received for that Resource over the Resource’s RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.  
Recovery of such compensation shall be collected in accordance with Section 8.6.7 of Attachment 
AE.   

(2) A Resource’s RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period is equal to the Resource’s RUC 
Commitment Period except as described below: 

(a) As shown in Exhibit 4-25, for Resources with a RUC Commitment Period that begins in one Operating 
Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Periods are created.  
The first period begins in the first Operating Day in the Dispatch Interval associated with the Resource’s 
RUC Commit Time and ends at the last Dispatch Interval of the first Operating Day.  The second period 
begins in the first Dispatch Interval of the next Operating Day and ends in the Dispatch Interval 
associated with the Resource’s RUC De-Commit Time. 

 
Exhibit 4-1: RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period – Multiple Operating Days 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Operating Day 1 Operating Day 2 

RUC 
Commitment 

Period 

Time 

Real-Time Make-
Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period 

Real-Time Make-
Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period 
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(b) If the Resource is a combined cycle Resource committed in the DA Market and then, during an RTBM 

hour within the DA Market Commitment Period, the Resource is moved into a configuration that is 
different from the configuration used in the DA Market Commitment period and such configuration 
incurs a Transition State Offer cost and/or a No-Load Offer cost that is higher than the No-Load Offer 
cost associated with the configuration used in the DA Market, that RTBM hour will be considered the 
start of a RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.  The end of this RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period will be defined by the RTBM hour when the configuration in that RTBM hour is the 
same configuration as the configuration used in the corresponding DA Market Commitment Period hour, 
the Resource’s De-Commit Time or the end of the Operating Day, whichever is less. 

(3) The following cost recovery eligible rules apply to each RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.   
Resource production costs are calculated using the RTBM Offer prices in effect at the time the commitment 
decision was made for start-up, no-load, and minimum-energy; and the RTBM Offer prices in effect at the 
solving of a dispatch interval for incremental energy, Regulation-Up, Regulation-Down, Spin, and 
Supplement Reserves.   
(a) If SPP cancels a start-up order prior to the start of the associated RUC Make-Whole-Payment 

Eligibility Period and the Resource is not a Synchronized Resource, the Asset Owner will 
receive reimbursement for a time-based pro-rata share of the Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer.  
Asset Owners may request additional compensation through submittal of actual cost 
documentation to the SPP.  SPP will review the submitted documentation and confirm that the 
submitted information is sufficient to document actual costs and that all or a portion of the actual 
costs are eligible for recovery. 

(b) In order to receive Start-Up Offer recovery within a RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility 
Period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource for at least one Dispatch Interval in the 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period.   

(c) In order to receive recovery of No-Load Offer costs in any Dispatch Interval in the RUC Make-
Whole Payment Eligibility Period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource in that 
Dispatch Interval. 

(d) There may be more than one RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for a Resource in a 
single Operating Day for which a credit or charge is calculated.  A single RUC Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period is contained within a single Operating Day. 

(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the following RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods: 

(i) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the RUC SCUC did not 
consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer in the commitment decision except that RTBM 
Start-Up Offers associated with manual commitments as described under Sections 
4.3.2.2(3)(c), 4.3.2.2(3)(d), 4.4.1.2(3)(c) and 4.4.1.2(3)(d) are eligible for recovery;  
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(ii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Resource is a 
Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one one hour prior to 
that Resource’s RUC Commit Time lessin addition to the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; 
and 

(ii)(iii) Any RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period for which a Staggered Start 
Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time two hours 
prior to that Resource’s RUC Commit Time in addition to the Resource’s Sync-To-Min 
Time; and 

(iii)(iv) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a RUC 
Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the Resource Commitment Status is 
Self-Commit. 

(f) For each RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period within an Operating Day, a Resource’s 
RTBM Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of (1) the Resource’s Minimum Run Time 
multiplied by 12 rounded down to the nearest whole interval or (2) 24 Hours multiplied by 12, 
and that portion of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in each interval of the RUC Make-
Whole Payment Eligibility Period until the sum of these interval costs are equal to the RTBM 
Start-Up Offer or until the end of the RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, whichever 
occurs first. 

(g) To the extent that the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the last 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period in the Operating Day, any remaining RTBM Start-
Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the first RUC Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period of the following Operating Day provided that the Resource has not been 
committed in the DA Market in any hour of the first RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility 
Period as described in (h) below.  For example, consider a Resource that is committed starting at 
10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 that has a Minimum Run Time of 10 hours and a Start-Up Offer of 
$12,000.  The RUC Commitment Period is from 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 through 8:00 AM 
of Operating Day 2.  For RUC Make-Whole Payment calculation purposes, the RUC 
Commitment Period is split into two separate RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods as 
described in (2).a above.  The first RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period will include 
$100/interval of Start-Up Offer costs ($12,000 / 120 intervals) in hour 23 and 24 intervals.  The 
second RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period will include $100/interval of Start-Up 
Offer costs in hours 1 through 8 intervals. 

(h) If the Resource has been committed in the DA Market in a period adjacent to and following a 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period to the extent that the full amount of the RTBM 
Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, any 
remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the Day-Ahead Make-
Whole Payment Eligibility Period. 
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(i) If the Resource is a combined cycle Resource, additional costs associated with situations in 
which the Resource has cleared Operating Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market and must buy back 
that position in Real-Time at a Real-Time MCP that is greater than the Day-Ahead MCP, the 
Market Participant may be eligible for a make-whole payment.  To be eligible, these costs must 
be incurred during a time period in which the Resource is transitioning between configurations, 
at the direction of SPP, and such cost is not due to any independent action of the Market 
Participant.  In such cases, the additional costs are equal to the difference between the average 
Real-Time MCP and the Day-Ahead MCP multiplied by the Day-Ahead Market cleared 
Operating Reserve MW amounts.  Recovery of these costs associated with Contingency Reserve 
is limited to the time period defined as the Transition State Time submitted in the Resource 
Offer.  Recovery of these costs associated with Regulation-Up and/or Regulation-Down is 
limited to all Dispatch Intervals within the transition hour. 

… 
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.  At the time of registration, SPP will populate the Resource Offer 
parameters defined in Section 4.2.2.1. 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”); 

(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 4.2.2.5.4(1).  Each individual JOU Share Resource, as described under Section 
4.2.2.5.4(2), must register as PLT”)); 

(7) Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“DVER”);  

(8) Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“NDVER”); andand 

(9) External Dynamic Resource (“EDR”);  
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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. 

6.1.13 Staggered Start Resource 

A Staggered Start Resource is a resource that meets the relevant definition in Attachment AE of the 
Tariff.   

(a) A Market Participant registering a Staggered Start Resource shall attest that the Resource 
meets the Staggered Start Resource definition in Attachment AE.  The attestation shall contain 
sufficient detail regarding the specific circumstances of the Resource to demonstrate that it meets 
the definition of a Staggered Start Resource. 
   
(b)  A Market Participant that has registered a Staggered Start Resource shall change the 
registration status no later than 30  business days from the date the Resource ceases to meet the 
Staggered Start Resource definition.    

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 

Attachment AE 

1. Definitions 

Staggered Start Resource  
 
 A Resource registered in the Integrated Marketplace prior to August 1, 2016, that has been 

identified with either system configuration, mechanical, or environmental constraints which limits the 

start-up of that Resource with another Resource.  

    

 

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. 
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(2) 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 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 and Demand Response Load may only be associated 

with a single Price Node except that Non-Conforming 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. 

(3) Market Participants may elect to define a single Settlement Location that aggregates 

multiple Meter Data Submittal Locations associated with their load assets.  Market 

Participants may not aggregate multiple Resource Meter Data Submittal Locations into a 

single Resource Settlement Location unless the Resources are at the same physical and 

electrically equivalent injection point to the Transmission System. 

(4) In addition to the responsibilities described in Section 4.1.2 of this Attachment AE and 

under the Market Protocols, Market Participants wishing to model each participant’s 

share of a Jointly Owned Unit as a separate Resource must choose one of the two options 

described below and provide the specified additional information.  A Resource registered 

as a combined cycle Resource may not register as a Jointly Owned Unit. 

(a) Individual Resource Option 

Under the individual Resource option, each participant’s share is modeled 

as a separate Resource for the purposes of commitment and dispatch and each 

Resource may be committed independent of the other Resource shares.  In order 

to qualify for this option, each Market Participant must register its share and 

certify that it is greater than or equal to the minimum physical capacity operating 

limit of the physical Jointly Owned Unit. 
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The operating owner’s Meter Agent will be the Meter Agent for that 

Jointly Owned Unit unless each individual Jointly Owned Unit participant 

registers a Meter Agent for its share of the Resource. 

Unless otherwise agreed to by the Jointly Owned Unit participants, the 

operating owner will be responsible for submitting the following data: 

• Jointly Owned Unit maximum physical capacity operating limit;  

• Jointly Owned Unit minimum physical capacity operating limit; 
and 

• Maximum physical ten (10) minute response from an off-line state. 
(b) Combined Resource Option 

Under the combined Resource option each participant’s share is modeled 

and must be registered as a separate Resource.  Under this option, the 

commitment decision is made assuming that all Resource shares must be 

committed or none at all.  Once committed, each share is dispatched 

independently.  This option must be selected if the eligibility criteria stated under 

the individual Resource option cannot be met. 

The operating owner’s Meter Agent will be the Meter Agent for that 

Jointly Owned Unit unless each individual Jointly Owned Unit participant 

registers a Meter Agent for its share of the Resource. 

Unless otherwise agreed to by the Jointly Owned Unit participants, the 

operating owner will be responsible for submitting the following data: 

• Jointly Owned Unit maximum physical capacity operating limit;  

• Jointly Owned Unit minimum physical capacity operating limit;  

• Maximum physical ten (10) minute response from an off-line state; 

and 

• Participant share percentage by Market Participant. 

 (5) Market Participants may modify their registered assets in accordance with the asset 

registration procedures specified in the Market Protocols. 

(6) All loads and all Resources, excluding Behind-The-Meter Generation less than 10 

Megawatts (“MWs”), must register.  Failure or refusal to register a Resource will result in 
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the Transmission Provider filing an unexecuted version of the service agreement as 

specified in Attachment AH of this Tariff for that Resource with the Commission under 

the name of the generation interconnection customer under an interconnection agreement 

with the Transmission Provider or the applicable Transmission Owner.  In the case of a 

Qualifying Facility exercising its rights under PURPA to deliver all of its net output to its 

host utility, such registration will not require the Qualifying Facility to participate in the 

Energy and Operating Reserve Markets or subject the Qualifying Facility to any charges 

or payments related to the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  Any Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market charges or payments associated with the output of the 

Qualifying Facility will be allocated to the Market Participant representing the host utility 

purchasing the output of the Qualifying Facility under PURPA, and the Market 

Participant will be provided the settlement data required to verify the settlement charges 

and payments. 

(7) A Market Participant wishing to Offer an External Resource in the Energy and Operating 

Reserve Markets will utilize an External Resource Pseudo-Tie in accordance with 

Attachment AO.  In addition to the responsibilities outlined in Attachment AO, the 

Market Participant registering the External Resource will be responsible for registering 

and performing all responsibilities that are required of Resources in the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets. 

(8) A Market Participant wishing to offer Demand Response Load as a Demand Response 

Resource in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets must include in its application 

and registration a certification that participation in the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets by its Demand Response Resource is not precluded under the laws or regulations 

of the relevant electric retail regulatory authority. Consistent with Section 2.8.1 of this 

Attachment, an aggregator of retail customers wishing to offer Demand Response Load 

in the form of a Demand Response Resource on behalf of one or more retail customers 

must also include in its application and registration a certification that participation of 

each retail customer is either: (1) not precluded by the laws or regulations of the relevant 

electric retail regulatory authority if the customer is served by a utility that distributed 

more than 4 million MWh in the previous fiscal year; or (2) affirmatively permitted by 

the laws or regulations of the relevant electric retail regulatory authority if the customer is 

served by a utility that distributed 4 million MWh or less in the previous fiscal year.  
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Demand Response Resources must meet all application, registration and technical 

requirements applicable to the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  The 

Transmission Provider is not responsible for interpreting the laws or regulations of a 

relevant electric retail regulatory authority and shall be required only to verify that the 

Market Participant has included such a certification in its application materials.  The 

Transmission Provider is not liable or responsible for Market Participants participating in 

the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets in violation of any law or regulation of a 

relevant electric retail regulatory authority including state-approved retail tariff(s). 

(9) An aggregator of retail or wholesale customers offering Demand Response Load of one 

or more end-use retail customers or wholesale customers as a Demand Response 

Resource in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets must be a Market Participant, 

satisfying all registration and certification requirements applicable to Market Participants 

as well as certification consistent with Section 2.8 of this Attachment, as required. 

(10) A wind-powered Variable Energy Resource with (1) an interconnection agreement 

executed after May 21, 2011 or (2) an interconnection agreement executed on or prior to 

May 21, 2011 and that commenced Commercial Operation on or after October 15, 2012 

must register as a Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource.  A wind-powered Variable 

Energy Resource with an interconnection agreement executed on or prior to May 21, 

2011 may register as a Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource if it is capable of being 

incrementally dispatched by the Transmission Provider.  Variable Energy Resources with 

fuel sources other than wind may optionally register as a Dispatchable Variable Energy 

Resource.  Otherwise, Variable Energy Resources must register as Non-Dispatchable 

Variable Energy Resources.  A Qualifying Facility exercising its rights under PURPA to 

deliver its net output to its host utility may register as a Non-Dispatchable Variable 

Energy Resource or a Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource as described in the Market 

Protocols.  Any Resource that has previously registered as a Dispatchable Variable 

Energy Resource shall not subsequently register as a Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy 

Resource.    

(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 
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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. 

(12)  A Transmission Owner providing firm transmission service under a GFA eligible for 

GFA Carve Out must request removal of congestion and marginal loss charges and 

designate the GFA Responsible Entity within the timeframe set forth in Section 2.2 (1) of 

Attachment AE. 

(13)  A GFA Responsible Entity shall provide to the Transmission Provider the information 

necessary to administer the GFA Carve Out. The required information shall include the 

following:  

(a) Resource Settlement Location;  

(b) Load Settlement Location;  

(c) The maximum MW capacity contracted under the GFA Carve Out;  

(d) The identification of the GFA in Attachment W; and 

(e) Any other information reasonably required by the Transmission Provider. 

 

(14) Market Participants with assets interconnected to the Transmission System that are not 

participating in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets must pseudo-tie the Resource 

or load out of the SPP Balancing Authority Area in accordance with Attachment AO.  

Such assets shall continue to be registered in the Integrated Marketplace for the purposes 

of accounting for congestion and loss charges between the Resource Price Node and the 

applicable External Interface Settlement Location as described under Sections 8.6.19 and 

8.6.20 of this Attachment AE. 

(a) To the extent that the SPP Balancing Authority or associated external Balancing 

Authority can no longer maintain the Resource pseudo-tie for reliability reasons, 

the Market Participant representing the pseudo-tied Resource must immediately 

reduce the output of the pseudo-tied resource to the available pseudo-tie 

capability after receiving notification from the affected Balancing Authority of the 
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reduced capability.  A Market Participant shall not generate any energy in excess 

of the available pseudo-tie capability after receiving such notification and shall 

not be compensated  in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets settlement for 

any energy generated in excess of the available pseudo-tie capability. 

(15) A Market Participant registering a Staggered Start Resource shall attest that the Resource 

meets the Staggered Start Resource definition in this Attachment AE.  The attestation 

shall contain sufficient detail regarding the specific circumstances of the Resource to 

demonstrate that it meets the definition of a Staggered Start Resource.  A Market 

Participant that has registered a Staggered Start Resource shall change the registration 

status no later than thirty (30) business days from the date the Resource ceases to meet 

the Staggered Start Resource definition. 

8.5.9 Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Amount 

(1) The Day-Ahead make whole payment amount is a payment to an Asset Owner and is 

calculated for each Resource with an associated Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period 

that was committed by the Transmission Provider with a Day-Ahead Market Resource 

Offer commitment status as defined under Sections 4.1(10)(b) and (c) of this Attachment 

AE, or was committed as part of the Multi-Day Reliability Assessment as defined under 

Section 4.5.3 of this Attachment AE.  Asset Owners of Resources previously committed 

by a local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency Condition are eligible to 

receive a Day-Ahead Market make whole payment if such commitment is included in the 

Day-Ahead Market; except that, if the Market Monitor determines such Resources were 

selected in a discriminatory manner by the local transmission operator, as determined 

pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, and such Resources were affiliated 

with the local transmission operator, then such Resources are not eligible to receive a 

Day-Ahead Market make whole payment. A payment is made to the Asset Owner when 

the sum of the Resource’s costs is greater than the Day-Ahead Market revenues received 

for that Resource over the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market make whole payment 

eligibility period.  The make whole payment is equal to this difference between these 

costs and revenues. 

(2) A Resource’s Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period is equal to a 

Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period except as defined herein. For 
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Resources with an associated Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period that begins in one 

Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two (2) Day-Ahead Market make 

whole payment eligibility periods are created.  The first period begins in the first 

Operating Day in the hour that the Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period begins and 

ends in the last hour of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first 

hour of the next Operating Day and ends in the last hour of the Day-Ahead Market 

Commitment Period. 

(3) The following cost recovery rules apply to each Day-Ahead Market make whole payment 

eligibility period.  Offer costs are calculated using the Day-Ahead Market Offer prices in 

effect at the time the commitment decision was made except under the situation described 

under Section (b)(i) below. 

(a) There may be more than one Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility 

period for a Resource in a single Operating Day for which a charge or payment is 

calculated.  A single Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period is 

contained within a single Operating Day. 

(b) A Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for 

recovery in the following Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility 

periods: 

(i) For any Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period that is 

adjacent to the end of a RUC make whole payment eligibility period 

except as described under Section 8.6.5(3)(h); 

(ii) For any Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period 

resulting from a Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period that contains a 

Day-Ahead Market self-commit hour; or 

(iii) For any Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility period for which a 

Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a 

time one one (11) hour prior to that Resource’s Day-Ahead Market 

Commit Time lessin addition to the Resource’s Sync-To-MinTime;.or 

(iv) For any Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility period for which a 

Staggered Start Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this 

commitment period at a time two (2) hours prior to that Resource’s Day-

Ahead Market Commit Time in addition to the Resource’s Sync-To-Min 

Time.  
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 … 
8.6.5 Reliability Unit Commitment Make Whole Payment Amount 

(1) Asset Owners of Resources committed by the Transmission Provider with an RTBM 

Resource Offer commitment status as defined under Sections 4.1(10)(b) and (c) of this 

Attachment AE, are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  Asset Owners of 

Resources committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency 

Condition are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment, except that, if the Market 

Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by the local 

transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, 

and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such 

Resources are not eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  A RUC make whole 

payment is made to the Asset Owner when the sum of a Resource’s eligible RTBM Start-

Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve and Operating Reserve Offer 

costs associated with actual Energy and cleared RTBM Operating Reserve is greater than 

the Energy and Operating Reserve RTBM revenues received over the Resource’s RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period.  Recovery of such compensation shall be 

collected in accordance with Section 8.6.7 of this Attachment AE.   

(2) A Resource’s RUC make whole payment eligibility period is equal to that Resource’s 

RUC Commitment Period.  For Resources with a RUC Commitment Period that begins in 

one Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two RUC make whole payment 

eligibility periods are created.  The first period begins in the first Operating Day in the 

Dispatch Interval associated with the Resource’s RUC Commit Time and ends at the last 

Dispatch Interval of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first 

Dispatch Interval of the next Operating Day and ends in the Dispatch Interval associated 

with the Resource’s RUC De-Commit Time. 

(3) The following cost recovery rules apply to each RUC make whole payment eligibility 

period.  Resource production costs are calculated using the RTBM Offer prices in effect 

at the time the commitment decision was made for start-up, no-load, and minimum-

energy; and the RTBM Offer price in effect at the solving of a dispatch interval for the 

Energy above minimum energy, Regulation-Up, Regulation-Down, Spinning Reserve, 

and Supplemental Reserve. 
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(a) If the Transmission Provider cancels a Commitment Instruction prior to the start 

of the associated RUC make whole payment eligibility period and the Resource is 

not a Synchronized Resource, the Asset Owner will receive reimbursement for a 

time-based pro-rata share of the Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer.  Asset Owners 

may request additional compensation through submittal of actual cost 

documentation to the Transmission Provider.  The Transmission Provider will 

review the submitted documentation and confirm that the submitted information is 

sufficient to document actual costs and that all or a portion of the actual costs are 

eligible for recovery. 

(b) In order to receive the full amount of Start-Up Offer recovery within a RUC make 

whole payment eligibility period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource 

in at least one Dispatch Interval in the RUC make whole payment eligibility 

period. 

(c) In order to receive recovery of No-Load Offer costs in any Dispatch Interval in 

the RUC make whole payment eligibility period, the Resource must be a 

Synchronized Resource in that Dispatch Interval. 

(d) There may be more than one RUC make whole payment eligibility period for a 

Resource in a single Operating Day.  A single RUC make whole payment 

eligibility period is contained within a single Operating Day. 

(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the 

following RUC make whole payment eligibility periods: 

(i) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period that is adjacent to the 

end of a Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period;  

(ii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which a Resource is 

a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one 

one (11) hour prior to that Resource’s RUC Commit Time lessin addition 

to the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; and 

(iii) For any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which a 

Staggered Start Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this 

commitment period at a time two (2) hours prior to that Resource’s RUC 

Commit Time in addition to the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; and 



Page 20 of 20 
 

(ivii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period resulting from a RUC 

Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the Resource was 

self-committed. 

… 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 106 Date: 7/22/2015 

RR Title: Outage Deviation 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Micha Bailey Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: mcbailey@spp.org Phone: 501.688.2522 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Resources that clear in the Day-Ahead Market, but do not show up as expected in Real Time, are subject to a financial deviation 
charge.  However, SPP sometimes dispatches certain Resources to zero in Real Time, making it appear that the Resource did not 
show up.  This Revision Request exempts those Resources from that Real-Time Outage RUC make-whole payment deviation 
charge when SPP dispatches them to zero.   

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable Secondary Working Groups have reviewed and 
approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

The Real-Time Outage Deviation charge type in the RUC MWP distribution section was designed to charge Resources with a Day-
Ahead cleared amount that did not show up in Real-Time. However, Resources that are following SPP’s dispatch to zero should not 
have to receive this deviation charge type. There will be no resettlement if these changes are approved.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

All Resources that are dispatched from SPP to zero will be exempt from the Real-Time Outage RUC MWP deviation charge type. 
Resources will no longer be in the Real-Time Outage RUC MWP allocation for following SPP’s dispatch to zero. 

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $9,000 
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration: 1 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:       
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): Attachment AE Section 8.6.7 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 
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Primary Working Group: MWG 

 

Date: 7/21/2015 

Action Taken: Unanimously Approved 

Abstained: NA 

Opposed: NA 

Date: 8/18/2015 

Action Taken: Unanimously Approved impact analysis 

Abstained: NA 

Opposed: NA 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 8/27/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved  

Abstained: N/A 

Opposed: N/A 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Kara Sidman 

Description of Comments: Flat Ridge 2 Wind Energy appreciates the opportunity to comment on RR 106.  We support the 
proposed revisions submitted by SPP regarding exempting resources from receiving Real-Time outage RUC MWP deviation 
penalties in the event a resource receives a dispatch from SPP for economic or reliability means via Follow flag. However, due to 
the intermittency of a wind resource, we feel that this exemption should also include variable energy resources (VERs).  The intent 
of this charge is to penalize those MPs that offer into the DA Market and do not generate any MW in the RTBM.  In the event a 
wind resource does not produce any MW in the RTBM, this is due to a wind resource’s output dropping as a result of a lack of or 
low wind, which is something that a MP cannot control.   

 

Status: Reviewed by MWG  

Comment Author: Steve Gaw on behalf of Wind Coalition 

Description of Comments: The Wind Coalition appreciates the opportunity to comment on RR 106. The Wind Coalition supports 
RR 106, as amended by Flat Ridge 2 Wind Energy's comments. Market rules should respect characteristics inherent in different 
technologies, and Flat Ridge Wind's language would accomplish that for application of RUC Make Whole Payments to VERs. 

Status: Reviewed by MWG 

Comment Author: Carrie Simpson 
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Description of Comments: Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this revision request.  Invenergy supports 
RR106 and the comments provided by Flat Ridge 2 Wind Energy and The Wind Coalition.  Similar to Flat Ridge 2 and The Wind 
Coalition, Invenergy would like the penalty exception to go a step further than the SPP proposed language. Invenergy proposes 
VERs be exempted from the outage deviation penalty if the wind farm goes to 0MW in real-time due to the lack of fuel source in 
order to be consistent with SPP’s treatment of VERs throughout the rest of the marketplace design.   
 
SPP recognizes the difference in VERs from traditional generation throughout its marketplace design in its registration 
requirements, RTBM dispatch rules for VERs, the dependency on wind forecasting tools, and the requirements for resource plan 
submissions for VERs.  For example, SPP recognizes in its design that a VER going to 0MW as a result of the variability of the fuel 
is not the same thing as a registered Generator going on outage because of lack of fuel. Unlike other Generators, VERs are required 
to submit a minimum of 0MW in resource plans because of the variability and uncertainty of the fuel source.  Invenergy suggests 
SPP also recognize this operational difference for the outage deviation penalty and exempt VERs that are not on outage and 
producing at 0MW.  (Although not discussed in these comments, Invenergy is open to exploring the exemption for Generators with 
submitted minimums of 0 in DA and RT that could be exposed to this penalty as well) 
 
Under the SPP proposal, if a VER offers and clears 5MW in the DA Market in a given hour to be consistent with its wind forecast, 
and in real-time the VER produces 0.1MW, the VER is not exposed to the outage deviation penalty.  However, if that same VER 
goes to 0MW, the outage deviation penalty is applied.  This seems inconsistent with SPP’s principle that the RTBM must be 
flexible enough to handle VERs going to 0MW without treating them on outage, and it does not incent VERs to operate any 
differently.  If the VER is not on outage, and is instead just responding to the variability of the fuel, Invenergy proposes the outage 
deviation penalty should not apply.  

 

Status: Reviewed by MWG 

Comment Author: Micha Bailey 

Description of Comments: These comments change the ControlStatus5minFlg status of “Dispatchable” to “Following Dispatch”. 

 

Status: Reviewed by MWG 

Comment Author: Micha Bailey on behalf of the MWG 

Description of Comments: The MWG changed the ControlStatus5minFlg status of “Following Dispatch” to “Follow Dispatch”. 

 

Status: Approved by MWG 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

4.5.9.10   RUC Make-Whole-Payment Distribution Amount 

… 
(a.4)  For Resources with DA Market cleared MW in an hour, if the Resource is off-line in the RTBM and it 

has not been de-committed or dispatched to zero by SPP the Resource DA Market cleared MW is 
included as a deviation.  An Asset Owner’s outage deviation is calculated as follows. 

   RtOutageDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i 
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IF DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  < 0 AND 

RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i  >= 0 AND 

(( RtAvgSetPoint5minQty a, s, i  = 0 AND 

ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i =  (“Regulating” OR “Follow Dispatch”) ) 

OR 

ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i, c  =  “1” ) 

THEN 

RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i =  0 

ELSE 

ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i, c  < > “1”  

THEN 

#RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i =  ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) / 12  

ELSE  

RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i =  0 

… 
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RtAvgSetPoint5minQty a, s, i MW Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Average Setpoint Instruction MW per AO per 
Settlement Location per Dispatch Interval – The average 
Setpoint Instruction over Dispatch Interval i  for AO a’s 
Resource at Settlement Location s. 
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SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
Attachment AE 

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 Resources committed 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 Local 

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 
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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 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 
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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 or dispatched to zero 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 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 Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount shall be calculated as 

follows: 

Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount = 
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[(Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate) * (Local Settlement 

Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume)] 

(1) 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 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. 

(2) 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. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 116 Date: 9/15/2015 

RR Title: Quick-Start Real-Time Commitment 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Matt Moore Company: Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 

Email: mmoore@gsec.coop Phone: (806) 349-6557 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

A quick-start resource (QSR) is currently defined by SPP as resources that can be started, synchronized, and inject energy within 
ten minutes of SPP notification. Under current Market rules and structure, QSRs are being committed through the Reliability Unit 
Commitment (RUC) process hours ahead of time, and therefore must run in real-time even if prices do not materialize. This 
Revision Request proposes design and system changes that delay the commitment of Quick Start Resources (QSRs) until the Real-
Time Balancing Market (RTBM). 

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

Commitment of Quick-Start Resources (“QSRs”), due to the nature of their short start-up time, should happen close to real-time. In 
order to maintain reliability, when SPP operators choose not to commit a non-QSR, they need to know that QSRs being counted on 
will be available in Real-Time. Currently, QSRs are being committed hours ahead of time, and then in RTBM they must run even if 
prices do not materialize. Currently, QSRs are being dispatched below their minimum, and the shutdown process lacks clarity. QSR 
MPs also have to update the RTBM offer to include start-up and no-load if it is not committed. QSR will be exempted from the 
Day-Ahead Must Offer obligation. 

 Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This RR proposes to delay the commitment of QSRs until RTBM. Once committed, the QSRs will be updated in the Current 
Operating Plan and will receive start-up/shutdown order. This will honor the QSR’s parameters and use the existing shutdown 
process. This RR also proposes that SPP aggregate the start-up and no-load in order to equitably compare the uncommitted QSR 
with the other committed Resources. Since the QSRs will have commitments, then they will be eligible for Make-Whole Payments. 

The short-term ID RUC will evaluate the reliability need of the QSR. If the QSR is not needed to address a VRL or Operating 
Reserve shortage, then it will be recommended by short-term ID RUC. If the QSR is needed to address a VRL or an OR shortage, 
then it may be committed by the short-term ID RUC. 

RTBM will utilize two runs to determine if a QSR would be dispatched below its minimum. If so, then the QSR will be dispatched 
to 0 MWs and the RTBM solution will dispatch all other Resources according to their parameters. Otherwise, the QSR will be 
dispatched normally.  

This RR also proposes for SPP to aggregate the submitted start-up, no-load, and Energy offers in order to have an equal comparison 
of the Real-Time QSR that has not been committed and the already-committed Resources. 

Additionally, a QSR can be registered as such. The existing definition is currently used to describe a ten-minute start-up Resource, 
often in the context of Supplemental Reserve. Some definitions are proposed to delineate QSRs and off-line Supplemental Reserve 
Resources. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $200,000 
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration: 5 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 
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  Market Protocols 

Protocol Section(s): 1.; 4.2.1.1; 
4.2.1.1.1; 4.2.2.1; 4.2.2.2.2; 
4.2.2.5.4; 4.4.1; 4.4.2.3; 4.4.2.3.1; 
4.4.3; 4.4.3.4; 6.1.1; 6.1.11.2 
Appendix G (2.9; 6.4) 

Protocol Version: 33.b 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): Attachment AF, 3.2, 3.3 
  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: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken: Approved as modified by the MWG incorporating SPP comments 
submitted 9/8/2015 

Abstained: AEP, KCPL, Midwest, Xcel, CUS, LES, KMEA and OPPD 

Opposed: NA 

Date: 9/21/2015 

Action Taken: Approved impact assessment 

Abstained: KCPL, Midwest, Xcel, AECC, WR, CUS and OPPD 

Opposed: NA 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9/24/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: Xcel, MJMEUC 

Opposed:       

Secondary Working Group: 
ORWG 

 

Date: 10/8/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: CUS 

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved Xcel comments 10/2/2015 

Abstained: AEP-SWEPCO, AEP-PSC, AEP-SWN Trans, AEP-Ok Transmission, CUS, 
KGE-Westar, Prairie Wind, ITC Great Plains 

Opposed: Midwest Energy 

Reasons for Abstention: CU believes this is a step in the right direction but is more of a Band-Aid approach as opposed to a total 
solution. CU believes the revisions did not go far enough and should also address quick start resources in the DA market which is 
desired by many participants but lacks a clear vision for implementation in a future phase.   
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BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Marisa Choate 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/8/2015 

Description of Comments: These comments add the necessary Tariff language to implement the proposed Protocol modifications. 
The only change to the Protocols is to move three of the four definitions to Attachment AE. All Tariff language below was added in 
these comments. 

Status: Reviewed by MWG on 9/15/2015 

Comment Author: John Hyatt 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/11/2015 

Description of Comments: We recommend one change to the language. Section 4.4.1 states that Quick Start Resources (QSRs) 
“needed to address a constraint violation or shortages of Operating Reserve” will be committed and entered into the COP. All other 
quick-start eligible resources will presumably be subject to an economic assessment based on a price forecast. Since constraint 
violations and operating reserve shortages are reflected in model prices, we would assume that the price forecast to be used in the 
economic assessment will reflect the price increases due to developing constraint violations or operating reserve shortages. Hence 
QSRs needed to address constraint violations and operating reserve shortages do not warrant special treatment with respect the 
COP. Only resources needed to address reliability issues not reflected in real-time prices should be committed and entered into the 
COP without an economic assessment; and we understand that this type of commitment will continue to be done on a manual basis.  

As currently written, the language allows for the commitment of QSRs to address constraint violations and operating reserve 
shortages when the price expectations do not support the start and dispatch of the QSR. If a situation does arise where a QSR 
commitment is needed to avoid a constraint violation or operating reserve shortage, and the price expectations do not support the 
start and dispatch of the QSR, then one may conclude that either the efficient decision is to not start the QSR or that there is a 
problem with the price formation logic. The latter is a design flaw that should be addressed. If we are confident that the price 
formation logic is correct, then the market engine is telling us that the efficient solution is for example, to incur a spinning reserve 
shortage for a short time rather than start and dispatch a QSR. There should not be disparity between energy prices and the need to 
address a constraint violation or operating reserve shortage; if such a disparity exists, then the price formation methodology during 
constraint violations or operating reserve shortages should be addressed. 

We have modified the language below to reflect the issues discussed above. With the recommended changes in this document, RR 
116 represents a significant step forward in the efficient start and dispatch of QSRs. Most importantly, we should not see the high 
levels of QSR commitments by the day-ahead RUC and ID RUC. As is noted in the Annual State of the Market, these commitments 
were generally made many hours in advance and often times led to make-whole payments. We do caution however, that reducing 
the lead-time for commitments to 15 minutes does not necessarily mean the economic conditions will support the start and dispatch 
of QSRs. Also in the Annual State of the Market Report, we noted over 1,000 manual starts by QSRs, with an average lead time of 
15 minutes, which led to $9 million in make-whole payments.  

Status: Reviewed by MWG on 9/15/2015 

Comment Author: Bill Grant, Xcel 

Date Comments Submitted: 10/2/2015 
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Description of Comments: Xcel believes the current protocols provide the flexibility not to bid quick start resources in the Day 
Ahead time frame if the entity has enough other resources to meet their limited day ahead offer requirement. However, if these 
quick start resources are necessary for the entity to meet their day ahead requirement, Xcel does not believe they should be 
excluded for the day ahead must offer requirement.  

Status: Not review by MWG 

Comment Author: John Hyatt, SPP MMU 

Date Comments Submitted: 10/2/2015 

Description of Comments: The MMU submits these comments to reiterate our support for the language change recommendation 
contained in our original 9/11/2015 comment, and additionally, we address some of the discussion points from the 9/15/2015 MWG 
meeting.  

Several participants in the discussion noted that they share the MMU’s concerns regarding price formation in the RTBM; however, 
they were reluctant to adopt the MMU language, indicating that subsequent rule revisions or process changes will be needed to 
address the price formation issues. We are concerned that adoption of RR116 as currently approved by the MWG will not have 
significant impacts on the economic viability of Quick-Start Resources (QSRs), and adoption will delay serious review of the price 
formation issues for at least one year, maybe two, given the regulatory process and the system changes that are needed to 
implement RR116.  

The MMU language change recommendation is based on the fact that the reliability impacts of constraint violations and operating 
reserve shortages are accounted for in the market clearing engine by the violation relaxation limits (VRLs) and the scarcity pricing 
demand curves. Hence, the need to address the reliability concerns associated with constraint violation and operating reserve 
shortages should be reflected in the forward-looking economic assessment. RR116 as currently approved by the MWG allows for 
systematic commitment and dispatch of QSRs to address constraint violations and operating reserve shortages irrespective of the 
forward-looking economic assessment. If there is a mismatch between reliability needs and RTBM prices, then the price formation 
issues themselves should be addressed directly. 

Through the discussion at the MWG meeting we understand that cycling of QSRs is at least in part the reason for this treatment. It 
was not clear from the discussion if the QSR cycling issue is a rare or frequent occurrence. SPP currently has the ability to address 
this issue manually and the MMU recommended changes do not limit this ability. If manual intervention to address QSR cycling is 
rare then maintaining the current process to deal with the cycling issues is preferable to automating a process that has the potential 
to err toward over-commitment and price suppression. Incorporating the MMU language recommendation in the 9/11/2015 
comment will accomplish this. 

On the other hand, if the need to address QSR cycling occurs frequently, then the MMU recommends amending the language in 
Section 4.4.2.2 as follows to reflect that the commitments by the short-term intra-day RUC are to address QSR cycling: “…the 
short-term Intra-Day RUC will determine if QSR commitments are needed to address cycling issues related to a constraint violation 
or shortages of Operating Reserves as described in Section 4.1.4 and 4.1.5.” 

Status: Not review by MWG 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

Glossary 

… 
Current Operating Plan (“COP”) 

SPP’s internal hourly Resource commitment schedule for the Operating Day resulting from the 
various Day-Ahead Market and Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment processes and updated, 
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as required, during the Intra-Day RUC process that is used as input into the Real-Time Balancing 
Market As defined in the SPP Tariff. 

… 
Maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Quick-Start Response Limit 

The maximum amount of Supplemental Reserve that can be provided by an Off-line 
Supplemental ReserveQuick-Start Resource from an off-line state.  

Off-line Supplemental Reserve Resource 

 As defined in the SPP Tariff. 

Price Node (PNode) 

A single node in the Commercial Model that has a one-to-one relationship to an ENode where 
Locational Marginal Prices are calculated.   

Quick-Start Resource (“QSR”) 

be started, synchronized and inject Energy within ten minutes of SPP notification As defined in 
the SPP Tariff. 

… 

4.2.1.1 Day-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:     

(1) 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. 

(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 obligation for that Asset Owner as 
calculated by SPP as described in Section 4.1.3(4).   

(3) Resources submitted with a Commitment Status of Market, Self or Reliability may be used 
to satisfy this requirement. 
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(4) A load-serving Market Participant’s net resource capacity, for an Asset Owner for purposes 

of this section shall include: 

(a) Offered capacity by Resources identified in (3) above less the Operating Reserve 

obligation identified in (2) above; and 

(b) 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. 

(i) 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. 

(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 of Market, Self, or Reliability for an hour of the Operating Day is 
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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) 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. 

(2) 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 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. 

(3) 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. 

(4) Resources used as the source of a GFA Carve Out must be offered, if available, with a 
sufficient capacity to cover the GFA Carve Out Schedule.  GFA Carve Out 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. 

(C) 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: 

(1) 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. 

(a) 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; 
(i) Asset Owner Shortage MW is calculated as the difference between: 

(1) 90% of the Market Participant’s load for an Asset Owner as described in 
4.2.1.1A.(1); and 
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(2) The Market Participant’s net resource capacity for an Asset Owner as 
described in 4.2.1.1 A(3). 

(ii) 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. 

(b) 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. 

(2) 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. 

4.2.2.1 Resource Offer Parameters 

The following Resource Offer parameters must be submitted to constitute a valid offer for use in either 
the DA Market or RTBM: 

… 
(42) Maximum Emergency Capacity Run Time (hours:minutes – Operations Information); 
(43) Maximum Quick-StartOff-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit (MW, this 

represents the maximum amount of Supplemental Reserve that may be supplied by an oOff-line 
Quick-StartSupplemental Reserve Resource)1; 

(44) Ramp-Rate-Up (curve, MW/Minute - for use when the Resource is not selected for Regulation-
Up and/or Regulation-Down clearing and dispatched in the up direction).  Ramp-Rate-Up 
submittal is through a segmented profile as follows.  Each profile will require at least one (1) 
segment and may have up to n segments where n will be defined by SPP, initially set to ten (10); 

… 

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 
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(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 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 4.5.9.19 or the deviation calculations 
under Sections 4.5.9.10(1)(a.5) and 4.5.9.10(1)(a.7). 

(2) Operating Reserve (separate status for each product) 

(a) Market – The Resource is available to clear the Operating Reserve product based on 
submitted Operating Reserve Offers; 

(i) For Supplemental Reserve, this status is valid for only off-line Supplemental 
Reserve being supplied from an Quick-StartOff-line Supplemental Reserve 
Resource.  For on-line Supplemental Reserve, if Spinning Reserve Dispatch 
Status is submitted as “Market”, then Dispatch Status for on-line Supplemental 
Reserve is automatically set to “Market” unless a Dispatch Status of Fixed has 
been submitted as described under Subsection (b)(iii). 

(b) Fixed - Market Participant is fixing the Operating Reserve product clearing at the 
specified MW level.  The minimum level is 100 KW (0.1 MW);    

(i) SPP may clear the Operating Reserve product above the fixed MW based on 
submitted Operating Reserve Offers and may only clear below the fixed MW 
amount during an Emergency condition. 

(ii) The fixed Operating Reserve MW will be reduced if the fixed MW violates any of 
the Resource Offer parameters such that the affected Resource Offer parameters 
are no longer violated. 

(iii) For Supplemental Reserve, this status may be submitted for Supplemental 
Qualified Resources only and will apply to either (1) on-line Supplemental 
Reserve if the Resource has been committed or (2) off-line Supplemental Reserve 
if the Resource has not been committed. 

(c) Not Qualified – The Market Participant may specify that a Resource that was qualified in 
registration, except as described under (iii) below, to provide one or more Operating 
Reserve products is no longer qualified to supply that product due to a temporary 
technical and/or physical limitation or if the Resource is an Off-line Supplemental 
Reserve Quick-Start Resource that is a Supplemental Qualified Resource and the 
Resource has submitted a Commitment Status of Not Participating.   
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(i) For Supplemental Reserve, this status is applicable for only off-line Supplemental 
Reserve being supplied from an Off-line Supplemental Reserve Quick-Start 
Resource and may be submitted if a Commitment Status of Not Participating has 
been submitted in order to prevent the clearing of off-line Supplemental Reserve 
in the Day-Ahead Market.   

(ii) For on-line Supplemental, if Spinning Reserve Dispatch Status is submitted as 
“Not Qualified”, then Dispatch Status for on-line Supplemental Reserve is 
automatically set to “Not Qualified”. 

(iii) For Resources that are Spin Qualified Resources that are not Supplemental 
Qualified Resources, a Supplemental Reserve Dispatch Status of “Not Qualified” 
must be submitted and will only apply to off-line Supplemental Reserve. 

4.2.2.5.4 Jointly Owned Unit 

Jointly Owned Unit (JOU) owners may elect to model their individual ownership shares as separate 
Resources using either the Individual Resource Option or the Combined Resource Option as specified 
during market registration as described under Section 6.1.6.  Otherwise, the Resource is modeled like 
any other single Resource with an associated single Asset Owner.  Resource offers may be submitted for 
each Asset Owner’s JOU ownership (“JOU Share Resource”) the same as any other Resource subject to 
the following Resource Offer validation rules and exceptions.   

… 
(4) Commitment of JOU Share Resources that have registered under the Combined Resource option 

will be evaluated by SCUC based on a combination of the individually submitted Offers for each 
JOU Share Resource and the Offer parameters submitted by or on behalf of the designated Asset 
Owner that apply to the entire Physical JOU Resource (see Section 4.2.2.1 for footnoted 
parameters to be submitted by or on behalf of the designated Asset Owner and Section 4.2.2.2 
regarding Commitment Status) given the additional constraint that if one of the JOU Resources is 
committed, all JOU Share Resources associated with the Physical JOU Resource must be 
committed.  This rule also applies to clearing of Supplemental Reserve from an oOff-line 
Supplemental ReserveQuick-Start Resources.  Prior to evaluation by SCUC, each JOU Share 
Resource associated with the Physical JOU Resource is assigned the following unit commitment 
parameters as submitted by or on behalf of the designated Asset Owner: 

… 
(o) The Maximum Run Time of each Asset Owner’s JOU Share Resource associated with 

the Physical JOU Resource is set equal to the Maximum Run Time submitted for the 
Physical JOU Resource;  
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(p) The Maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve ResourceQuick-Start Response Limit of 
each Asset Owner’s JOU Share Resource associated with the Physical JOU Resource is 
calculated by multiplying the Maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve ResourceQuick-
Start Response Limit submitted for the Physical JOU Resource by that Asset Owner’s 
JOU Ownership Percent Share; and 

(q) The Commitment Status of each Asset Owner’s JOU Share Resource associated with the 
Physical JOU Resource is set equal to the Commitment Status submitted for the Physical 
JOU Resource. 

… 
4.4.1 Intra-Day Reliability Unit Commitment 

SPP performs Intra-Day RUCs at least every four hours.  Additionally, SPP continually evaluates the 
need for an Intra-Day RUC for the current Operating Day and the approved Day-Ahead period.   
Consistent with the Day-Ahead RUC, these additional Intra-Day RUCs assess capacity adequacy during 
the Operating Day.  As soon as practicable following completion of an Intra-Day RUC study, SPP will 
communicate the results described under Section 4.4.1.3.  SPP then updates the Current Operating Plan, 
if needed, and start-up and/or shutdown orders to Resources other than DVERs and NDVERs for which 
SPP is calculating an output forecast (these Resources are always assumed to be self-committed if 
available) are issued simultaneously which may be any time after completion of an Intra-Day RUC 
study. 

Additionally, SPP may execute a short-term Intra-Day RUC as needed to assess Resource adequacy over 
at least the next 120-minute period as part of the Intra-Day RUC process.  An Asset Owner may 
notifyindicate SPP via registration, as described in Section 6.1.1, that its Resource is a Quick Start 
Resource.  should not be issued start-up and/or shutdown orders out of the short-term Intra-Day RUC 
process unless it When such a Resource has been offered such that (i) its cold Start-Up Time is ten 
minutes or less, (ii) its Minimum Run Time is one hour or less, and (iii) the sum of its (a) Minimum 
Down Time, (b) Sync-To-Min Time and (c) Min-To-Off Time is one hour or less, the short-term Intra-
Day RUC will determine if QSR committedments are needed to address a constraint violation or 
shortages of Operating Reserves as described in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5reliability issue that cannot be 
directly addressed within the SCUC algorithm.  If so, the COP will be updated with the applicable 
commitments as described in Section 4.4.1.4.  If not, then the short-term Intra-Day RUC will determine 
if the QSR is eligible for dispatch in RTBM. 

4.4.2.3 RTBM Execution 

SPP executes the RTBM every 5-minutes for the next Dispatch Interval based on the inputs described 
above.   
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(1) A simultaneous co-optimization methodology utilizing a SCED algorithm is employed to 
calculate Resource Dispatch Instructions and clear Regulation-Up Service, Regulation Down 
Service, Spinning Reserve and/or Supplemental Reserve to meet the SPP Short-Term Load 
Forecast and Operating Reserve requirements at minimum costs based upon submitted Offers 
while respecting Resource operating constraints and transmission constraints;   

(2) The SCED algorithm includes marginal loss sensitivity factors which approximate the change in 
marginal system losses for a change in Energy dispatch.  Inclusion of these factors further 
optimizes the Energy dispatch and reduces overall production costs; 

(3) In certain situations, enforcing constraints may result in a solution that is not feasible at a 
Shadow Price less than an appropriately priced VRL.  In such cases, SPP must apply Violation 
Relaxation Limits (VRLs) in SCED as described under Section 4.1.4; 

(4) To ensure rational pricing of cleared Operating Reserve products, the SCED algorithm will 
include product substitution logic as follows: 

(a) Any Regulation-Up Offers remaining once the Regulation-Up requirement is satisfied 
may be used to meet Contingency Reserve requirements if Regulation-Up Offers are 
more economic or is needed to meet the overall Contingency Reserve requirement;  

(b) Any Spinning Reserve Offers remaining once the Spinning Reserve Requirement is 
satisfied may be used to meet the Supplemental Reserve requirements if the Spinning 
Reserve Offer is more economic or is needed to meet the overall Operating Reserve 
requirement. 

The product substitution logic ensures that the MCP for Regulation-Up Service is always greater 
than or equal to the Spinning Reserve MCP and that the Spinning Reserve MCP is always greater 
than or equal to the Supplemental Reserve MCP. 

(5) To ensure that Market Participants are indifferent as to whether they are cleared for Energy or 
Operating Reserve, the co-optimization logic will provide through the Shadow Price calculation 
Market Clearing Prices for Operating Reserve that include any lost opportunity costs incurred as 
a result of Operating Reserve clearing; 

(6) Additionally, SPP executes a look-ahead SCED prior to the RTBM SCED process.  The look-
ahead SCED results will be used to: (1) anticipate the need to adjust Dispatch Instructions for the 
current Dispatch Interval to prepare to meet forecasted changes in the load several Dispatch 
Intervals into the future and (2) assist in determining commitment of Resources within the 
Operating Hour that have cold Start-Up Times greater than 10 minutes and can be on-line within 
the Operating Hour.   
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4.4.2.3.1 Quick-Start Resource Logic 

The Quick-Start Resource logic described in this section is used to dispatch a Resource when all of the 
following are true for the RTBM interval:   

(1) The Resource is registered as a QSR; 

(2) The QSR’s submitted cold Start-Up Time is ten minutes or less; 

(3) The QSR’s submitted Minimum Run Time is one hour or less; 

(4) The sum of the QSR’s (i) Minimum Down Time, (ii) Sync-To-Min Time and (iii) Min-To-Off 
Time is one hour or less; 

(5) The QSR’s effective Control Status is either ‘regulating’ or ‘non-regulating’; 

(6) The COP indicates that the Minimum Down Time has been met; and  

(7) The QSR is not in the COP for the current RTBM interval. 

When the short-term Intra-Day RUC does not identify a QSR as eligible for dispatch in RTBM the QSR 
will be dispatched to 0 MWs and the QSR’s effective Control Status will be set to ‘Manual’.  When the 
short-term Intra-Day RUC identifies a QSR as eligible for dispatch in RTBM, SCED will consider that 
QSR’s effective Energy Offer Curve to determine Energy Dispatch Instructions.  This effective Energy 
Offer Curve is used only to evaluate either the cost of bringing the QSR online or extending its 
commitment and is not used to in the calculation of LMP.  The effective Energy offer curve will be 
calculated differently depending on whether the QSR was previously in the COP or not.  

(1) If the QSR was not in the COP for the previous interval, then an hourly Start-Up adder and an 
hourly No-Load adder are calculated and added to each point on the hourly Energy Offer Curve 
to create the effective Energy Offer Curve.  

(a) The hourly Start-Up adder is calculated by dividing (i) the hourly Start-Up offer by the 
product of (ii) the QSR’s Minimum Run Time and (iii) the QSR’s hourly Economic 
Minimum.   

(b) The hourly No-Load adder is calculated by dividing (i) the No-Load offer by (ii) the 
QSR’s hourly Economic Minimum.  

(2) If the QSR was in the COP for the previous interval, then an hourly No-Load adder is calculated 
and added to each point on the hourly Energy Offer Curve to create the effective Energy Offer 
Curve. 

(a) The hourly No-Load adder is calculated by dividing (i) the No-Load offer by (ii) the 
QSR’s hourly Economic Minimum. 

When the SCED preliminarily calculates a target energy MW output less than the QSR’s Minimum 
Economic Operating Capacity Limit in an interval, then RTBM will then dispatch a solution in which 
that QSR is dispatched to 0 MWs for that interval and its effective Control Status is set to Manual.  One 
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of the following occurs when the SCED calculates a Dispatch Instruction that is greater than or equal to 
its Minimum Economic Operating Capacity Limit.  

(1) If the QSR was not in the COP for the previous RTBM interval, then it receives a commitment 
for at least its Minimum Run Time beginning in the interval for which the Dispatch Instruction is 
calculated, is added to the COP and receives start-up and shutdown orders. 

(2) If the QSR was in the COP for the previous RTBM interval, then its commitment is extended to 
the end of the next RTBM interval, the COP is updated and new shutdown orders are issued. 

For Resources with a cold Start-Up Time of 10 minutes or lessQSRs that have submitted a Commitment 
Status = “Market’, an Energy Dispatch Status = “Market”, a Spinning Reserve Dispatch Status = 
“Fixed” or “Market” and a regulation Dispatch Status of “Fixed” or “Market”, SCED will consider such 
Resources as available for Energy dispatch and Operating Reserve clearing based on the rules described 
in Exhibit 4-14 below.  An online QSR with a Control Status of ‘Regulating’ can be cleared for 
Regulation-Up Service and/or Regulation-Down Service in RTBM whether or not it was previously 
selected for Regulation Service. 

 

Exhibit 4-1: SCED Quick-Start Resource Logic 
Is Resource 

Synchronized? 
MP Submitted 

Control 
Status1 

Eligible for 
Energy 

Dispatch 

Eligible for 
Spinning Reserve 

Clearing 

Eligible for 
Regulation 
Clearing 

Eligible for 
Supplemental 

Reserve Clearing 

Not 
Synchronized 

Off-line No No No Yes 

Non-
Regulating 

Yes No No Yes 

Regulating Yes No No Yes 

Manual No No No No 

Synchronized 

Non-
Regulating 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Regulating Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Manual Yes No No No 

 

SCED will only consider RTBM Energy Offer Curves and Operating Reserve Offers to determine 
Energy Dispatch Instructions and/or Operating Reserve cleared for Quick-Start Resources.  Quick-Start 

                                                
1 See Exhibit 4-11 for Control Status descriptions 
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Resources dispatched by SCED in this manner will not be eligible for RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
compensation as described under Section 4.5.9.8. 

4.4.3 Energy and Operating Reserve Deployment 

SPP deploys Energy, Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down Service, Spinning Reserve and on-line 
Supplemental Reserve simultaneously through the issuance of Setpoint Instructions via ICCP to each 
Resource on a 4-second basis.  Deployment of Supplemental Reserve from an oOff-line Supplemental 
ReserveQuick-Start Resources is accomplished through SPP issuance of a start-up order following a 
Contingency Reserve event.  The Setpoint Instruction is the sum of: 

… 
4.4.3.4 Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Contingency Reserve procured in the RTBM will be deployed through a Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Instruction, via both Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) except in the 
case of a Block Demand Response Resource which receives an XML instruction, following a system 
event, normally following the sudden loss of a Resource.  The following rules apply to the deployment 
of Contingency Reserve for both internal SPP BA contingencies and for providing assistance to a 
Reserve Sharing Group member.  Scheduling procedures for provision of assistance to/from Reserve 
Sharing Group members are described under Section 4.4.3.5: 

… 
(5) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed in proportion to the amount of 

Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared on each Resource, adjusted as 
needed to ensure deliverability;   

(6) Supplemental Reserve from oOff-line Quick-StartSupplemental Reserve Resources is deployed 
on Resources in merit order based on economics of Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer 
Curves and Minimum Run Time, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability.  For the purposes 
of deploying Supplemental Reserve supplied from Export Interchange Transactions, as described 
under Section 4.2.3.3, the merit order cost will be equal to zero; 

(7) If a Resource fails all four of the tests described under Section 4.4.4.3 and the Resource’s 
individual smallest positive Shortfall Quantity is greater than 25% of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Instruction, the amount of Contingency Reserve available to be cleared on Resource 
will be reduced by that percentage based on the current Contingency Reserve Ramp Rate, for 
online deployment, or Maximum Quick-StartOff-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Response 
Limit for off-line deployments, for the remainder of the Operating Day. 
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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 4.4.1.  At the time of registration, SPP will populate 
the Resource Offer parameters defined in Section 4.2.2.1. 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”); 

(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 4.2.2.5.4(1).  Each individual JOU Share Resource, as described under Section 
4.2.2.5.4(2), must register as PLT”)); 

(7) Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“DVER”);  

(8) Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“NDVER”); and 

(9) External Dynamic Resource (“EDR”);  

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. 

An Asset Owner may indicate if a Resource is a Quick-Start Resource as defined in Section 1.  If a QSR 
repeatedly fails to properly respond to its Dispatch Instruction, then SPP will contact the Market 
Participant.  If the Market Participant communicates a temporary problem with the QSR, then SPP will 
temporarily overwrite the QSR indication until the problem is resolved.  If the QSR fails to properly 
respond to its Dispatch Instruction after SPP has contacted the Market Participant, SPP may overwrite 
the QSR indication. In such case, the MP may register the Resource as a QSR in accordance with the 
model update timeline described in Section 6.4. 
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6.1.11.2 Supplemental Qualified Resources 

There are no specific testing requirements for an off-line Resource to become a Supplemental Qualified 
Resource. A Market Participant will self-certify that its off-line Resource is capable of deploying 
Supplemental Reserve during the registration process. In such case, that Resource will become a 
Supplemental Qualified Resource. However, in order to verify that any cleared Supplemental Reserve is 
capable of being deployed, SPP may perform Supplemental Reserve deployment tests as follows:  

(1) SPP will only perform a Supplemental Reserve deployment test on an oOff-line Supplemental 
Reserve Quick-Start Resource that has cleared Real-Time Supplemental Reserve;   

(2) SPP will issue an Out-Of-Merit-Energy instruction to the Resource being tested as follows:  

… 
Appendix G - Mitigated Offer Development Guidelines 

2.9 Mitigated Supplemental Reserve Offer 

The Mitigated Supplemental Reserve Offer shall include any labor costs necessary for the Rresource to 
be prepared for deployment up to but not exceeding: 

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆 𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅($ 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀⁄ )
≤  𝐴𝐴𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆 𝐿𝐿𝑀𝑀𝐿𝐿𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅 𝐶𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀($)/𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆 𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 

For Resources providing off-line Supplemental Reserves, the Average Supplemental Reserve MW to be 
applied to the additional labor cost is the average of historical Supplemental Reserve awards for the past 
twelve months.  In the case that a Resource does not have a sufficient history of Supplemental Reserve 
awards, the Average Supplemental Reserve MW may be the capacity offered as represented by the 
Resource’s Maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve ResourceQuick-Start Response Limit offer 
parameter. 

6.4 Energy Offer Curve for Quick Start 

Note: The information in Section 2.5 contains basic Mitigated Energy Offer Curve 
information relevant for all unit types.  The following additional information only 
pertains to SCED Quick Start units.   

A Quick Start Resource is a Resource that dispatched directly by SCED in the RTBM. 

A Quick Start Resource that is dispatched by the Real-Time Balancing Market (SCED, as opposed to 
SCUC or RUC), may include start-up costs as part of the Mitigated Energy Offer Curve.  If Start-Up 
Adder and No-Load Adder are used here, the Mitigated Start-up Offer under Section 2.6 and the 
Mitigated No-Load Offer under Section 2.7 must be equal to zero. 

Mitigated Energy Offer ($/MWh) =  

Commented [RR699]: RR69 Awaiting FERC Filing and 
Implementation 
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(Heat Rate (mmBtu/MWh) * Performance Factor * Total Fuel Related Costs ($/mmBtu)) 
+ Start VOM ($/MWh) + Start-Up Adder ($/MWh) + No Load Adder ($/MWh) 

The Start-Up Adder is computed as the cost to start the Resource divided by the average energy during 
the minimum run time:  

Start-Up Adder ($/MWh) =  
Start-Up Costs ($/Start) / Average Energy During Minimum Run Time (MWh/start) 

The average energy during minimum run time is the average energy output during the minimum run 
time for SCED quick start deployments during the past year. 

𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅.𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸 𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆.𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑇𝑇𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀 (𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀ℎ 𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀⁄ ) =  

𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 % 𝐴𝐴𝑂𝑂 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸 𝐶𝐶𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸 𝑂𝑂𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀 𝐿𝐿𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀
∗ 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀.𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆.𝐶𝐶𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝐸𝐸 𝑂𝑂𝑆𝑆. 𝐿𝐿𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀(𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀) ∗ 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑇𝑇𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀(ℎ𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅) 

No Load Adder ($/MWh) = No Load Costs ($/hour) / Average Hourly MWh output 
The average hourly output during an hour is the sum of the energy output during SCED quick start 
deployments during the past year divided by the number of hours of SCED deployments in the past year.  

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

ATTACHMENT AE 

1.1 Definitions and Acronyms 

Current Operating Plan (“COP”) 

The Transmission Provider’s internal hourly Resource commitment schedule for the Operating Day 

resulting from the Day-Ahead Market and Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment processes and 

updated, as required, during the Intra-Day Reliability Unit Commitment process that is used as input 

into the Real-Time Balancing Market. 

 

Off-line Supplemental Reserve Resource 

A Resource that is capable of starting and providing Supplemental Reserve from an off-line 
state. 

 

Quick-Start Resource (“QSR") 

A Resource that can (i) be started, synchronized and inject Energy within ten minutes of Transmission 

Provider notification, (ii) operate with a Minimum Run Time of one hour or less and (iii) operate such 

that the sum of its (a) Minimum Down Time, (b) Sync-To-Min Time and (c) Min-To-Off Time is one 

hour or less. 
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2.2 Application and Asset Registration 

… 
(14) Market Participants with assets interconnected to the Transmission System that are not 

participating in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets must pseudo-tie the Resource 

or load out of the SPP Balancing Authority Area in accordance with Attachment AO.  

Such assets shall continue to be registered in the Integrated Marketplace for the purposes 

of accounting for congestion and loss charges between the Resource Price Node and the 

applicable External Interface Settlement Location as described under Sections 8.6.19 and 

8.6.20 of this Attachment AE. 

(a) To the extent that the SPP Balancing Authority or associated external Balancing 

Authority can no longer maintain the Resource pseudo-tie for reliability reasons, 

the Market Participant representing the pseudo-tied Resource must immediately 

reduce the output of the pseudo-tied resource to the available pseudo-tie 

capability after receiving notification from the affected Balancing Authority of the 

reduced capability.  A Market Participant shall not generate any energy in excess 

of the available pseudo-tie capability after receiving such notification and shall 

not be compensated  in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets settlement for 

any energy generated in excess of the available pseudo-tie capability. 

(15) An Asset Owner may indicate if a Resource is a Quick-Start Resource as defined in 

Section 1.1 of this Attachment AE.  The Transmission Provider may disqualify a 

previously qualified QSR for persistent failure to follow Dispatch Instructions as 

described in the Market Protocols.  In such case the Resource may reregister as a QSR in 

accordance with the model update timing requirements specified in the Market Protocols. 

2.11.1 Day-Ahead Market 

… 
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) 



Page 20 of 25 
 

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). 

4.1 Offer Submittal 

… 
(9) The Resource Offer parameters that constitute a valid Offer for use in either the Day-

Ahead Market or RTBM are submitted using the data formats, procedures, and 

information defined in the Market Protocols and will include the following (as further 

defined in the Market Protocols): 

• Resource Name 

• Resource Type 

• Start-up Offer 

• No-Load Offer 

• Energy Offer Curve 

• Regulation–Up and Regulation-Down Offers 

• Regulation-Up Mileage and Regulation-Down Mileage Offers 
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• Spinning and Supplemental Reserve Offers 

• Sync-To-Min and Min-To-Off Times 

• Start-Up Time 

• Hot to Intermediate and Hot to Cold Times 

• Maximum Daily and Weekly Starts 

• Maximum Daily Energy 

• Maximum and Minimum Run Times 

• Minimum Down Time 

• Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit and Run Time 

• Minimum Normal, Economic, and Regulation Capacity Operating Limits 

• Maximum Normal, Economic, and Regulation Capacity Operating Limits 

• Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limits and Run Time 

• Maximum Quick-StartOff-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit 

• Ramp-Rate-Up and Ramp-Rate-Down 

• Turn-Around Ramp Rate Factor 

• Regulation Ramp Rate 

• Contingency Reserve Ramp Rate 

• Resource Status 

• JOU Ownership Share 

4.1.2.3  Jointly Owned Unit  

Each Market Participant may submit Resource Offers for its share of the Jointly 

Owned Unit as specified in the Market Protocols.  Offer parameters must meet the 

following criteria in order to be accepted as valid Offers, otherwise the last submitted 

valid offer shall apply: 

(1) The sum of the Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limits of all shares of 

the Jointly Owned Unit must be less than or equal to the Jointly Owned Unit 

maximum physical capacity operating limit; and 

(2) The sum of the Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limits of all shares of 

the Jointly Owned Unit must be greater than or equal to the Jointly Owned Unit 

minimum physical capacity operating limit.  
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Commitment of individual Jointly Owned Unit shares that have registered under the 

individual Resource option will be evaluated by security constrained unit commitment 

(“SCUC”) based on the individually submitted Offers for each Jointly Owned Unit share. 

Commitment of Jointly Owned Unit shares that have registered under the combined 

Resource option will be evaluated by SCUC based on a combination of the individually 

submitted Offers for each Jointly Owned Unit share and the commitment related Offer 

parameters submitted by the designated Market Participant that apply to the entire Jointly 

Owned Unit given the additional constraint that if one of the Jointly Owned Units is 

committed, all Resource shares for each Jointly Owned Unit must be committed.  This 

rule also applies to clearing of Supplemental Reserve from offOff-line Quick-

StartSupplemental Reserve Resources. 

6.2.2 Real-Time Balancing Market Execution 

The Transmission Provider will execute the RTBM every five (5) minutes for the next 

Dispatch Interval based on the inputs described above. 

(1) A simultaneous co-optimization methodology utilizing a SCED algorithm is employed to 

calculate Resource Dispatch Instructions and clear Regulation-Up Service, Regulation 

Down Service, Spinning Reserve and Supplemental Reserve to meet the Transmission 

Provider load forecast and Operating Reserve requirements at minimum costs based upon 

submitted Offers while respecting Resource operating constraints and transmission 

constraints. 

(2) The SCED algorithm includes marginal loss sensitivity factors that approximate the 

change in marginal system losses for a change in Energy dispatch. 

(3) In certain situations, enforcing constraints may result in a solution that is not feasible at a 

Shadow Price less than an appropriately priced VRL.  In such cases, the Transmission 

Provider must apply VRLs in SCED. 

(4) To ensure rational pricing of cleared Operating Reserve products, the SCED algorithm 

will include product substitution logic as follows: 

(a) Any Regulation-Up Offers remaining once the Regulation-Up Requirement is 

satisfied will be used to meet Contingency Reserve requirements if Regulation-Up 

Offer is more economic or is needed to meet the overall Operating Reserve 

requirement;  
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(b) Any Spinning Reserve Offers remaining once the Spinning Reserve Requirement 

is satisfied will be used to meet the Supplemental Reserve requirements if the 

Spinning Reserve Offer is more economic or is needed to meet the overall 

Operating Reserve requirement. 

(5) The co-optimization logic will provide through the Shadow Price calculation, MCPs for 

Operating Reserve that include lost opportunity costs incurred as a result of Operating 

Reserve clearing. 

(6) Additionally, the Transmission Provider will execute a look-ahead SCED prior to the 

RTBM SCED process.  The look-ahead SCED will perform at least these two functions: 

(1) anticipate the need to adjust Dispatch Instructions for the current Dispatch Interval to 

prepare to meet forecasted changes in the load several Dispatch Intervals into the future 

and (2) determine commitment of Quick-Start Resources within the Operating Hour.  The 

look-ahead period is at least two Dispatch Intervals, one of which is the next Dispatch 

Interval following the current Dispatch Interval. 

6.3 Energy and Operating Reserve Deployment 

The Transmission Provider will deploy Energy, Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-

Down Service, Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve simultaneously through the 

issuance of Setpoint Instructions to each Resource in accordance with the technical requirements 

specified in the Market Protocols.  Deployment of Supplemental Reserve from offOff-line 

Quick-StartSupplemental Reserve Resources is accomplished through the Transmission Provider 

issuance of a Commitment Instruction to start-up following a Contingency Reserve event.   

… 
6.3.2 Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Contingency Reserve procured in the RTBM will be deployed through a Contingency 

Reserve Deployment Instruction following a Reserve Sharing Event in accordance with the 

following rules: 

(1) Contingency Reserve is deployed on Resources with cleared Contingency Reserve and 

Export Interchange Transactions providing Supplemental Reserve in the Dispatch 

Interval immediately following system events;  

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

Supplemental Reserve;  
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(3) If the amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared is greater 

than or equal to the Contingency Reserve amount required in response to a contingency, 

no off-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed;  

(4) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed in proportion to the 

amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared on each 

Resource, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability; and 

(5) Supplemental Reserve from offOff-line Quick-StartSupplemental Reserve Resources is 

deployed on Resources in merit order of Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer 

Curves and Minimum Run Time, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability.  For the 

purposes of deploying Supplemental Reserve supplied from Export Interchange 

Transactions, the merit order cost will be equal to zero (0). 

(6) If a Resource fails all four of the tests described under Section 6.4.3 and the smallest 

Shortfall Quantity is greater than 25% of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Instruction, the amount of Contingency Reserve available to be cleared on that Resource 

will be reduced based on the current Contingency Reserve Ramp Rate, for online 

deployment, or Maximum maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Quick-

Start Response response Limit limit for off-line deployments, for the remainder of the 

Operating Day. 

ATTACHMENT AF 

MARKET POWER MITIGATION PLAN 

3.2 MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ENERGY OFFER CURVES 

… 
 

I. Intra-day changes to the mitigated Energy Offer Curve are allowed under the 

following conditions: 

1) In the event that the Transmission Provider requests that a Resource 

remain online past their commitment period by the Day-Ahead Market or 

a RUC process, the Market Participant may submit an updated mitigated 

energy offer curve that reflects the procurement of higher cost fuel; or 

2) A Resource must switch fuels due to unforeseen operating conditions.; or 

3) A Market Participant employing the Quick-State Resource logic as 

described in the Market Protocols may update its mitigated Energy Offer 
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Curve after the Day-Ahead RUC clears on the day before the Operating 

Day, as described in Appendix G of the Market Protocols. 

… 
 

3.3 MITIGATION MEASURES FOR START-UP OFFERS AND NO-LOAD OFFERS 

… 
F. Intra-day changes to the mitigated Start-Up and mitigated No-Load Offers are 

allowed under the following conditions: 
1) In the event that the Transmission Provider requests that a Resource 

remain online past their commitment period, the Market Participant may 

submit updated mitigated Start-Up and mitigated No-Load Offers that 

reflect the procurement of higher cost fuel; or 

2) A Resource must switch fuels due to unforeseen operating conditions.; or 

3) A Market Participant employing the Quick-Start Resource logic as 

described in the Market Protocols may update its mitigated Start-Up and 

mitigated NoLoad offers as described in Appendix G of the Market 

Protocols.  

Intra-day changes to the mitigated Start-Up and mitigated No-Load offers must 

follow the mitigated offer development guidelines Appendix G of in the Market 

Protocols. Any such changes will be validated by the Market Monitor. 
 
 

… 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 118 Date: 9/15/2015 

RR Title: RUC MWP Start-Up Offer Recovery Eligibility Clarification 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Micha Bailey Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: mcbailey@spp.org Phone: 501.688.2522 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Request adds language to better clarify what happens with regards to the Make-Whole Payment eligibility for Start-
Up Offers when a Resource has been committed by the Day-Ahead Market and then is brought on early by a RUC process. The 
clarification states that the Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer will be used as the basis for the Make Whole Payment eligibility in 
RUC. 

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable Secondary Working Groups have reviewed and 
approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This Revision Request adds clarity to the RUC MWP Start-Up Eligibility Period. When RUC commits a Resource before a Day-
Ahead MWP Eligibility Period, the Day-Ahead Start-Up offer that was considered in Day-Ahead Market will be used in the RUC 
MWP Eligibility Period.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

These changes will keep MPs whole to eligible Start-Up costs. 

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No Already in scope of RR16_MPRR190 

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): 4.5.9.8 Protocol Version: 33.b 
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): AE 8.6.5 
  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: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken: Unanimously Approved 

 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9/24/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 
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MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

4.5.9.8 RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount 

… 
(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the following RUC Make-

Whole Payment Eligibility Periods: 

(i) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the RUC SCUC did not 
consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer in the commitment decision except that RTBM 
Start-Up Offers associated with manual commitments as described under Sections 
4.3.2.2(3)(c), 4.3.2.2(3)(d), 4.4.1.2(3)(c) and 4.4.1.2(3)(d) are eligible for recovery or 
when the subsequent RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is contiguous and 
preceding a Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period where the Day-Ahead 
Start-Up Offer was considered in which case the Day-Ahead Start-Up Offer is used;  

(ii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Resource is a 
Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one hour prior to that 
Resource’s RUC Commit Time less the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; and 

(iii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a RUC Commitment 
Period that contains an hour for which the Resource Commitment Status is Self-Commit. 

… 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
All bolded blue text is RR16_MPRR190 that is Board approved and not filed with FERC. 

Commented [MPRR190.1]: MPRR190 Awaiting FERC filing 
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Attachment AE 

8.6.5 Reliability Unit Commitment Make Whole Payment Amount 

(1) Asset Owners of Resources committed by the Transmission Provider with an RTBM 

Resource Offer commitment status as defined under Sections 4.1(10)(b) and (c) of this 

Attachment AE, are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  Asset Owners of 

Resources committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency 

Condition are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment, except that, if the Market 

Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by the local 

transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, 

and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such 

Resources are not eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  A RUC make whole 

payment is made to the Asset Owner when the sum of a Resource’s eligible RTBM Start-

Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve and Operating Reserve Offer 

costs associated with actual Energy and cleared RTBM Operating Reserve is greater than 

the Energy and Operating Reserve RTBM revenues received over the Resource’s RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period.  Recovery of such compensation shall be 

collected in accordance with Section 8.6.7 of this Attachment AE.   

(2) A Resource’s RUC make whole payment eligibility period is equal to that Resource’s 

RUC Commitment Period.  For Resources with a RUC Commitment Period that begins in 

one Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two RUC make whole payment 

eligibility periods are created.  The first period begins in the first Operating Day in the 

Dispatch Interval associated with the Resource’s RUC Commit Time and ends at the last 

Dispatch Interval of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first 

Dispatch Interval of the next Operating Day and ends in the Dispatch Interval associated 

with the Resource’s RUC De-Commit Time. 

(3) The following cost recovery rules apply to each RUC make whole payment eligibility 

period.  Resource production costs are calculated using the RTBM Offer prices in effect 

at the time the commitment decision was made for start-up, no-load, and minimum-

energy; and the RTBM Offer prices in effect at the solving of a dispatch interval for the 

Energy above minimum energy, Regulation-Up, Regulation-Down, Spinning Reserve, and 

Supplemental Reserve. 
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(a) If the Transmission Provider cancels a Commitment Instruction prior to the start 

of the associated RUC make whole payment eligibility period and the Resource is 

not a Synchronized Resource, the Asset Owner will receive reimbursement for a 

time-based pro-rata share of the Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer.  Asset Owners 

may request additional compensation through submittal of actual cost 

documentation to the Transmission Provider.  The Transmission Provider will 

review the submitted documentation and confirm that the submitted information is 

sufficient to document actual costs and that all or a portion of the actual costs are 

eligible for recovery. 

(b) In order to receive the full amount of Start-Up Offer recovery within a RUC make 

whole payment eligibility period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource 

in at least one Dispatch Interval in the RUC make whole payment eligibility 

period. 

(c) In order to receive recovery of No-Load Offer costs in any Dispatch Interval in 

the RUC make whole payment eligibility period, the Resource must be a 

Synchronized Resource in that Dispatch Interval. 

(d) There may be more than one RUC make whole payment eligibility period for a 

Resource in a single Operating Day.  A single RUC make whole payment 

eligibility period is contained within a single Operating Day. 

(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the 

following RUC make whole payment eligibility periods: 

(i) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which the RUC 

SCUC did not consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer in the 

commitment decision except that RTBM Start-Up Offer costs 

associated with commitments made under Sections 5.2.2(3), 5.2.2(4), 

6.1.2(3) and 6.1.2(4) of Attachment AE shall be eligible for recovery; 

or when the subsequent RUC make whole payment eligibility period is 

contiguous and preceding a Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility 

period where the Day-Ahead Start-Up Offer was considered, in which 

case the Day-Ahead Start-Up Offer is used;  

(ii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which a Resource is 

a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one (1) 
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hour prior to that Resource’s RUC Commit Time less the Resource’s 

Sync-To-Min Time; and 

(iii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period resulting from a RUC 

Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the Resource was 

self-committed. 

(f) For each RUC make whole payment eligibility period within an Operating Day, a 

Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of (1) the Resource’s 

Minimum Run Time multiplied by twelve (12), rounded down to the nearest 

whole interval, or (2) twenty-four (24) hours multiplied by twelve (12), and that 

portion of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in each interval of the RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period until the sum of these interval costs are 

equal to the RTBM Start-Up Offer or until the end of the RUC make whole 

payment eligibility period, whichever occurs first. 

(g) To the extent that the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted 

for in the last RUC make whole payment eligibility period in the Operating Day, 

any remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the 

first RUC make whole payment eligibility period of the following Operating Day 

provided that the Resource has not been committed in the Day-Ahead Market in 

any hour of the first RUC make whole payment eligibility period as described in 

(h) below. 

(h) If the Resource has been committed in the Day-Ahead Market in a period adjacent 

to and following a RUC make whole payment eligibility period to the extent that 

the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period, any remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer 

costs are carried forward for recovery in the Day-Ahead make whole payment 

eligibility period. 

(i) If a Resource has operated outside of its Operating Tolerance in any Dispatch 

Interval, any cost associated with energy output above the Resource’s economic 

operating point is not eligible for recovery for that Dispatch Interval where such 

cost is calculated as described under Subsection 4(c) below. 

(j) If a Resource becomes non-dispatchable in any Dispatch Interval, any cost 

associated with energy output above the Resource’s economic operating point is 
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not eligible for recovery for that Dispatch Interval where such cost is calculated as 

described under Subsection 4(c) below. 

(k) If a Resource’s minimum operating limit is increased above the Resource’s 

minimum operating limit that was used to make the commitment decision, the 

increase is greater than the Resource’s Operating Tolerance and the Resource 

remains dispatchable in any Dispatch Interval, any cost associated with energy 

output above the Resource’s economic operating point is not eligible for recovery 

for that Dispatch Interval where such cost is calculated as described under 

Subsection 4(c) below. 

(4) The payment to each Asset Owner for each eligible Settlement Location for a given RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period is calculated as follows: 

RUC Make Whole Payment Amount =  

Maximum of [Either Zero or (RUC Make Whole Payment Cost Amount in the RUC 

Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period + RUC Make Whole Payment Revenue Amount 

in the RUC Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period – Uninstructed Resource Deviation 

Cost Disallowance – Non-Dispatchable Cost Disallowance – Minimum Limit Cost 

Disallowance)] 

(a) An Asset Owner’s RUC Make Whole Payment Cost Amount for each eligible 

Resource is equal the sum for all Dispatch Intervals in the RUC Make Whole 

Payment Eligibility Period of (i) Start-Up Offer used to make commitment 

decision, (ii) No-Load Offer used to make commitment decision, (iii) Energy cost 

at minimum output as calculated from the Energy Offer Curve used to make 

commitment decision, (iv) Energy cost above minimum output as calculated from 

the Energy Offer Curve that applied to the current Dispatch Interval, and (v) 

Operating Reserve cost associated with cleared Real-Time Operating Reserve as 

calculated from the Operating Reserve Offers except that Operating Reserve costs 

associated with self-scheduled Operating Reserve where such self-schedules are 

less than or equal to the amount of Operating Reserve cleared shall be set equal to 

zero. 

(b) An Asset Owner’s RUC Make Whole Payment Revenue Amount for each eligible 

Resource is equal the sum for all Dispatch Intervals in the RUC Make Whole 

Payment Eligibility Period of (i) revenue associated with Energy calculated by 

multiplying actual Energy by Real-Time LMP (ii) the sum of the revenues 
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calculated under Section 8.6.2, 8.6.3 and 8.6.4 of this Attachment AE for that 

eligible Resource (iii) Energy revenue associated with payments made under 

Section 8.6.6 of this Attachment AE (iv) amounts associated with settlement 

made under Section 8.6.15 of this Attachment AE (v) Unused Regulation-Up 

Mileage Make Whole Payment as calculated under Section 8.6.19 of this 

Attachment AE and (vi) Unused Regulation-Down Mileage Make Whole Payment 

as calculated under Section 8.6.20 of this Attachment AE. 

 (c) An Asset Owner’s Uninstructed Resource Deviation Cost Disallowance, Non-

Dispatchable Cost Disallowance, or Minimum Limit Cost Disallowance is equal 

to the positive difference between the Resource’s Energy cost at actual output as 

calculated from the Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve and 

the Resource’s Energy cost at the Resource’s economic operating point as 

calculated from the Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve. 

(d) A Resource’s economic operating point is the MW output where the cost on the 

Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve first exceeds the Real-

Time LMP for that Resource. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 119 Date: 9/15/2015 

RR Title: LTCR Compliance Filing 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Nick Parker Company: SPP 

Email: nparker@spp.org Phone: 501-303-8487 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Request (RR) is in response to a recent FERC Order conditionally accepting the Long-Term Congestion Rights 
(LTCRs) design, dated July 16, 2015.   This RR includes design changes that award Incremental Long-Term Congestion Rights 
(ILTCRs) at the time an upgrade goes into service instead of waiting until the next annual LTCR allocation.  Awarded ILTCRs 
from this initial ILTCR allocation cannot be renewed.  The initial ILTCRs awards will be evaluated in the next annual LTCR 
allocation, and the initial awards will be confirmed or denied.  Market Participants with candidate ILTCRs will be eligible to 
nominate in the same allocation round as the Load Serving Entity (LSE) LTCRs. 

MOPC recommends the BOD move to approve this Revision Request. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This RR is in response to the FERC Order conditionally accepting the LTCR Design, dated July 16, 2015. 

FERC directives from the Order: 

(p48) …we direct SPP to make a further compliance filing within 30 days of the date of issuance of this order to remove the 
minimum upgrade cost threshold for Incremental LTCRs from its Tariff.   

(p54) …we direct SPP to make a further compliance filing within 30 days of the date of issuance of this order to separate the 
provision of Incremental LTCRs from the proposed nomination process, and to establish a new process to provide the Incremental 
LTCRs when the sponsored upgrade goes into service.  Additionally, the Incremental LTCRs should be immediately converted into 
TCRs until the next annual allocation.   

(p54) …to explain how its proposed process will treat the provision of LTCRs and Incremental LTCRs for network upgrades that 
are funded through a combination of rolled-in transmission rates and directly assigned charges. 

(p63) …we find that SPP has failed to comply with the Commission’s directive to revise its Tariff to include the clarification that 
the term “Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs” should appear in section 7.1.3(1) instead of “Candidate 
LTCRs,” and we will also require SPP to include parallel language concerning the transfer of LTCRs to account for wholesale load 
shifts between transmission customers, in sections 7.1.3(2), (3), and (4).   

(p63) …We also find that SPP has failed to include the revision to section 7.2.1.a of Attachment AE to make it clear that only 
Eligible Entities that are surrendering previously awarded LTCRs are required to submit the information requested in the Tariff. 

 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This Revision Request is in response to the July 16, 2015 FERC Order on LTCRs.  MPs that have funded an upgrade and that have 
been granted candidate ILTCRs will now be able to receive awarded ILTCRs at the time the upgrade goes into service instead of 
delaying until the next annual LTCR allocation. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      Estimated Cost: $      

Priority Rank for System Change:       1 – Critical       2 – High       3 – Medium       4 – Low  
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SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 

  Market Protocols 
Protocol Section(s): 5.1.3; 5.2; 
5.2.1; 5.2.2; 5.2.3; 5.2.4; 5.2.5; 
5.2.6; 5.2.7; 5.2.8 (new); 5.3 

Protocol Version: 33a 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       

  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s): Att. Z2 Section IV. AE (7.1.1; 7.1.2; 7.1.3; 7.2; 7.2.1; 7.2.1; 7.2.2; 7.2.3; 
7.2.4; 7.2.5; 7.3 

  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: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken: Approved RR119 as modified by MWG 

Abstained: Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 

Kansas Municipal Energy Agency 

Empire District Electric Company 

Tenaska Power Services Co. 

Midwest Energy, Inc. 

Omaha Public Power District 

Lincoln Electric System 

Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Westar Energy, Inc. 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

Nebraska Public Power District 

Xcel Energy 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

The Energy Authority for City Utilities of Springfield 

Basin Electric Power Cooperative 

Opposed:       

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9/29/2015 

Action Taken:  Motion to approve RR 119 as modified 

Abstained: Empire, MJMEUC, OPPD 

Opposed: None 

CAWG 

 

Date: 10/6/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 
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MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: KEPC, CUS, MJMEUC, Xcel Energy-SPS, Xcel Energy SWN Trans, Westar 
Energy, KGE-Westar, Prairie Wind, NPPD, KCPL, KCPL-GMO, Midwest Energy, Midwest 
Gen 

Opposed: None 

Reasons for Abstention: CU believes this revision has not been fully vetted. While the changes here are largely FERC prescribed, 
the potential for loss of LTCR rights during the transition from an ILTCR present an impediment to those seeking to use this 
product. FERC mandated SPP to consider movement of Customers from one MP to another for the LTCR market but the exact 
mechanism by which this would occur is still vague. 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: MWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/16/2014 

Description of Comments: Minor updates to section 5.2.8 in the Market Protocols and corresponding updates to section 7.2.5 in 
Attachment AE of the Tariff. 

Status: Reviewed by MWG  

Comment Author: RTWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/29/2015 

Description of Comments: Changes are being proposed to the new section 7.2.5 because the RTWG wanted the structure of the 
paragraph to be rephrased in a more appropriate manner without any contextual changes. 

Status: MWG will review at 10/20/2015 meeting 

Comment Author: Nick Parker 

Date Comments Submitted: 10/2/2015 

Description of Comments: Revisions are being submitted to correct one instance in Section 5.2 of the Protocols that was missed 
when previous revisions were made that moved the nomination of candidate ILTCRs from the second step of the annual LTCR 
allocation to the first step. 

Status: MWG will review at 10/20/2015 meeting 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 
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ARR Nomination Cap 

An Eligible Entity’s ARR Nomination Cap will be as follows: 

(1) For NITS Transmission Customers, the NITS ARR Nomination Cap for a particular month or 
season is equal to the lesser of (a) the sum of NITS Candidate ARRs and NITS Candidate 
LTCRs for a particular month or season as calculated under Section 5.1.1.1 or (b) one hundred 
and three percent (103%) of the average of that customer’s three most recent annual peak 
Network Loads.  This value will be adjusted by SPP as required to account for wholesale load 
shifts between Transmission Customers.  In addition, NITS Candidate LTCRs and awarded 
NITS Candidate LTCRs associated with wholesale load shifts shall be transferred by SPP as 
applicable; 

(2) For FPTP Transmission Customers, the FPTP ARR Nomination Cap is equal to the sum of FPTP 
Candidate ARRs and FPTP Candidate LTCRs as calculated under Section 5.1.1.1.  In addition, 
FPTP Candidate LTCRs and awarded FPTP Candidate LTCRs associated with wholesale load 
shifts shall be transferred by SPP as applicable;  

(3) For GFA customers taking the equivalent of SPP NITS, the GFA NITS ARR Nomination Cap 
for a particular month or season is equal to the lesser of (a) the sum of GFA NITS Candidate 
ARRs and GFA NITS Candidate LTCRs as calculated under Section 5.1.1.1 or (b) one hundred 
and three percent (103%) of the average of that GFA customer’s three most recent annual peak 
Network Loads.  This value will be adjusted by SPP as required to account for wholesale load 
shifts between Transmission Customers.  In addition, GFA NITS Candidate LTCRs and awarded 
GFA NITS Candidate LTCRs associated with wholesale load shifts shall be transferred by SPP 
as applicable;   

(4) For GFA customers taking the equivalent of SPP FPTP, the GFA FPTP ARR Nomination Cap is 
equal to the sum of GFA FPTP Candidate ARRs and GFA FPTP Candidate LTCRs as calculated 
under Section 5.1.1.1.  In addition, GFA FPTP Candidate LTCRs and awarded GFA FPTP 
Candidate LTCRs associated with wholesale load shifts shall be transferred by SPP as 
applicable;  

(5) An Eligible Entity’s ARR Nomination Cap is equal the sum of its NITS ARR Nomination Cap, 
FPTP ARR Nomination Cap, GFA NITS ARR Nomination Cap and GFA FPTP ARR 
Nomination Cap. 

… 
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5.2 Annual LTCR Allocation Process 

The Annual LTCR Allocation Process addresses how candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs verified 
in the Annual LTCR/ILTCR /ARR Verification Process may be nominated and awarded as LTCRs.  The 
annual allocation process determines the portion of the nominated candidate LTCRs and candidate 
ILTCRs that are simultaneously feasible.  50% of the SPP Residual Transmission System Capability, as 
defined under Section 5.2.2(2), is made available during the Annual LTCR Allocation Process.  
Nominated candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs are evaluated on an annual basis in a two-step, 
single round process. The first step evaluates nominated LSE candidate LTCRs and the second step 
evaluates nominated non-LSE candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs.  No later than five (5) Business 
Days prior to the start of the Annual LTCR Allocation Process, SPP will post the transmission system 
network topology data for the annual model, along with corresponding Parallel Flow assumptions, that 
SPP will use in the upcoming allocation process for use by Eligible Entities in developing their available 
candidate LTCR selection strategies.  The following rules apply to the annual allocation of LTCRs. 

5.2.1 LTCR/ILTCR Surrender 

Eligible Entities and holders of ILTCRs must confirm their intent to retain previously awarded LTCRs 
and/or ILTCRs. Eligible Entities and holders of ILTCRs may surrender previously awarded LTCRs 
and/or ILTCRs in 0.1 MW increments.  Prior to annual LTCR allocation, Eligible Entities and holders of 
ILTCRs surrendering previously awarded LTCRs and/or ILTCRs shall submit the following 
information: 

(1) Source (valid candidate LTCR and/or ILTCR source Settlement Location); 

(2) Sink (valid candidate LTCR and/or ILTCR sink Settlement Location); 

(3) Surrendered LTCR MW (cannot exceed previously awarded LTCR) ; or 

(4) Surrendered ILTCR MW (cannot exceed previously awarded ILTCR). 

5.2.2 LTCR/ILTCR Nomination 

Eligible Entities and holders of candidate LTCRs and/or ILTCRs must submit the following information 
in order to nominate LTCRs and ILTCRs: 

a. (1) Source (valid candidate LTCR and/or candidate ILTCR source Settlement 
Location); 

b. (2) Sink (valid candidate LTCR and/or ILTCR sink Settlement Location); 

c. (3) Nominated LTCR MW in 0.1 MW increments (total LTCR MW nominated from 
a source Settlement Location cannot exceed the source candidate available LTCR MW as 
previously determined under Section 5.1.2, less previously awarded LTCRs plus surrendered 
LTCRs); 

Commented [njp5]: Addresses paragraph 63 
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d. (4) Nominated ILTCR MW in 0.1 MW increments (total ILTCR MW nominated 
from a source Settlement Location cannot exceed the source candidate ILTCR MW as previously 
determined under Section 5.1.2, less previously awarded ILTCRs plus surrendered ILTCRs). 

5.2.3 LTCR Simultaneous Feasibility for LSEs and Incremental LTCRs 

A simultaneous feasibility test (SFT) is performed to determine the feasibility of all nominated NITS 
Candidate LTCRs, FPTP Candidate LTCRs, GFA NITS Candidate LTCRs and GFA FPTP Candidate 
LTCRs identified as described under Section 5.1.2 for all LSEs and all nominated candidate ILTCRs.  
All nominated LSE candidate LTCRs and nominated candidate ILTCRs are modeled as a generation 
injection at the source and a corresponding load withdrawal at the sink.  The feasibility analysis assures 
the modeling of the LSE candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs does not violate any normal 
transmission line thermal ratings under normal system conditions and does not violate short-term 
Emergency transmission line thermal ratings following a single contingency (N-1 contingency analysis).  
The SFT is performed consistent with the transmission system loading analysis that is performed as part 
the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch process in the DA Market and includes consideration of 
the impact of Parallel Flow. 

(1) The SPP Transmission System topology used in the SFT is the most up-to-date Network Model. 

(a) For withdrawals at Settlement Locations containing more than one PNode, SPP will 
distribute the Settlement Location withdrawal down to the PNode level using load 
distribution percentages from the peak hour of the corresponding most recent historical 
period (i.e. prior year peak).  These load distribution percentages are calculated using the 
methodology described under Section 4.1.2.1.6. 

(b) For injections at Resource Hubs, SPP will distribute the injection down to the PNode 
level on a pro-rata basis using the weighting factors defined for the Resource Hub.. 

(2) Prior to assessing simultaneous feasibility, the normal and emergency ratings of all flowgates 
and monitored transmission system elements are adjusted as follows to arrive at an SPP Residual 
Transmission System Capability: 

(a) Adjusted Monitored Transmission Line Rating (normal and Emergency) =  

(Monitored Transmission Line Rating [normal and Emergency – Parallel 
Flow impact])  

(b) Adjusted Flowgate Rating (normal and Emergency) =  

(Flowgate Rating – Parallel Flow impact) 

(3) The feasibility analysis evaluates the nominated LTCR feasibility and candidate ILTCR 
feasibility by evaluating line flows against path limits in a single direction only without 
simultaneous consideration of line flows created by nominated LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs in 
the opposite direction (i. e. counter-flow will not act to increase the feasibility of candidate 
LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs). 
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(4) The feasibility analysis models previously awarded LTCRs associated with qualified 
transmission service as verified under Section 5.1.1 and which were not surrendered as indicated 
pursuant to Section 5.2.1 and previously awarded ILTCRs issued subsequent to the initial 
allocation pursuant to Section 5.2.8 which were not surrendered as indicated pursuant to Section 
5.2.1 as fixed injections and withdrawals  To the extent that these fixed injections and 
withdrawals are not feasible, SPP will increase the ratings of the applicable transmission lines to 
ensure feasibility prior to assessing LSE LTCR feasibility.  SPP will report back to the MWG 
when transmission line ratings had to be adjusted to ensure feasibility. 

5.2.4 Annual LTCR Awards for LSEs 

If the nominated candidate LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs are confirmed feasible, all nominated candidate 
LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs are awarded.  If the nominated candidate LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs are not 
feasible, the amount of nominated candidate LSE LTCRs and nominated ILTCRs awarded will be 
reduced using a weighted least squares method.  The weighted least squares method minimizes the least 
squares deviation from the nominated candidate LSE LTCR MW and nominated candidate ILTCR MW 
weighted by the reciprocal of the nominated candidates resulting in a higher percentage LSE LTCR and 
ILTCR reduction for those candidates having the greatest impact on the constraints.  LSE LTCR and 
ILTCR reductions associated with nominated candidates that have an equal impact on the constraints are 
reduced by the same percentage. 

5.2.5 LTCR Simultaneous Feasibility for Non-LSEs and Incremental LTCRs 

A simultaneous feasibility test (SFT) is performed to determine the feasibility of all nominated NITS 
Candidate LTCRs, FPTP Candidate LTCRs, GFA NITS Candidate LTCRs and GFA FPTP Candidate 
LTCRs identified as described under Section 5.1.2 for all non-LSEs and all nominated candidate 
ILTCRs.  All nominated non-LSE candidate LTCRs and nominated candidate ILTCRs are modeled as a 
generation injection at the source and a corresponding load withdrawal at the sink.  The feasibility 
analysis assures the modeling of the non-LSE candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs does not violate 
any normal transmission line thermal ratings under normal system conditions and does not violate short-
term Emergency transmission line thermal ratings following a single contingency (N-1 contingency 
analysis).  The SFT is performed consistent with the transmission system loading analysis that is 
performed as part of the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch process in the DA Market and 
includes consideration of the impact of Parallel Flow. 

(1) The SPP Transmission System topology used in the SFT is the most up-to-date Network Model. 

(a) For withdrawals at Settlement Locations containing more than one PNode, SPP will 
distribute the Settlement Location withdrawal down to the PNode level using load 
distribution percentages from the peak hour of the corresponding most recent historical 
period (i.e. prior year peak).  These load distribution percentages are calculated using the 
methodology described under Section 4.1.2.1.6. 
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(b) For injections at Resource Hubs, SPP will distribute the injection down to the PNode 
level on a pro-rata basis using the weighting factors defined for the Resource Hub. 

(2) Prior to assessing simultaneous feasibility, the normal and emergency ratings of all flowgates 
and monitored transmission system elements are adjusted as follows to arrive at an SPP Residual 
Transmission System Capability: 

(a) Adjusted Monitored Transmission Line Rating (normal and Emergency) =  

(Monitored Transmission Line Rating (normal and Emergency – Parallel 
Flow impact))  

(b) Adjusted Flowgate Rating (normal and Emergency) =  

(Flowgate Rating – Parallel Flow impact) 

(3) The feasibility analysis evaluates the candidate LTCR feasibility and candidate ILTCR 
feasibility by evaluating line flows against path limits in a single direction only without 
simultaneous consideration of line flows created by candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs in 
the opposite direction (i. e. counter-flow will not act to increase the feasibility of candidate 
LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs). 

 

(4) (4) The feasibility analysis models previously awarded LTCRs associated with qualified 
transmission service as verified under Section 5.1.1 and which were not surrendered as indicated 
pursuant to Section 5.2.1, previously awarded ILTCRs issued subsequent to the initial allocation 
pursuant to Section 5.2.8 which were not surrendered as indicated pursuant to Section 5.2.1, and 
LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs awarded under Section 5.2.4 as fixed injections and withdrawals.  To 
the extent that these fixed injections and withdrawals are not feasible, SPP will increase the 
ratings of the applicable transmission lines to ensure feasibility prior to assessing Non-LSE 
LTCR and ILTCR feasibility.  SPP will report back to the MWG when transmission line ratings 
had to be adjusted to ensure feasibility. 

5.2.6 Annual LTCR Awards for Non-LSEs 

If the nominated candidate non-LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs are confirmed feasible, all nominated 
candidate non-LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs are awarded.  If the nominated candidate non-LSE LTCRs and 
ILTCRs are not feasible, the amount of nominated candidate non-LSE LTCRs and nominated ILTCRs 
awarded will be reduced using a weighted least squares method.  The weighted least squares method 
minimizes the least squares deviation from the nominated candidate non-LSE LTCR MW and 
nominated candidate ILTCR MW weighted by the reciprocal of the nominated candidates resulting in a 
higher percentage non-LSE LTCR and ILTCR reduction for those nominated candidates having the 
greatest impact on the constraints.  Non-LSE LTCR and ILTCR reductions associated with nominated 
candidates that have an equal impact on the constraints are reduced by the same percentage.   
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5.2.7 LTCR /ILTCR Conversion to TCRs 

(1) All previously awarded LTCRs associated with qualified transmission service as verified under 
Section 5.1.1 and which were not surrendered, as described under Section 5.2.1, are 
automatically awarded as LTCRs and automatically directly converted to TCRs for the current 
allocation year.  

(2) All previously awarded ILTCRs which were not surrendered, as described under Section 5.2.1, 
are automatically awarded as ILTCRs and directly converted to TCRs for the current allocation 
year. 

(3) All LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs awarded under Section 5.2.4 are directly converted to TCRs for the 
current allocation year. 

(4) All Non-LSE LTCRs and ILTCRs awarded under Section 5.2.6 are directly converted to TCRs 
for the current allocation year. 

 
5.2.8 Initial ILTCR Award Process 

The initial ILTCR award process addresses how candidate ILTCRs may be nominated and awarded as 
ILTCRs in the remainder of the current allocation year when the upgrade is placed in-service.  The 
Upgrade Sponsor will be required to notify SPP at least 45 days in advance of the upgrade in-service 
date.  The Upgrade Sponsor will be required to notify SPP that the upgrade has been placed in-service.  
SPP will model the upgrade in the next feasible monthly TCR auction. 

 

Nominated Ccandidate ILTCRs will be awarded as ILTCRs during the first full month that the upgrade 
is included in the transmission model for a monthly TCR auction.  These awarded ILTCRs will be 
directly converted to TCRs until they can be included in the next Annual LTCR Allocation Process, and 
the TCRs will only be effective for the remainder of the current allocation year.  Upgrades that are 
placed in-service after the Annual LTCR Allocation Process but before the next allocation year starts on 
June 1st will receive TCRs for the remainder of the current allocation year ending by June 1 and TCRs 
for the next allocation year starting June 1.  At the start of the next Annual LTCR Allocation Process 
after the upgrade has been placed in-service, Market Participants will be issued candidate ILTCRs that 
may be nominated in the Annual LTCR Allocation Process as described in Section 5.2.2.  After initial 
ILTCRs are awarded, the process for ILTCRs as described in Section 5.2 will be followed. 

 
 
5.3 Annual ARR Allocation Process 

The Annual ARR Allocation Process addresses how candidate ARRs verified in the Annual LTCR/ 
ILTCR/ARR Verification Process may be nominated and converted to ARRs.  Eligible Entities may 
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nominate the candidate ARRs that they wish to receive up to their Nomination Caps less any LTCRs 
awarded plus any LTCRs surrendered.  Any candidate LTCRs not awarded in the Annual LTCR 
Allocation Process and surrendered LTCRs become candidate ARRs.  Candidate ILTCRs which were 
not awarded and surrendered ILTCRs are not eligible to receive candidate ARRs.   

… 
 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
Attachment Z2 

IV. Incremental LTCRs 

A.  For Network Upgrades with Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs greater than or 

equal to $5,000,000, the Upgrade Sponsor may elect to be paid for such upgrade through 

receipt of candidate ILTCRs.  In order to be eligible to receive candidate ILTCRs, the 

Upgrade Sponsor must request the Transmission Provider perform an analysis for the 

purposes of determining available candidate ILTCRs.  If so requested, the Transmission 

Provider shall perform the following analysis: 

a) The Upgrade Sponsor may request that up to three source-to-sink paths be 

evaluated by the Transmission Provider to determine the amount of incremental 

ATC created on these paths as a result of the portion of the upgrade associated 

with the Directly Assigned Upgrade Cost. 

b) The Transmission Provider shall determine the minimum increase in ATC on 

each of the requested paths over a ten-year period and communicate the MW 

results to the Upgrade Sponsor.  The Upgrade Sponsor may then decide to select 

one of the requested paths on which candidate ILTCRs are desired and the 

increase in ATC on that selected path shall be equal to the candidate ILTCRs on 

that path.  Such selection shall be documented in the applicable executed 

agreements as specified under Section V of Attachment J of this Tariff.  If the 

Upgrade Sponsor does not confirm selection of ILTCRs in the applicable 

executed agreement, then the Upgrade Sponsor shall be eligible for revenue 

credits in accordance with Sections I and II of this Attachment Z2.   
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c) The Transmission Provider will consider all awarded ILTCRs in all planning 

studies on a going forward basis once the Upgrade Sponsor executes the 

applicable agreements as specified under Attachment J of this Tariff. 

d) The Transmission Provider’s costs associated with studies for potential ILTCRs 

shall be the responsibility of the Upgrade Sponsor requesting such studies. 

B.  When one or more Transmission Customers request to receive candidate ILTCRs 

for a Service Upgrade which was funded in whole or in part through Directly Assigned 

Upgrade Costs, the Transmission Provider will allocate the available candidate ILTCRs 

to each Transmission Customer in the same proportion as each Transmission Customer’s 

pro-rata share of the total cost of the upgrade allocated in accordance with Section IV of 

Attachment Z1 of this Tariff.  

If multiple Transmission Customers fund a Service Upgrade through Directly 

Assigned Upgrade Costs, each Transmission Customer may choose a different source-to-

sink path for the candidate ILTCR and each Transmission Customer’s candidate ILTCR 

allocation will be in proportion to the total cost of the upgrade. 

Attachment AE 

7.1.1 Transmission Service and Incremental Long-Term Congestion Rights Verification 

In order for Eligible Entities to obtain candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs, the Transmission 

Provider must first verify existing transmission service entitlements, including transmission 

service entitlements that have been renewed in accordance with rollover rights since their initial 

term.  An Eligible Entity’s transmission service must span the entire monthly or seasonal period 

for which ARRs are allocated to qualify for candidate ARRs in a particular month or season.  An 

Eligible Entity’s transmission service must span the entire annual period for which LTCRs are 

allocated and must have rollover rights to qualify for candidate LTCRs.  In order to qualify for 

candidate ILTCRs in the current LTCR allocation year, Network Uupgrades associated with the 

candidate ILTCRs must be in-service prior to the start of the annual LTCR/ILTCR/ARR 

verification process.  For transmission service with rollover rights whose deadline for providing 

notice of rollover occurs after the annual LTCR/ARR verification but before June 1, the 

Transmission Provider shall assume that the rollover will occur and shall consider the 

transmission service entitlement to span the entire allocation year, provided, however, that, if 

rollover rights for such transmission service are not exercised by the applicable deadline, any 
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ARRs, TCRs, or LTCRs associated with such transmission service shall revert to the 

Transmission Provider effective on the date such transmission service terminates.  The 

Transmission Provider will verify Eligible Entity existing transmission service entitlements as 

follows:  

(1) The following will be performed prior to each annual LTCR and ARR allocation for 

Eligible Entities taking Network Integration Transmission Service or Firm Point-To-

Point Transmission Service under the Tariff: 

(a) The Transmission Provider will obtain source, sink and Reservation Capacity 

information from the OASIS for each monthly and seasonal period for which 

ARRs are allocated in which the transmission service spans the entire period, or 

would if or when rolled over, for the current annual allocation and for the annual 

period for which LTCRs are allocated in which the transmission service spans the 

entire year; 

(i) For a transmission service reservation with a source inside the SPP 

Balancing Authority Area that is not a specific Resource or Resource 

Market Hub, the Transmission Provider will determine the load Settlement 

Location that most electrically corresponds to the source on the 

transmission service reservation that will be utilized as the source for 

candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs.  In the alternative, Eligible Entities may 

create Resource specific transmission service reservations that represent 

their current transmission service reservations using the process described 

in Section 7.1.1.1 of this Attachment AE.  

(ii) For a transmission service reservation with a source outside of the SPP 

Balancing Authority Area, the interface between the Transmission 

Provider and the first tier Balancing Authority Area associated with the 

transmission reservation will be utilized as the source for candidate 

LTCRs and/or ARRs.   

(iii) For a transmission service reservation with a sink outside of the SPP 

Balancing Authority Area, the interface between the Transmission 

Provider and the first tier Balancing Authority Area associated with the 

transmission reservation will be utilized as the sink for candidate LTCRs 

and/or ARRs. 
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(iv) Eligible Entities taking Network Integration Transmission Service with 

rollover rights under this Tariff shall be considered to have met the 

definition of Load Serving Entity for purposes of LTCR allocation; 

(v) Eligible Entities taking Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service with 

rollover rights under this Tariff shall not be considered a Load Serving 

Entity for LTCR allocation purposes unless the Eligible Entity provides an 

attestation to the Transmission Provider confirming that the Eligible Entity 

is a Load Serving Entity as defined in this Attachment AE; 

(b) The Transmission Provider will provide this information to each Eligible Entity 

for verification; and 

(c) Eligible Entities will notify the Transmission Provider within 2 weeks following 

receipt of this information, identifying and correcting inaccurate data on the 

OASIS.  Otherwise, the Transmission Provider provided data will be considered 

verified. 

(2) The following will be performed prior to each annual LTCR and ARR allocation for the 

Eligible Entity taking GFA service: 

(a) Each Transmission Owner shall register any GFA for which candidate LTCRs 

and/or ARRs are to be provided to the Transmission Owner or the transmission 

customer under the GFA on the Transmission Provider’s OASIS.  The 

Transmission Owner must provide the Transmission Provider with source, sink 

and Reservation Capacity information for each GFA on the Transmission 

Provider’s OASIS by registering each GFA with the Transmission Provider.  The 

Transmission Provider will use source, sink, and Reservation Capacity 

information from the GFA registration for each monthly and seasonal period for 

which LTCRs and/or ARRs are allocated and the annual period for which the 

LTCRs are allocated.  If both parties to the GFA are Market Participants with 

respect to the GFA load, then the parties may jointly inform the Transmission 

Provider which Market Participant will be allocated the candidate ARRs.  If the 

parties to the GFA do not so inform the Transmission Provider, or if only the 

Transmission Owner that sold the GFA service is a Market Participant, then the 

Transmission Owner that sold the GFA service will be allocated the candidate 

LTCRs and/or ARRs associated with the GFA. 
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(i) For a GFA with a source inside the SPP Balancing Authority Area that is 

not a specific Resource or Resource Market Hub, the Transmission 

Provider will determine the load Settlement Location that most electrically 

corresponds to the source on the transmission service reservation that will 

be utilized as the source for candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs.  

(ii) For a GFA with a source outside of the SPP Balancing Authority Area, the 

interface between the Transmission Provider and the first tier Balancing 

Authority Area associated with the transmission reservation will be 

utilized as the source for the candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs.   

(iii) For a GFA with a sink outside of the SPP Balancing Authority Area, the 

interface between the Transmission Provider and the first tier Balancing 

Authority Area associated with the transmission reservation will be 

utilized as the sink for the candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs. 

(iv) An Eligible Entity under a GFA taking the equivalent of Network 

Integration Transmission Service with rollover rights shall be considered 

to have met the definition of Load Serving Entity for purposes of LTCR 

allocation; 

(v) An Eligible Entity under a GFA taking the equivalent of Firm Point-To-

Point Transmission Service with rollover rights shall not be considered a 

Load Serving Entity for the purposes of LTCR allocation unless the 

Eligible Entity provides an attestation to the Transmission Provider 

confirming that the Eligible Entity is an Load Serving Entity as defined in 

this Attachment AE; 

(b) If the transmission customer under the GFA is receiving the candidate ARRs, to 

the extent that the transmission service specified in the GFA is identified as the 

equivalent of SPP Network Integration Transmission Service, the transmission 

customer under the GFA must provide the historical peak loads being served 

under the GFA for the previous three years. 
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7.1.2 Candidate Long-Term Congestion Rights/Auction Revenue Rights 

Following verification of an Eligible Entity transmission service, candidate LTCRs 

and/or ARRs associated with such transmission service, and candidate ILTCRs are assigned as 

follows: 

(1) For each Eligible Entity with Network Integration Transmission Service, the Eligible 

Entity’s Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs and/or candidate 

ARRs from a specific source is equal to the source Reservation Capacity.   

(a) An Eligible Entity may nominate Network Integration Transmission Service 

Candidate LTCRs, as described in Section 7.2.4 of this Attachment AE from a 

specific source to one or more sinks up to the amount of its available Network 

Integration Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs associated with the source 

such that the total of such nominations does not exceed the lesser of the sum of 

Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs or the limit 

described under Section 7.1.3(1)(b) for that Eligible Entity. 

(b) An Eligible Entity may nominate Network Integration Transmission Service 

Candidate ARRs, as described in Section 7.3.1 of this Attachment AE from a 

specific source to one or more sinks up to the amount of its Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate ARRs associated with the source subject to the 

total nomination cap described in Section 7.1.3 of this Attachment AE. 

(2) For each Eligible Entity with Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service, the Eligible 

Entity’s Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs for a specific source and 

sink is equal to the Reservation Capacity associated with that source and sink.   

(a) An Eligible Entity may nominate Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs, as 

described in Section 7.2 of this Attachment AE, for this specific source and sink 

up to the amount of its available Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs such that 

the total of such nominations does not exceed the total Firm Point-To-Point 

Candidate LTCRs available for that Eligible Entity. 

(b) Firm Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs may be nominated by an Eligible Entity, as 

described in Section 7.3.1 of this Attachment AE, for this specific source and sink 

up to the amount of its Firm Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs subject to the total 

nomination cap described in Section 7.1.3 of this Attachment AE. 
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(3) A holder of candidate ILTCRs may nominate the candidate ILTCRs up to the MW 

amount for the specific source and sink path documented through the process described 

in Section IV of Attachment Z2 of this Tariff less previously awarded ILTCRs issued 

subsequent to the initial allocation pursuant to Section 7.2.5 of this Attachment AE. 

(4) For each Eligible Entity with equivalent Network Integration Transmission Service GFA 

service, the Eligible Entity’s Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs from a specific source is equal to 

the source Reservation Capacity.   

(a) An Eligible Entity may nominate Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs, as described in Section 7.2 of this 

Attachment AE, from a specific source to one or more sinks up to the amount of 

its available Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service 

Candidate LTCRs such that the total of such nominations does not exceed the 

lesser of the sum of Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission 

Service Candidate LTCRs or the limit described under Section 7.3.1(3)(b) for that 

Eligible Entity.  

(b) An Eligible Entity may nominate Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate ARRs, as described in Section 7.3.1 of this 

Attachment AE, from a specific source to one or more sinks up to the amount of 

its Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service 

Candidate ARRs subject to the total nomination cap described in Section 7.1.3 of 

this Attachment AE. 

(5) For each Eligible Entity with equivalent Firm Point-To-Point GFA service, the Eligible 

Entity’s Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs and/or ARRs 

for a specific source and sink is equal to the Reservation Capacity associated with that 

source and sink.   

(a) An Eligible Entity may nominate Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point 

Candidate LTCRs, as described in Section 7.2 of this Attachment AE, for this 

specific source and sink up to the amount of its available Grandfathered 

Agreement Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs such that the total of such 

nominations does not exceed the total Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-

Point Candidate LTCRs available for that Eligible Entity. 
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(b) An Eligible Entity may nominate Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point 

Candidate ARRs, as described in Section 7.3.1 of this Attachment AE, for this 

specific source and sink up to the amount of its Grandfathered Agreement Firm 

Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs subject to the total nomination cap described in 

Section 7.1.3 of this Attachment AE. 

 

7.1.3 Auction Revenue Right Nomination Cap 

An Eligible Entity’s ARR Nomination Cap will be as follows: 

(1) For Network Integration Transmission Customers, the Network Integration Transmission 

Service ARR Nomination Cap for a particular month or season is equal to the lesser of (a) 

the sum of Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate ARRs and Network 

Integration Transmission Service Candidate LTCRs for that particular month or season as 

calculated in Section 7.1.2 of this Attachment AE and any additional Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate ARRs for that particular month or season as calculated 

in Section 7.6.1 of this Attachment AE or (b) One hundred and three percent (103%) of 

the average of that customer’s three most recent annual peak Network Loads.  This value 

will be adjusted by the Transmission Provider as required to account for wholesale load 

shifts between Transmission Customers.  In addition, Network Integration Transmission 

Service Candidate LTCRs and awarded LTCRs shall be transferred by the Transmission 

Provider as applicable to account for wholesale load shifts between Transmission 

Customers. 

(2) For Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Customers, the Firm Point-To-Point ARR 

Nomination Cap is equal to the sum of Firm Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs and Firm 

Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs as calculated in Section 7.1.2 of this Attachment AE 

and any additional Firm Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs as calculated in Section 7.6.1 of 

this Attachment AE.  In addition, Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs and awarded 

LTCRs shall be transferred by the Transmission Provider as applicable to account for 

wholesale load shifts between Transmission Customers. 

(3) For GFA customers taking the equivalent of SPP Network Integration Transmission 

Service, the Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service ARR 

Nomination Cap for that particular month or season is equal to the lesser of (a) the sum of 
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Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate ARRs 

and Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service Candidate 

LTCRs for that particular month or season as calculated in Section 7.1.2 of this 

Attachment AE and any additional Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration 

Transmission Service Candidate ARRs for that particular month or season as calculated 

in Section 7.6.1 of this Attachment AE or (b) One hundred and three percent (103%) of 

the average of that GFA customer’s three most recent annual peak Network Loads.  This 

value will be adjusted by the Transmission Provider as required to account for wholesale 

load shifts between Transmission Customers.  In addition, Grandfathered Agreement 

Network Integration Transmission Service  Candidate LTCRs and awarded LTCRs shall 

be transferred by the Transmission Provider as applicable to account for wholesale load 

shifts between Transmission Customers. 

(4) For GFA customers taking the equivalent of SPP Firm Point-To-Point, the Grandfathered 

Agreement Firm Point-To-Point ARR Nomination Cap is equal to the sum of 

Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point Candidate ARRs and Grandfathered 

Agreement Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs as calculated in Section 7.1.2 of this 

Attachment AE and any additional Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point 

Candidate ARRs as calculated in Section 7.6.1 of this Attachment AE.  In addition, 

Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point Candidate LTCRs and awarded LTCRs 

shall be transferred by the Transmission Provider as applicable to account for wholesale 

load shifts between Transmission Customers. 

(5) An Eligible Entity’s ARR Nomination Cap is equal the sum of its Network Integration 

Transmission Service ARR Nomination Cap, Firm Point-To-Point ARR Nomination Cap, 

Grandfathered Agreement Network Integration Transmission Service ARR Nomination 

Cap and Grandfathered Agreement Firm Point-To-Point ARR Nomination Cap. 

7.2 Annual Long-Term Congestion Right Allocation 

Eligible Entities may nominate their candidate LTCRs and Market Participants may 

nominate their candidate ILTCRs that they wish to receive as described under Section 7.1.2 of 

this Attachment AE.  The feasible portion of the nominated candidate LTCRs and nominated 

candidate ILTCRs are awarded during the LTCR annual allocation.  Nominated candidate 

LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs are evaluated on an annual basis in a two-step, single round 

process; (i) nominated candidate LTCRs associated with Eligible Entities that are Load Serving 
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Entities and nominated candidate ILTCRs issued subsequent to the initial allocation pursuant to 

Section 7.2.5 of this Attachment AE are evaluated in accordance with Section 7.2.2 and (ii) 

remaining nominated candidate LTCRs associated with Eligible Entities which are not Load 

Serving Entities and nominated candidate ILTCRs are then evaluated in accordance with Section 

7.2.3. 

The Transmission Provider shall make available fifty percent (50%) of the projected 

maximum Transmission System capability for the purpose of LTCR and ILTCR allocation in the 

annual LTCR allocation process.  No later than five (5) days prior to the start of the annual 

LTCR allocation process, the Transmission Provider shall post the Transmission System network 

topology, including the corresponding impacts from Parallel Flow, used to determine the 

projected maximum Transmission System capability that will be used in the upcoming 

allocation. 

7.2.1 Long-Term Congestion Right and Incremental Long-Term Congestion Right Surrender 

and Nomination 

(a) Eligible Entities and holders of ILTCRs must confirm with the Transmission Provider 

their intent to retain previously awarded LTCRs and/or ILTCRs.  Eligible Entities and 

holders of ILTCRs may surrender previously awarded LTCRs and ILTCRs in 0.1 MW 

increments.  Prior to annual LTCR allocation, Eligible Entities and holders of ILTCRs 

surrendering previously awarded LTCRs and/or ILTCRs shall submit the following 

information: 

 (1) Source (valid candidate LTCR source Settlement Location); 

 (2) Sink (valid candidate LTCR sink Settlement Location); 

 (3) Surrendered LTCR MW (cannot exceed previously awarded LTCR); 

 (4) Surrendered ILTCR MW (cannot exceed previously awarded ILTCR). 

(b) Eligible Entities and holders of candidate ILTCRs shall submit the following information 

in order to nominate LTCRs and ILTCRs that were not previously awarded in 0.1 MW 

increments: 

(1) Source (valid candidate LTCR and/or ILTCR source Settlement Location); 

(2) Sink (valid candidate LTCR and/or ILTCR sink Settlement Location); 

(3) LTCR MW (total LTCR MW nominated from a source Settlement Location 

cannot exceed the source candidate LTCR MW as previously determined under 
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Section 7.1.2 of this Attachment AE less previously awarded LTCRs plus 

surrendered LTCRs); 

 (4) ILTCR MW (total ILTCR MW nominated from a source Settlement Location 

cannot exceed the source candidate ILTCR MW as previously determined under 

Section 7.1.2 of this Attachment AE less previously awarded ILTCRs plus 

surrendered ILTCRs). 

 

7.2.2 Available Long-Term Congestion Rights and Incremental Long-Term Congestion 

Rights for Load Serving Entities 

A Simultaneous Feasibility Test is performed to determine the amount of awarded 

LTCRs and ILTCRs for Eligible Entities that are LSEs.  The Simultaneous Feasibility Test is 

performed using the most current Network Model for the corresponding LTCR allocation period.  

For the Simultaneous Feasibility Test, all Load Serving Entities’s nominated candidate LTCRs 

and candidate ILTCRs are modeled as a generation injection at the source and a corresponding 

load withdrawal at the sink. In addition, all previously awarded LTCRs and ILTCRs issued 

subsequent to the initial allocation pursuant to Section 7.2.5 of this Attachment AE are modeled 

as fixed injections and withdrawals provided that such LTCRs must meet the criteria as specified 

in Section 7.1.1 of this Attachment AE, or such LTCRs and ILTCRs have not been surrendered 

as described under Section 7.2.1 of this Attachment AE.  To the extent that these previously 

awarded LTCRs and ILTCRs are no longer feasible, the Transmission Provider will make the 

minimum adjustments necessary to the ratings of the applicable transmission facilities in the 

model in order to allow the model to produce a feasible solution.  If all Load Serving Entities’ 

nominated candidate LTCRs and candidate ILTCRs are feasible, then all Load Serving Entities’ 

nominated LTCRs are awarded.  If the Load Serving Entity nominated candidate LTCRs and 

candidate ILTCRs are not feasible, the amount of awarded LTCRs and ILTCRs will be reduced 

using a weighted least squares method.  The weighted least squares method minimizes the sum 

of the squared deviations between the actual LTCR and ILTCR amounts and the candidate 

LTCR and candidate ILTCR amounts, weighted by the reciprocal of the candidate LTCR and 

candidate ILTCR amounts, which results in a higher percentage LTCR and ILTCR reduction for 

those nominations having the greatest impact on the constraints.  LTCR and ILTCR reductions 

associated with candidates that have an equal impact on the constraints are reduced by the same 

percentage.   
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7.2.4 Long-Term Congestion Right and Incremental Long-Term Congestion Right Awards  

(1) All previously awarded LTCRs and previously awarded ILTCRs are automatically 

awarded as LTCRs and ILTCRs for the current allocation year; provided that such 

LTCRs and ILTCRs meet the criteria specified in Section 7.1.1 of this Attachment AE; or 

were not surrendered as described under Section 7.2.1 of this Attachment AE.   

(2)  All previously awarded ILTCRs awarded pursuant to Section 7.2.2 of this Attachment 

AE are automatically awarded as LTCRs for the current allocation year provided that 

such ILTCRs meet the criteria specified in Section 7.1.1 of this Attachment AE; or were 

not surrendered as described under Section 7.2.1 of this Attachment AE.  

(23) Additional Load Serving Entity LTCRs and/or ILTCRs are awarded as described under 

Section 7.2.2 of this Attachment AE. 

(34) Additional non-Load Serving Entity LTCRs are awarded as described under Section 7.2.3 

of this Attachment AE. 

(5) Initial ILTCRs are awarded pursuant to Section 7.2.5 of this Attachment AE.  ILTCRs 

awarded pursuant to Section 7.2.5 of this Attachment AE are not automatically awarded 

for the subsequent year(s).  ILTCRs for subsequent years shall be awarded pursuant to 

Section 7.2 of this Attachment AE. 

(46) All awarded LTCRs and ILTCRs as described in subsections (1) through (34) above are 

directly converted to TCRs prior to the annual ARR allocation for the current allocation 

year. 

 

 

 

7.2.5 Initial Incremental Long-Term Congestion Right Awards 

The initial ILTCR award process addresses how candidate ILTCRs will be nominated 

and awarded to an Upgrade Sponsor from the time when the upgrade is placed into service until 

the next annual LTCR allocation.  The Upgrade Sponsor and/or Transmission Owner shall notify 

the Transmission Provider at least forty-five (45) calendar days in advance of the expected 
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upgrade in-service date.  When the upgrade is placed into service, the Upgrade Sponsor and/or 

Transmission Owner shall notify the Transmission Provider.  Upon receipt of notification, the 

Transmission Provider will model the upgrade in the next feasible monthly TCR auction. 

During the first full month that the upgrade is included in the transmission model for a 

monthly TCR auction, nominated candidate ILTCRs will be awarded as ILTCRs.  These 

awarded ILTCRs will be directly converted to TCRs until they can be included in the next annual 

LTCR allocation process, and the TCRs will only be effective for the remainder of the current 

allocation year.  Upgrades that are placed in-service after the annual LTCR/ILTCR/ARR 

verification process but before the next allocation year starts will receive TCRs for: (i) the 

remainder of the current allocation year, and (ii) the next allocation year.   

At the start of the next annual LTCR/ILTCR/ARR verification process after the upgrade 

has been placed in-service, Market Participants will be issued candidate ILTCRs that may be 

nominated in the annual LTCR allocation process as described in Section 7.2 of this Attachment 

AE.   

 

7.3 Annual Auction Revenue Right Allocation 

The annual ARR allocation addresses how candidate ARRs verified in the annual 

LTCR/ARR verification may be nominated and awarded.  Eligible Entities may nominate the 

candidate ARRs that they wish to receive up to their ARR nomination caps less any LTCRs 

awarded.  Candidate ARRs are available from un-awarded candidate LTCRs and surrendered 

LTCRs.  No candidate ARRs are available from un-awarded ILTCRs or surrendered ILTCRs.  

The portion of the nominated candidate ARRs that are simultaneously feasible are allocated to 

each Eligible Entity during the annual allocation.  Candidate ARRs are nominated on a monthly 

and seasonal basis in a three round process. 

The Transmission Provider shall make available one hundred percent (100%) of the 

projected maximum Transmission System capability for the purpose of ARR allocation in the 

annual ARR allocation process.  No later than five (5) days prior to the start of the annual ARR 

allocation process, the Transmission Provider will post the Transmission System network 

topology data for each of the monthly and seasonal On-Peak and Off-Peak models, including the 

corresponding Parallel Flow and transmission line outage assumptions, used to determine the 

projected maximum Transmission System capability that will be used in the upcoming 

allocations. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 120 Date: 9/15/2015 

RR Title: Ramp Scarcity Pricing 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Nick Parker Company: SPP 

Email: nparker@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3574 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Request updates the Tariff and Protocol language to be consistent with how the current market system is actually 
designed for pricing during ramp scarcity situations.  The current Protocols and Tariff language state that LMPs should be equal to 
the highest Resource Offer for Energy which is not how the market system calculates LMPs.  This Revision Request aligns the 
Protocols and Tariff language with the market system calculation of LMPs during ramp scarcity situations. 

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request pending MWG’s approval of SPP 9/29/2015 comments.   

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

SPP Staff found a discrepancy between the Tariff/Protocol language and how the current system is actually working for pricing 
during ramp scarcity.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

These changes will align the Tariff/Protocols with MCE and current systems.  

 

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): 4.1.4.1 Protocol Version: 33.b 
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s): Attachment AE Section 8.3.3, 8.3.4.1 
  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: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: WR and GSEC 

Opposed: Exelon 

Reason for Opposition: None Provided 
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Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 09/29/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved 

 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: Flat Ridge 2, EDP Renewables 

Opposed: Exelon Power 

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Nick Parker and Marisa Choate on behalf of SPP 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/29/2015 

Description of Comments: Changes are being proposed because reference to VRL interaction with MCPs was in the incorrect 
section of the Tariff.  In making the change, it was determined that all the constraints listed in Section 8.3.3 of Attachment AE have 
the same VRL logic and therefore each individual section was combined into one section.  Since the Tariff has separate sections for 
VRL interaction with LMPs and VRL interaction with MCPs, the changes made in Section 8.3.3 was duplicated in Section 8.3.4.1 
except with language geared towards MCPs.  There was a conflicting phrase between the Protocols and the Tariff related to VRLs 
having a direct impact on LMPs and/or MCPs.  This phrase was removed in all places since it isn’t true in all cases and it didn’t 
seem to add value to the sections.  The term MCPs was added to a few missed places in the Protocols. 

Status: Not yet reviewed by MWG – will be reviewing during the 10/20/2015 meeting  

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

4.1.4.1 Impact of VRLs on LMPs and MCPs 

The applicable VRLs impact the calculation of LMPs and MCPs in the following manner: 

(1) When a Resource Capacity, Global Power Balance, Resource Ramp, or Operating Constraint is 
reached but not exceeded, it is referred to as “binding.”  In this state, VRLs are not applicable 
and LMPs and MCPs are calculated through the normal SCED solution;  
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(2) When an Operating Constraint is exceeded and can’t be resolved at a Shadow Price less than or 
equal to the applicable Operating Constraint VRL, the constraint is relaxed so that SCED can 
solve (i.e. the limit is increased by the amount of the violation).  The VRL values applied by 
SCED in this case act as a cap on the Shadow Price on the applicable Operating Constraint.   and 
do have a direct impact on the resulting LMPs.  LMPs and MCPs are determined by the relaxed 
SCED solution; 

(a) For example, assume Flowgate A has a 100 MW limit and SCED is re-dispatching to 
correct a limit violation.  The SCED Shadow Price on Flowgate A reaches $1500/MW at 
which point the SCED calculated flow on Flowgate A is 107 MW.  At this point, SCED 
will stop trying to re-dispatch to meet the 100 MW limit, the limit is then increased 
(“relaxed”) to 107 MW, and SCED concludes its solution using the new limit.  The 
Shadow Price on Flowgate A is calculated based on this new 107 MW limit and will be 
approximately equal to $1500/MW.  LMPs are calculated using the marginal resources of 
this relaxed SCED solution. 

(b) Further to the example in (a) above and assuming that the recalculated Shadow Price is 
equal to $1495/MW, applying the equations for calculation of LMP as described under 
Section 4.5.3.2 (LMP = MEC + MCC + MLC) for Node X: 

 Assume:   MEC = $20/MWh 

   Shift Factor for Node X on Flowgate A is (-5%) 

   MLC = 0 

MCC = Shadow Price * Shift Factor 

 Then:  Node X LMP = $20/MWh - ($1495/MWh * -.05) = $94.75/MWh. 

(3) When a Resource Ramp Constraint for Energy in the up direction is exceeded and can’t be 
resolved, the Resource ramp rate constraint is relaxed in a subsequent SCED solution.  The VRL 
values applied by SCED in this case act as a cap on the Shadow Price of the constraint.  LMPs 
and MCPs are determined by the relaxed SCED solution.   and there is no capacity shortage 
causing Scarcity Pricing to be initiated as described under Section 4.1.5, LMPs are set equal to 
the highest Resource Offer for Energy as specified in the Energy Offer Curve that cleared in the 
DA Market or that was dispatched in the RTBM and MCPs are set by reducing the Operating 
Reserve requirement to match available Operating Reserve.  Under capacity shortage conditions, 
LMPs and MCPs are set by the Operating Reserve Demand Curve as described under Section 
4.1.5; and 



Page 4 of 5 
 

(4) When a Resource Ramp Constraint for Energy in the down direction is exceeded and can’t be 
resolved, the Resource ramp rate constraint is relaxed in a subsequent SCED solution.  The VRL 
values applied by SCED in this case act as a cap on the Shadow Price of the constraint.  LMPs 
and MCPs are determined by the relaxed SCED solution.    and there is no excess generation 
condition causing Scarcity Pricing to be initiated as described under Section 4.1.5, LMPs are set 
equal to the lowest Resource Offer for Energy as specified in the Energy Offer Curve that 
cleared in the DA Market or that was dispatched in the RTBM and MCPs are set based upon the 
submitted Resource Offers.  Under excess generation conditions, LMPs and MCPs are set by the 
Regulation-Down Demand Curve as described under Section 4.1.5. 

(5) When a Spinning Constraint is exceeded and can’t be resolved at a Shadow Price less than or 
equal to the Spinning Reserve Constraint VRL, the constraint is relaxed so that SCED can solve 
(i.e. the Spinning Reserve requirement is reduced by the amount of the violation).  The VRL 
values applied by SCED in this case act as a cap on the Shadow Price of the Spinning Reserve 
constraint and do have a direct impact on the calculation of the Spinning Reserve MCPs.  LMPs 
and MCPs are determined by the relaxed SCED solution. 

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
Attachment AE 

8.3.3 Impact of Violation Relaxation Limits on Locational Marginal Prices 

 The applicable VRLs impact the calculation of LMPs in the following manner: 

(1) When a Resource capacity, global power balance, Resource ramp, Spinning Reserve, or 

operating constraint is reached but not exceeded, it is referred to as “binding.”  In this 

state, VRLs are not applicable and LMPs are calculated through the normal SCED 

solution; and 

(2) When a Resource capacity, global power balance, Resource ramp, Spinning Reserve, or 

operating constraint is exceeded and cannot be resolved, the applicable constraint is 

relaxed so that SCED can solve.  The VRL values applied by SCED in this case act as a 

cap on the Shadow Price on the applicable constraintare not used directly in determining 

the LMP.  LMPs are determined by the relaxed SCED solution;. 

(3) When a Resource ramp constraint for Energy in the up direction is exceeded and cannot 

be resolved and there is no capacity shortage causing Scarcity Pricing to be initiated as 

described in Section 8.3.4.2 of this Attachment AE, LMPs are set equal to the highest 

Resource Offer for Energy as specified in the Energy Offer Curve that cleared in the 
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Day-Ahead Market or that was dispatched in the RTBM and MCPs are set by reducing 

the Operating Reserve requirement to match available Operating Reserve; and 

(4) When a Resource ramp constraint for Energy in the down direction is exceeded and 

cannot be resolved and there is no excess generation condition causing Scarcity Pricing to 

be initiated as described in Section 8.3.4.2 of this Attachment AE, LMPs are set equal to 

the lowest Resource Offer for Energy as specified in the Energy Offer Curve that cleared 

in the Day-Ahead Market or that was dispatched in the RTBM and MCPs are set based 

upon the submitted Resource Offers. 

8.3.4.1 Impact of Violation Relaxation Limits on Market Clearing Prices 

When the Shadow Price of the regulation-up plus spinning reserve constraint is exceeded, 

the Spinning Reserve requirement will be relaxed such that the Shadow Price of the regulation-

up plus spinning reserve constraint is less than or equal to the regulation-up plus spinning reserve 

constraint VRL value.  

 The applicable VRLs impact the calculation of MCPs in the following manner: 

(1) When a Resource capacity, global power balance, Resource ramp, Spinning Reserve, or 

operating constraint is reached but not exceeded, it is referred to as “binding.”  In this 

state, VRLs are not applicable and MCPs are calculated through the normal SCED 

solution; and  

(2) When a Resource capacity, global power balance, Resource ramp, Spinning Reserve, or 

operating constraint is exceeded and cannot be resolved, the applicable constraint is 

relaxed so that SCED can solve.  The VRL values applied by SCED in this case act as a 

cap on the Shadow Price on the applicable Operating Constraint.  MCPs are determined 

by the relaxed SCED solution. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

MOPC 
Recommendation to the SPP Board of Directors  

Violation Relaxation Limits (VRLs) 
October 13, 2015 

 
 
Background 

SPP recommended maintaining the current levels for VRLs based on the 2014-2015 VRL analysis.  The analysis 
was provided to the MWG and ORWG on 7/31/2015 through the SPP exploder emails.  MWG and ORWG 
members did not express any opposition to maintaining the current levels. 

 

Analysis 

Protocols state that ORWG and MWG will recommend a set of proposed VRLs and associated values to MOPC. 
Tariff states that each year by 11/1, VRLs and associated values shall be reviewed and approved by the SPP 
Board.  MOPC approved the current VRLs unanimously on 10/13/15. 

 

Recommendation 

MOPC recommends the Board approve the current VRLs and associated values pending MWG and ORWG 
approval. 

 

Action Requested:  Approval of the current VRLs and associated values pending MWG and ORWG approval. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VRL Analys i s  

 
 

Posting Date: 08/01/2015 
Gentry Crowson, Market Forensics 
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Executive Summary  

This report analyzes the occurrences and trends of Violation Relaxation Limits (VRL) and their impact 

to economics and reliability. The 2013-14 VRL analysis focused on the July 2013 through February 

2014 time period for the EIS market used historical data from prior reports for comparisons and the 

March 2014 through June 2014 period for the Integrated Marketplace. This report will focus on July 

2014 – June 2015 time period for the Integrated Marketplace.   

 

The Integrated Marketplace utilizes Violation Relaxation Limits (VRLs) to assist in quickly arriving at 

the best possible dispatch solution. When it is infeasible to simultaneously enforce all of the defined 

constraints at a Shadow Price less than the predefined VRL, SPP applies the VRL in the solution. The 

Integrated Marketplace VRL categories are; 

 

Violation Relaxation Limit Categories 
 Integrated Marketplace 

Spinning Reserve requirement 

Operating Constraint (OC) 

Resource Ramp Constraint 

Global Power Balance Constraint 

Resource Capacity Constraint 

Table 1 

 

Tables 2&3 provide a summary of VRL instances for the Integrated Marketplace for the analysis 

periods along with a comparison to historical values. An instance is any occurrence of a VRL, 

therefore, OC constraints could result in multiple instances per interval if VRL is applied to more than 

one constraint. There were no resource capacity or global power balance constraint occurrences for the 

time periods analyzed and a few resource ramp constraint instances which all are shown in Tables 

2&3. 
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VRL Instances Summary (Marketplace) 
 Mar 2014 – Jun 2014 

 Day-Ahead Real-Time 

 Total Avg/Month Total Avg/Month 

Spinning Reserve 0 0 342 85.5 

Operating Constraint 32 8 6,055 1,513 

Resource Ramp 

Constraint 
0 0 35 8.8 

Global Power Balance 

Constraint 
0 0 0 0 

Resource Capacity 

Constraint 
0 0 0 0 

*Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 2 

 

VRL Instances Summary (Marketplace) 
 July 2014 – Jun 2014 

 Day-Ahead Real-Time 

 Total Avg/Month Total Avg/Month 

Spinning Reserve 0 0 392 32.7 

Operating Constraint 4,968 496 18,507 1,542 

Resource Ramp 

Constraint 
0 0 

31 2.6 

Global Power Balance 

Constraint 
0 0 0 0 

Resource Capacity 

Constraint 
0 0 0 0 

*Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 3 
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Block VRLs for OC were implemented on March 25, 2011 and carried forward in the design of the 

Integrated Marketplace. The previous year’s VRL analysis (2013-14) provided data through June 2014 and 

this year’s 2014-15 analysis focuses on the following periods;  

 

 July 2013 – February 2014 (Block VRL – EIS since last VRL analysis)  

 March 2014 – June 2014 (Block VRL - Marketplace)  

 July 2014 – June 2015 (Block VRL – Marketplace) 

 

For all periods in the analysis, Spinning Reserve and Resource Ramp constraints account for less than 

1% of all intervals in the Integrated Marketplace. Therefore, for the purposes of this document, 

analysis will focus on the Operating Constraint (OC) and the term VRL will represent the OC VRL 

unless otherwise stated. 

 
 

The data examined and analysis conducted by SPP of the use of VRL results in the following preliminary 

conclusions and recommendations:  

 SPP recommends maintaining the current levels for VRL  

o Average Shadow Price for breached intervals has decreased since June 2013 even though 

the number of OC breached instances has increased  

o Average Shadow Price has decreased for binding instances since June 2013 but VRLs are 

not applied when constraints are binding (constraint reached but not exceeded), therefore, 

this is not a result of VRL levels  

o Breached instances where VRLs have been applied continue to account for a small portion 

(~2.8%) of all congested intervals  

o The occurrences of Spinning Reserve VRL being applied is < 1% of all intervals in the 

Real-Time Market and none in the Day-Ahead  

 SPP will continue to monitor and analyze VRL occurrences and its impacts to prices and reliability 

in the Marketplace going forward. 
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Background 

Marketplace:  

The application of VRLs in Marketplace is similar to that used in the EIS. The Market Clearing Engine 

(MCE) is used in both Day-Ahead and Real-Time to co-optimize across multiple products while adhering 

to constraints. VRLs are applied in the SCED solution of Day-Ahead and Real-Time when all constraints 

cannot be enforced at a Shadow Price less than a predefined VRL. The VRL categories for Marketplace are 

the same as the EIS with the addition of a Spinning Reserve constraint category. Table 4 below shows the 

categories for VRL in both the EIS and Marketplace. The category names differ slightly between the EIS 

and Marketplace but represent similar applications of VRLs. 

 

VRL Values (EIS & Marketplace) 
Constraint Type Description VRL [$/MW] 

Spinning Reserve 

requirement * 

A MW value representing the 

Spinning Reserve requirement. 
$200 

Operating Constraint (OC) 

A MW limit that can be 

imposed on SPP related to MW 

flow across a market node, a 

manually-identified 

transmission constraint, a Watch 

List transmission constraint, a 

flowgate constraint, or a 

transmission constraint 

identified by SPP’s real-time 

contingency analysis. 

$500 when the loading is greater than 

100% and less than or equal to 101% 

at each network constraint at each 

Operating Constraint. 

$750 when the loading is greater than 

101% and less than or equal to 102% 

at each network constraint 

$1,000 when the loading is greater 

than 102% and less than or equal to 

103% at each network constraint 

$1,250 when the loading is greater 

than 103% and less than or equal to 

104% at each network constraint 

$1,500 when the loading is greater 

than 104% at each network constraint 

Resource Ramp Constraint 

The ramp capability of a 

resource as indicated in the 

resource plan. 

$5,000 

Global Power Balance 

Constraint 

Energy needed to balance 

resources and load. 
$50,000 

Resource Capacity Constraint 

The minimum and maximum 

MW dispatchable output of a 

resource as indicated in a 

Resource Offer. 

$100,000 

 

In the Marketplace there also exists unavoidable trade-offs in applying VRLs of the constraint type 

categories where a higher VRL value is an indication of the relative priority for enforcing the 
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constraint type. With the addition of the Spinning Reserve requirement of $200/MW, the SCED 

solution for the Day-Ahead and Real-Time interprets: 

 

 Spinning Reserve Requirement is relaxed before an OC constraint 

 An OC constraint is relaxed before a resource ramp constraint 

 A resource ramp constraint is relaxed before the global power balance constraint 

 The global power balance constraint is relaxed before a resource capacity constraint 
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Analysis of OC Breach Characteristics in the Marketplace  

Block VRLs for OC were implemented on March 25, 2011 and carried forward in the design of the 

Integrated Marketplace. The previous year’s VRL analysis (2013-14) provided data through June 2014 

and this year’s 2014-15 analysis focuses on the following periods; 

 July 2013 – February 2014 (Block VRL – EIS since last VRL analysis) 

 March 2014 – June 2014 (Block VRL - Marketplace) 

 July 2014 – June 2014=5 (Block VRL - Marketplace) 

 

 

Tables 5, 6, and 7 represent the total Operating Constraint breach instances by the percentage the OC 

was beyond the OC limit.  A breach instance is any time an operating constraint loading is above the 

constraint limit within the dispatch solution. Multiple OC VRL Instances per interval can occur if a 

VRL is applied to more than one constraint for that interval. Tables 8 & 9 show a summary of the 

constrained instances per period analyzed. 

 

OC Breach Instances (EIS) 

 Apr 2011 – Jun 2013 Jul 2013 – Feb 2014 

Count Avg/Month % Total Count Avg/Month % Total 

1% or Less 5,102 189.0 32.4% 3,091 386.4 42.8% 

1 – 2% 4,976 61.6 31.6% 1,900 237.5 26.3% 

2 – 3% 1,899 25.5 12.0% 883 110.4 12.2% 

3 – 4% 1,144 42.4 7.3% 402 50.25 5.6% 

4 – 5% 668 24.7 4.2% 217 27.1 3.0% 

5 – 6% 405 15.0 2.6% 157 19.6 2.2% 

6 – 7% 257 9.5 1.6% 111 13.9 1.5% 

7 – 8% 250 9.3 1.6% 95 11.9 1.3% 

8 – 9% 177 6.6 1.1% 66 8.3 0.9% 

9 – 10% 127 4.7 0.8% 59 7.4 0.8% 

10 – 15% 397 14.7 2.5% 134 16.8 1.9% 

15 – 20% 152 5.6 1.0% 42 5.3 0.6% 

20% + 219 8.1 1.4% 58 7.3 0.8% 

Total 15,773   7,215   

Table 5 
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OC Breach Instances (Marketplace) 

 Mar 2014 – Jun 2014 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Count Avg/Month % Total Count Avg/Month % Total 

1% or Less 24 6.0 75.0% 3,508 877.0 57.9% 

1 – 2% 6 1.5 18.8% 1,010 252.5 16.7% 

2 – 3% 2 0.5 6.3% 504 126.0 8.3% 

3 – 4% 0 0 0% 269 67.3 4.4% 

4 – 5% 0 0 0% 131 32.8 2.2% 

5 – 6% 0 0 0% 123 30.8 2.0% 

6 – 7% 0 0 0% 102 25.5 1.7% 

7 – 8% 0 0 0% 75 18.8 1.2% 

8 – 9% 0 0 0% 49 12.2 0.8% 

9 – 10% 0 0 0% 31 7.8 0.5% 

10 – 15% 0 0 0% 117 29.3 1.9% 

15 – 20% 0 0 0% 42 10.5 0.7% 

20% + 0 0 0% 94 23.5 1.6% 

Total 32   6,055   
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 6 
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OC Breach Instances (Marketplace) 

 July 2014 – June 2015 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Count Avg/Month % Total Count Avg/Month % Total 

1% or Less 55 5.5 82.1% 8947 745.0 51.8% 

1 – 2% 11 2.75 16.4% 3078 256.5 17.8% 

2 – 3% 2 0.5 0% 1496 124.6 8.6% 

3 – 4% 0 0 0% 851 70.9 4.9% 

4 – 5% 0 0 0% 451 37.58 2.6% 

5 – 6% 0 0 0% 308 25.67 1.8% 

6 – 7% 0 0 0% 255 21.25 1.5% 

7 – 8% 0 0 0% 191 15.92 1.1% 

8 – 9% 0 0 0% 171 14.25 0.99% 

9 – 10% 0 0 0% 136 11.33 0.8% 

10 – 15% 1 1 1.5% 384 32.0 2.2% 

15 – 20% 0 0 0% 191 10.5 1.1% 

20% + 0 0 0% 94 23.5 4.7% 

Total 68   16,553   
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 7 

 

 

OC Breach Summary (Marketplace) 

 Mar 2014 – Jun 2014 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Total Breach Instances 32 6,055 

% Congested Instances 0.29% 11.6% 

Avg Shadow Price $568.26 $700.72 

Avg Breach 1.0% 2.51% 
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 8 
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OC Breach Summary (Marketplace) 

 July 2014 – June 2015 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Total Breach Instances 67 17,262 

% Congested Instances 0.15% 10.3% 

Avg Shadow Price $328.71 $675.20 

Avg Breach 0.7% 2.76% 
*Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 9 
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Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6 depict the same data represented in Tables 6 & 7 (OC Breach Instances (EIS & Marketplace)) for each 

of the time periods analyzed. 
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Tables 9 & 10 show the number of binding intervals and shadow price range for the Marketplace. For 

Real-Time, a binding interval is defined as a 5-minute interval where the flow across the constraint 

exactly equals the limit of the constraint.  Day-Ahead in the Marketplace is for a 1-hour interval. Price 

separation occurs and is reported because the algorithms look for the next lowest cost segment of the 

next available unit.  The cost associated with the displacement of the initial marginal unit is the 

incremental cost to calculate a penalty free LMP. Tables 11 & 12 show the summary of binding 

instances for the Marketplace. 

 

OC Binding Instances (Marketplace) 

 Mar 2014 – Jun 2014 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Count Avg/Month % Total Count Avg/Month % Total 

$0 - $100 8,861 2,215.3 79.2% 21,131 5,282.8 45.8% 

$100 - $200 1,378 344.5 12.3% 9,698 2,424.5 21.0% 

$200 - $300 716 179.0 6.4% 8,031 2,007.8 17.4% 

$300 - $400 199 49.8 1.8% 4,621 1,155.3 10.0% 

$400 + 31 7.8 0.3% 2,699 674.8 5.8% 

Total 11,185   46,180   
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 9 

 

OC Binding Instances (Marketplace) 

 July 2014 – June 2015 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Count Avg/Month % Total Count Avg/Month % Total 

$0 - $100 39375 3028.8 79.2% 104462 8035.5 69.8% 

$100 - $200 3548 295.7 12.3% 24292 1868.6 16.2% 

$200 - $300 764 63.7 6.4% 10466 872.1 7.0% 

$300 - $400 202 16.8 1.8% 6273 522.8 4.1% 

$400 + 52 6.5 0.3% 4146 345.5 2.7% 

Total 43941   149,639   
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 10 
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OC Binding Summary (Marketplace) 

 Mar 2014 – Jun 2014 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Total Binding Instances 11,185 46,180 

Avg Shadow Price $59.66 $152.03 
 *Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 11 

 

 

OC Binding Summary (Marketplace) 

 July 2014 – June 2015 

Day-Ahead Real-Time 

Total Binding Instances 43,941 149,639 

Avg Shadow Price $34.44 $91.34 
*Day-Ahead interval is hourly and Real-Time is 5-minute 

Table 12
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Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12 depict the same data represented in Tables 9 & 10 (OC Binding Instances) for each of the time 

periods analyzed. 
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Figure 9: Total OC Binding Instances by Shadow Price (Day-Ahead)
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Figure 10: Total OC Binding Instances by Shadow Price (Real-Time)
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Figure 11: Total OC Binding Instances by Shadow Price (Day-Ahead)
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Figure 12: Total OC Binding Instances by Shadow Price (Real-Time)
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Market Participant Acronym
Balancing 
Authority

NAESB EIR Source/Sink Name PSE
Resource Hub 

Settlement Location 
Name

KCPS SWPP KCPLHUB KCPSPS KCPLHUB

Resource Name
Settlement 

Area
Bus Level Resource Pnode

Proposed Weighting 
Factor

Current Weighting 
Factor

KCPLBULLCRK5UNWGR1 KCPL KCPLBULLCRK5UNUNIT1_RA 0.00000 0.00075
KCPLBULLCRK5UNWGR2 KCPL KCPLBULLCRK5UNUNIT2_RA 0.00000 0.00073
KCPLBULLCRK5UNWGR3 KCPL KCPLBULLCRK5UNUNIT3_RA 0.00000 0.00066
KCPLBULLCRK5UNWGR4 KCPL KCPLBULLCRK5UNUNIT4_RA 0.00000 0.0004
KCPLHAWTHORN6 KCPL KCPLHAWTHORNUNHAW6_RA 0.00651 0.00973
KCPLHAWTHORNUNHAW5 KCPL KCPLHAWTHORNUNHAW5_RA 0.14557 0.1775
KCPLHIGGINSVILLE KCPL KCPLC_HIGGNSUNHIG4_RA 0.00000 0.00005
KCPLIATANUNIAT1 KCPL KCPLIATANUNIAT1_RA 0.14142 0.14695
KCPLIATANUNIAT2 KCPL KCPLIATANUNIAT2_RA 0.14680 0.14422
KCPLLACYGNEUNLAC1 KCPL KCPLLACYGNEUNLAC1_RA 0.08997 0.09935
KCPLLACYGNEUNLAC2 KCPL KCPLLACYGNEUNLAC2_RA 0.10733 0.09399
KCPLLEVEEUNHAW7 KCPL KCPLLEVEEUNHAW7_RA 0.00000 0.00012
KCPLLEVEEUNHAW8 KCPL KCPLLEVEEUNHAW8_RA 0.00000 0.00018
KCPLMONTROSEUNMON1 KCPL KCPLMONTROSEUNMON1_RA 0.00000 0.03385
KCPLMONTROSEUNMON2 KCPL KCPLMONTROSEUNMON2_RA 0.02121 0.03366
KCPLMONTROSEUNMON3 KCPL KCPLMONTROSEUNMON3_RA 0.03748 0.03668
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE11 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE11_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE12 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE12_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE13 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE13_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE14 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE14_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE15 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE15_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE16 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE16_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE17 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE17_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE18 KCPL KCPLNRTHEASTUNNE18_RA 0.00000 0
KCPLPAOLAUNOSA1 KCPL KCPLPAOLAUNUN1_OSAWACT1_RA 0.00000 0.0003
KCPLSPEARVILLE KCPL KCPLSPEARVILUNWINDFARM_RA 0.03879 0.0252
KCPLWLFCRKUNWC1 KCPL KCPLWOLF_KCPUN17_RA 0.17720 0.16526
KCPLCIMARRON KCPL KCPLCIMRONUNCIMRON_WIND_RA 0.02154 0.01974
NPPD.KCPL.JFY1 KCPL NPPDJEFFREYUN1_RA 0.00127 0.00176
NPPD.KCPL.JFY2 KCPL NPPDJEFFREYUN2_RA 0.00127 0.00176
NPPD.KCPL.JN11 KCPL NPPDJOHNSON1UN1_RA 0.00127 0.00176
NPPD.KCPL.JN12 KCPL NPPDJOHNSON1UN2_RA 0.00127 0.00176
NPPD.KCPL.JHN2 KCPL NPPDJOHNSON2UN1_RA 0.00253 0.00368
KCPL.WAVERLYWIND KCPL 0.03288
KCPL.SLATECREEK KCPL 0.02569

1.00004

Resource Hub Mapping Data: Each Settlement Location must be represented in the NAESB EIR registry. Please register the proposed Resource Hub Settlement Location and its corresponding 

NAESB Source Name along with the mapping of each Resource, its Settlement Area and Bus Level Resource PNode(s) that comprises the proposed Resource Hub. The SPP Market Monitoring Unit 

will review the proposed Resource Hub for consistency with the criteria defined in the Hubs Establishment process in Section 4.5.2.3.1 of the Integrated Marketplace Protocols.

Comments are available for each field to help identify what is needed from the Market Participants.
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

MOPC 
Recommendation to the SPP Board of Directors 

KCPL Resource Hub 
October 13, 2015 

 
 
Background 

Consistent with the Tariff language as of 9/15/2015, all Resource Hub Modifications must be approved by the 
MOPC and the Board. 

Analysis 

MWG approved modification of the KCPL Resource Hub on 9/15/2015 with two abstentions.  MOPC approved 
modification of the KCPL Resource Hub on 10/13/15 with one abstention. 

 
Recommendation 

MOPC recommends Board approve modification of the KCPL Resource Hub. 

 

Action Requested:  Approval of modification of the KCPL Resource Hub. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 96 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Proposed Transmission Outage Scheduling 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Will Tootle Company:  SPP 

Email: wtootle@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3515 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The primary purpose of this Revision Request is to increases the required lead time for a “Planned” equipment outage from seven to 
fourteen days.  This Revision Request also includes additional language clean-up and makes requirements for Transmission and 
Generation outage submission the same. 

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable stakeholder groups have reviewed and approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   

Generation and transmission outages are submitted with short lead times that prevent SPP staff from doing more thorough analysis 
of the impact of the outage on the transmission system.  This revision adds additional time to planned outages in order for SPP to 
perform additional analysis required for reliability and provides for more structure in the outage coordination methodology to 
clarify existing practices in order to document compliance with IRO-017.  The Revision Request also adds requirement that all BES 
outages must be approved by SPP and removed references to Major Transmission Elements.   

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): Appendix 12 Criteria Date: 05/2015 
  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: 9/2/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: EDE 

Reason for Abstention: EDE - Our operations reliability heavily depends on weather and I don’t believe that we can have an 
accurate forecast 2 weeks out.  And currently, SPP can study and approve all the outages reliably with 7 days or shorter notice.  I 
just don’t believe going to 14 days would make the study more reliable or dependable, especially we have to wait until about 3 days 
prior to the outage date before approving outage requests to have a better view of the system. 

Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously Approved, no Market Protocol impacts 
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Secondary Working Group: 
RCWG 

 

Date: 9/21/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: Rayburn 

Opposed: EDE 

Reasons for Opposition: EDE operations feels there would be a lack of accuracy from going to a 7 to 14 day planned transmission 
outage notification since at our shop transmission studies rely heavily on weather forecasts which are not very accurate out to 14 
days. 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Opposed: EDE 

Reasons for Opposition: EDE is concerned that moving from a 7 day requirement to a 14 day requirement will not benefit 
reliability or the TCR market.  Short notice outage requests should not be denied purely due to notification requirements.  EDE 
feels that data requirements for TCR markets that go beyond reliability requirements should be addressed in the market protocols. 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date: 10/27/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Will Tootle on behalf of ORWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/3/2015 

Description of Comments: The ORWG made changes during the 9/3/2015 meeting to remove “Major Transmission Elements” 
from the Outage Methodology appendix and made other general changes for consistency. 

Status: ORWG Reviewed  

Comment Author: RCWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/21/2015 

Description of Comments: The version of the revision request language below includes changes made by the ORWG at its 9/2/15 
meeting.  The RCWG recommends that all occurrences of "protection system" be changed to "Protection System" taking advantage 
of the clarity provided by the NERC definition.  If not now, then when the SPP Criteria undergoes full review during the Criteria to 
Protocols project. 

Status: Not reviewed by ORWG.  Comments will be considered in future Criteria clean-up RR. 
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PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

SPP Criteria 

 
 
Change History: 

8/16/2011 Initial version approved by ORWG 
8/30/2011 Corrected typo on Generator Planned Outages Min Lead Time – corrected to “2 

Days” from “None”. 
9/22/2011 Added clarification on Reserve Shutdown submittals and created 

“Opportunity” outage Priority for Generators. 
2/21/2013 Added clarification on business rules of outage priorities detailing which 

priorities are allowed to be entered in CROW with start times either in the 
future or in the past. Replaced “members” with Transmission Operators and 
Generator Operators. 
Added more language describing SPP’s outage request evaluation process.  
Added further language describing Reserve Shutdown resources. 

6/26/2013 Added “Info” Informational Outage Request Type as an available type for 
Generation Outages. 

12/18/2013 Added “Operational” priority and “Upcoming Model Change” as outage 
reason, misc clarification changes. 

12/1/2015 Added language to comply with IRO-017-1. Updated planned lead time 
requirements. 

Purpose 
 

The purpose of this methodology is to provide technical requirements and criteria to Transmission 

Operators, Generator Operators and SPP Staff related to submission of Transmission and Generation 

outages to the SPP Reliability Coordinator and SPP Balancing Authority when it becomes effective via 

the SPP CROW Outage Scheduler web tool.  Outage submissions will be shared with other Reliability 

Coordinators, Transmission Operators, and Balancing Authorities via the NERC System Data Exchange 

(SDX) and will be used for assessing real-time and future reliability of the Bulk Electric System.   

Transmission and generation operators are responsible for submitting all outages through the CROW 

tool.  All other transmission operators will be able to view and identify all outages that are submitted 

through CROW.  SPP reserves the right to approve, deny, or reschedule any outage deemed necessary 

to ensure system reliability on a case by case basis regardless of date of submission.   

 

 

1. Transmission Outages and Operations 
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For the purpose of identifying applicable facilities, the nominal kV level of the facility will be used.  

For transformers, use the low side voltage class.  Example:  A 161/69kV transformer shall be 

classified as a 69kV facility for the purposes of this methodology. 

1. Major Transmission Elements (MTE) 

1. All transmission facilities rated at 230kV or above. 

1. All tie lines, 60kV and above. 

1. All facilities, monitored and contingent elements, associated with flowgates 

1. Other facilities specified by the Transmission Operator or the Reliability Coordinator as having a 

major impact on the Bulk Electric System or that affect the capability and reliability of 

generating facilities (backup station power, etc). 

 

a. Forced Transmission Outage Submission Requirements 

Forced outages of all transmission facilities greater than 100kV and facilities between 60kV 

and 100kV that are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the 

Outage Scheduler CROW tool should be submitted within 30 minutes or as soon as practical 

after the outage. Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start 

Time and End Time, an associated Forced Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request 

Type, and a reason for the outage Outage Cause.  Forced Outage Priory outages will be 

considered Non-Recallable.  At the time of submission, forced outage reasons may not be 

known so a reason of Unknown may be selected. The Planned Start Time of the outage 

should reflect the best known time of the actual outage.  It is recognized that the duration 

of a forced outage will typically not be known at the time of the initial submission. The 

Planned End Time should be the best estimate for the return of the outaged facility.The 

Outage Scheduler system will ensure that the Actual Start Time and Planned Start Time are 

equal.  Any known updates to the Planned End Time and/or reason for the outage shall be 

submitted promptly to the Outage Scheduler CROW tool. 

 

b. Scheduled Transmission Outage Submission Requirements 
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Scheduled outages of Major Transmission Elements (MTE’s) all BES elements must be 

submitted to the Outage Scheduler CROW tool and approved by the Reliability Coordinator 

prior to implementing the outage.  Scheduled outages of all other transmission elements 

greater than 100kV 60kV that are modeled in the SPP regional models must be submitted to 

the Reliability Coordinator’s Outage Scheduler CROW tool for coordination and review.  

Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time and Planned 

End Time, an associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request Type, and a reason 

for the outage Outage Cause.  Each outage request must also be designated as Non-

Recallable, or provide an expected Recall time if directed.  Sufficient notation in the outage 

scheduler “Requestor Notes” comment field should include a description or explanation for 

the outage.  An incomplete outage request of any missing data could result in the outage 

being denied.  Once the actual outage takes place, the Actual Start Time of the outage must 

be submitted to the Outage SchedulerCROW tool.  When the outage has ended, the Actual 

End Time of the outage must be updated. 

 

c. Transmission Outage Priority and Timing Requirements 

Each Transmission Outage submitted must include one of the following Outage Priorities.  

Forced outages of equipment must be submitted with a Priority of Forced as defined below.  

The CROW Outage Scheduler will enforce the lead time requirements of each Outage 

Priority.  Outages that are not planned will have a lower priority and may not be approved 

by the RC.  Outages not submitted as planned will be reviewed and approved by SPP on a 

case-by-case basis.  The risk of imminent equipment failure will have priority over other 

outages including planned.  If sufficient time is not available to analyze the request then the 

outage will be denied. 

 

 
Priority Definition Minimum 

Lead Time 

Maximum 

Lead Time 

Planned Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage.  As required for preventive maintenance, troubleshooting, repairs that 

are not viewed as urgent, system improvements such as capacity upgrades, the 

installation of additional facilities, or the replacement of equipment due to 

obsolescence.   

7 Days 14 

Calendar 

Days  

None 
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Discretionary Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage; however the timeline for submission of Planned outage priority has 

passed. Discretionary outages are required to be submitted at least 2 calendar 

days in advance.  Due to the shorter lead time, this outage priority has 

increased risk of being denied based upon higher priority outage requests. 

2 Days 7 Days14 

Calendar 

Days 

Opportunity Lead time may be very short or zero.  An outage that can be taken due to 

changed system conditions (ie Generator suddenly offline for forced outage 

allows transmission work to be done). 

None 7 Days 

Operational Equipment is removed from service for operational reasons such as voltage 

control, constraint mitigation as identified in an operating procedure, etc.   

None None 

Urgent Equipment is known to be operable, yet carries an increased risk of a forced 

outage or equipment loss.  The equipment remains in service until 

maintenance crews are ready to perform the work. 

2 Hours 48 Hours 

Emergency Equipment is to be removed from service by operator as soon as possible 

because of safety concerns or increased risk to grid security. 

None 2 Hours 

Forced Equipment is out of service at the time of the request.   None 1 Hour 

 

d. Transmission Outage Equipment Request Types 

Each Transmission outage (scheduled and forced) request submitted must include one of 

the following Outage Request Types.   

 
Outage Request Type Definition Modeling Assumptions 

Out of Service (OOS) Equipment is out of service. SDX = Open 

EMS = Open 

Normally Open (NO) Equipment is normally out of service and is identified as normally open in 

the SPP regional models.  Normally Open request type is used to close 

(place in service) a normally open facility. 

SDX = Closed 

EMS = Closed 

Informational (INF) Used for outage events that are not covered by one of the other Outage 

Equipment Request Types.  Not an out of service event. 

None – Informational Only 

Hot Line Work (HLW) Work is being performed on live or energized equipment. None – Informational Only 

General System 

Protection (GSP) 

Work is being performed on protection systems.  Requestor shall 

specifically identify protection systems out of service and any 

modification to operation or behavior of system contingencies. 

None – Informational Only 

 

e. Transmission Outage Request Reasons/Causes 

Each Transmission Outage Request must be submitted with one of the following reasons for 

the outage. 
Reason/Cause Definition 

Maintenance & Construction Outages to facilitate repair, maintain, or upgrade of facility related equipment.  This includes 

clearances to perform vegetation management. Does not include outages to support Maintenance & 

Construction of other facilities.  Those should be submitted as Voltage or SOL Mitigation. 
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Third Party Request Non-transmission facility related requests for clearance or work such as highway construction. 

Voltage Mitigation Operation of facilities to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System voltage. 

SOL Mitigation (Thermal) Operation of facilities to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System thermal loading issues. 

Weather/Environmental/Fire 

(excluding Lightning) 

Outages caused by wind, ice, snow, fire, flood, etc.  All weather or environmental causes excluding 

lightning strikes. 

Lightning Outages caused by direct or indirect Lightning strikes. 

Foreign Interference (including 

contamination) 

Outages caused by blown debris, bird droppings, kites, falling conductors, airplanes, etc.   

Vandalism/Terrorism/Malicious Acts Outages resulting from known or suspected vandalism, terrorism, or other malicious acts. 

Equipment Failure Outages resulting from failure of facility related equipment. 

Imminent Equipment Failure Operation of facilities due to expected imminent facility rated equipment failure. 

Protection System Failure including 

Undesired Operations 

Operation of facilities due to failure or undesired operation of the facility protection systems.   

Vegetation Outages resulting from contact with vegetation.  This does not include outages due to clearances 

required to perform vegetation management which should be submitted as Maintenance & 

Construction.  This does not include vegetation blown into rights of way or into contact with facilities 

which should be submitted as Foreign Interference.    

BES Condition (Stability, Loading) Outages resulting from Bulk Electric System conditions such as islanding, cascading outages, sudden 

thermal loading due to other contingencies, transient stability conditions, etc. 

Unknown Operation of facilities due to an unknown reason.  Most forced outages will be submitted with an 

initial reason of Unknown.  Once the actual reason for the operation is known, the outage requestor 

should update the outage request.  SPP Staff will follow up after some time to determine the actual 

outage reason for any outages which still have a reason of Unknown submitted.   

Upcoming Model Change Outages created for the purpose of correcting system topology related to pending model changes. 

This cause should only be used by SPP operations personnel.  

Other Operation of facilities due to a reason not listed here. 

 

2. Generation Outages/Derates 
 
For the purpose of identifying applicable reportable facilities, the generator or other Resource shall 

have a gross capability greater than 25 MW.  Due to specific reliability reasons, SPP, upon written 

notice to the equipment operator or market participant, may require outages to be entered into 

the outage scheduler CROW tool where otherwise they may not be required.  All Generation 

Outages and De-rates are required to be accompanied by a reason for the outage or limitation.  

NOTE:  Derates in the CROW system tool require a new maximum capability of the generator to be 

submitted.  Historically, SPP’s systems required the derate amount to be entered in the form of the 

amount of MW’s the capability should be decremented by.  This has changed with the 

implementation of the CROW outage schedulertool. 

 
a. Forced Generation Outages/Derate submission requirements 



Page 8 of 13 
 

Forced outages or capability limitations in the form of Derates of all generation facilities 

that are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the Outage 

SchedulerCROW tool  should be submitted within 30 minutes or as soon as practical after 

the outage.  Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time 

and Planned End Time, an associated  Forced Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request 

Type, and a reason for the outageOutage Cause.  Forced Outage Priority requests will be 

assumed to be Non-Recallable.  At the time of submission, forced outage reasons may not 

be known so a reason of Unknown may be selected. The Planned Start Time of the outage 

should reflect the best known time of the actual outage.  The Outage Scheduler system 

CROW tool will ensure that the Actual Start Time and Planned Start Time are equal.  Any 

known updates to the Planned End Time and/or reason for the outage shall be submitted 

promptly to the Outage Scheduler CROW tool. This outage submission shall be in addition 

to any other notifications made to SPP such as through a Reserve Sharing event, or 

Resource Plan submission. 

 

b. Scheduled Generation Outages/Derate submission requirements 

Scheduled outages or capability limitations in the form of Derates of all generation facilities 

that are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the Outage 

Scheduler CROW tool should be submitted as soon as possible and to the extent possible on 

an annual rolling basis.  Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage 

Start Time and Planned End Time, an associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage 

Request Type, and a reason for the outage Outage Cause.  Each outage request must also 

be designated as Non-Recallable, or provide an expected Recall time if directed.  Once the 

actual outage takes place, the Actual Start Time of the outage must be submitted to the 

Outage Scheduler CROW tool.  When the outage has ended, the Actual End Time of the 

outage must be updated. This outage submission shall be in addition to any other 

notifications made to SPP such as through a Reserve Sharing event or Resource Plan 

submission.   

1. Reserve Shutdown 

Resources in SPP are considered to be in a Reserve Shutdown outage status when SPP 

has approved an outage request via the Outage SchedulerCROW tool, making the 
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Resource unavailable for SPP commitment and dispatch due to reasons other than to 

perform maintenance or to repair equipment.  These resources will be reflected in 

Planned Outage for a reason of Excess Capacity/Economic. 

 

Resources that are offline for economic or excess capacity reasons and can be recalled, 

started, and synchronized to pick up load within 7 days are not required to request an 

outage via the Outage Scheduler CROW tool.  However, these Resources may request 

and be shown in Reserve Shutdown outage status if the outage is approved by SPP.   

 

c. Generation Outage/Derate Priority and Timing Requirements 

Each Generation Outage or Derate submitted must include one of the following Outage 

Priorities.  Forced outages of equipment must be submitted with a Priority of Forced as 

defined below.  The CROW Outage Scheduler will enforce the lead time requirements of 

each Outage Priority. 

 
Priority Definition Minimum Lead 

Time 

Maximum Lead 

Time 

Planned Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage.  As required for preventive maintenance, troubleshooting, repairs 

that are not viewed as urgent, system improvements such as capacity 

upgrades, the installation of additional facilities, or the replacement of 

equipment due to obsolescence.   

2 Calendar 

Days 14 

Calendar Days  

None 

Opportunity Lead time may be very short or zero.  An outage that can be taken due to 

changed system conditions (ie Loading conditions allow planned work to 

occur with short lead time). 

None 7 Calendar 

Days 14 

Calendar Days 

Operational Equipment is removed from service for operational reasons.  This could 

include outages or derates due to reliability directives or other 

operational concerns not necessarily related to the generating equipment 

or capability, and outages entered to correct system topology in 

operating models.  

None None 

Urgent Equipment is known to be operable, yet carries an increased risk of a 

forced outage or equipment loss.  The equipment remains in service until 

maintenance crews are ready to perform the work.   

24 Hours 7 Calendar 

Days48 Hours 

Emergency Equipment is to be removed from service by operator as soon as possible 

because of safety concerns or increased risk to grid security.   

None 24 Hours 

Forced Equipment is out of service at the time of the request.   None None1 Hour 

 

d. Generation Outage/Derate Request Type 
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Each Generation outage or Derate request submitted must include one of the following 

Outage Request Types.   
Request Type Definition Modeling Assumption 

Out of Service Generator or Resource is out of service. SDX = offline 

EMS = offline 

Derate Generator or Resource maximum capability is lowered from 

normal operation.  A new maximum capability is required to be 

submitted with each Outage Request Type of Derate. 

SDX = online, with new lower PMAX 

EMS = online, with new lower PMAX 

Informational 

(INF) 

Used for communicating and documenting information to SPP 

regarding the resource.  This status is not interpreted as a loss of 

capability or capacity.  This status may be used to communicate 

anticipated fuel delivery issues. 

None – Informational Only 

e. Generation Outage/Derate Request Reasons/Causes 

Each Generation Outage or Derate Request must be submitted with one of the following 

reasons for the outage. 
Reason/Cause Definition 

Equipment Failure Failure in station generation, prime mover, or other equipment has occurred.  Does not include failure 

of GSU transformers or interconnection facilities.  Does include equipment related to fuel delivery 

considered a part of the resource (such as a coal mill). 

Imminent Equipment Failure Expected failure in station generation, prime mover, or other equipment.  Does not include failure of 

GSU transformers or interconnection facilities. Does include equipment related to fuel delivery 

considered a part of the resource (such as a coal mill). 

BES Reliability Removal from service or limitation to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System reliability issues either 

through action of a Special Protection System, runback scheme, or as mitigation of another reliability 

event.   

Loss of Interconnection Failure in interconnection equipment such as GSU transformers or other interconnection facilities.  

Does not include loss of synchronization due to stability or islanding type events. 

BES Stability Removal from service or limitation due to Bulk Electric System stability issues.  Includes loss of 

synchronization due to transient stability and/or islanding issues.   

Fuel Supply Removal from service or limitation due to fuel supply interruption.  Does not include local equipment 

failures related to fuel supply.  Includes loss of gas pressure due to offsite issue, coal supply exhaustion, 

lack of headwater issues for hydro, etc. 

Regulatory/Safety/Environm

ental 

Removal from service or limitation due to Regulatory/Safety/Environmental restrictions such as 

emission limits, OSHA, NRC, or other regulatory body limitations. Includes damage caused by weather 

including but not limited to lightning, flood, earthquake, etc.  This may also include limitations to hydro 

due to low dissolved oxygen in tailwater or to control downstream flooding. 

Unknown The default Forced Outage/Derate reason will be pre-populated with Unknown at the time of 

submittal.  Either during the initial outage submittal or at a later time, the Unknown reason must be 

changed to reflect the actual experienced issue. 

Routine Generator 

Maintenance 

Removal from service or limitation in order to perform repair or inspection of generation equipment. 

Supporting Transmission 

Outage 

Removal from service or limitation in order to support a scheduled transmission outage.   
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Excess Capacity/Economic Removal from service or limitation due to seasonal or system capacity need.  This includes peaker units 

not expected to be used during winter months. 

Upcoming Model Change Outages created for the purpose of correcting system topology related to pending model changes. This 

cause should only be used by SPP operations personnel. 

 

 

3. Outage Review / Approval Process 

All outages submitted will be studied to determine if any potential reliability conflicts are found.  

The general study method employed by SPP staff involves building representative models of the 

study time period and implementing all outage requests submitted for that time period.  The 

resulting modeled system is then studied to determine if any reliability issues can be identified.  If 

issues are identified, various mitigation steps are then studied including but not limited to, 

generation redispatch, system reconfiguration, rescheduling of lower priority outages, and facility 

rating reviews.  If mitigations are unsuccessful in resolving the conflict, an outage request may 

need to be rescheduled or denied.  Priority of outage requests is reviewed based upon initial 

submission time, outage priority category, reason for the outage, and impact to reliability.  To the 

extent possible, higher priority category requests will be given preference, but ultimately it is up to 

the SPP RC to resolve any scheduling conflicts. 

 

In the event that a conflict occurs with another Reliability Coordinator’s outage, a priority of the 

outages will be determined based on submitted time, reason for outage, and impact to reliability.   

The determination will be reviewed and agreed upon by each Reliability Coordinator.  The outage 

that is deemed a higher priority will be approved. 

An outage that has been studied will receive a status change to one of the following statuses:  

Approved, Denied, or Pre-Approved.  Pre-Approval will be provided in certain cases where an 

outage has been submitted, but for various reasons SPP is unable to adequately study the outage 

or determine that no reliability conflicts exist.  The Pre-Approval may also be dependent upon a 

specific operating condition that may need to be met but cannot be guaranteed at the time the 

Pre-Approval is issued such as but not limited to a load forecast threshold, simultaneous outage, 

new facilities in-service, etc.  When the outage request can be adequately studied to determine 

that no reliability conflict exists, the status may will be changed to Pre-Approved. 
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 All outages submitted within the appropriate advance timeframe will be reviewed as soon as 

possible by SPP Operations Staff.  The review timelines for SPP are as follows: 

1. Major Transmission Elements (MTE) Transmission 

2.1. For all MTE BES outage requests submitted 30 days or more prior to scheduled 

start time, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 5 business days. 

3.2. For all MTE BES outage requests submitted 14 days or more but less than 30 

days prior to scheduled start time, pre-approval or denial will be provided within 3 

business days. 

4.3. For all MTE BES outage requests submitted 14 days or less prior to scheduled 

start time, pre-approval or denial will be provided within 2 business days. 

5. All other transmission elements 

6.4. Prior approval of outages for non-MTEs by the RC is not required.   

b. Generators 

1. For all Generator outage requests submitted 30 days or more prior to scheduled 

start time, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 5 business days. 

2. For all Generator outage requests submitted 14 days or more but less than 30 

days prior to scheduled start time, Approval, Pre-approval or denial will be provided 

within 3 business days. 

3. For all Generator outage requests submitted 14 days or less prior to scheduled 

start time, Approval, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 2 business days. 

4. SPP will provide their best effort for outages submitted within 2 business days.  

4. Outage Status Changes 

All outages submitted will reside in one of several status types throughout the life cycle of the 

outage.  These status types and their associated definition are: 
Status  Definition 

Proposed The outage request has been saved in the outage scheduler system CROW tool 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 CROW tool 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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Study SPP will change the status type to Study once the active study process begins. Outage requests in this state are 

provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Preliminary 

Approved 

Outage requests with Preliminary Approved status have been approved based on long lead studies and may need 

additional analysis closer to the planned start date or finalization of an Operating Guide.  Once the restudy is 

complete or final opguide posted, the outage status is changed to Approved. Outage requests in this state are 

provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Approved Approved state indicates SPP has completed the study process and the outage request is ready for implementation. 

Outage requests in this state are provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Implemented Once the outage request actual start time has been entered, signifying that the outage has begun, the outage 

status is changed to Implemented. Outage requests in this state are provided to external systems such as NERC 

SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Completed Once the outage request actual end time has been entered, signifying that the outage has ended, the outage status 

is changed to Completed. Outage requests in this state are NO LONGER provided to external systems such as NERC 

SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

 

Certain outage requests may result in a need by the outage requestor to withdraw or cancel 

the outage request.  SPP’s study results and coordination may also result in status changes 

to an outage reflecting the inability of the outage request to be approved or implemented.  

These status types are: 

 
Status Definition 

Withdrawn The outage requestor can withdraw an outage request while it is still in Proposed status.  Once in Study or Approved 

status, the request must be Cancelled.  Outage requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as 

NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Cancelled The outage requestor can cancel a Submitted or Approved outage.  Cancelled outages can be reinstated by the 

requestor, provided the planned start of the outage falls within the business rules for lead time submission.  Outage 

requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Denied An outage request that is in Submitted or Study status can be Denied.  If SPP denies the request, the status changes 

to Denied.  This state indicates the outage request was not approved for implementation.  Outage requests in this 

state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Revoked Once an outage request has been Approved, it can be Revoked at an time (ie, before or during the outage). Outage 

requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 117 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Splitting SPP Criteria 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Derek Hawkins Company:  SPP 

Email: dhawkins@spp.org Phone: 501-688-1662 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The primary purpose of this revision request is to begin the initial phase of moving from SPP Criteria to operating and planning 
protocols that will address the irrelevancy and lack of applicability present in the SPP Criteria today. The first step in this initiative 
is to split the SPP Criteria into Operating Criteria and Planning Criteria as described in this revision request.  

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request.  All applicable stakeholder groups have reviewed and approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   

Many Criteria Sections are out of date or irrelevant under current Standards and lack the applicability or ownership definition that is 
needed in order to be useful for SPP and member companies. The splitting of the SPP Criteria into Operating Criteria and Planning 
Criteria is the first step in deriving useful requirements from the guidelines that are currently in Criteria. With the Operating Criteria 
under the ORWG purview and the Planning Criteria under the TWG purview, SPP staff and working groups will be able to 
efficiently review and modify existing Criteria in order to identify requirements that will form new protocol documents. This 
revision is required in order to update the Tariff language to be consistent with the conversion of the SPP Criteria to SPP Operating 
Criteria and SPP Planning Criteria. 

The new SPP Operating Criteria and SPP Planning Documents are included with this revision request and contain numerous 
revisions that update pointers to other sections within the Criteria as well as the Appendices. The Appendices have also been split to 
go along with the applicable Criteria document and will use a new numbering convention in order to distinguish between operating 
and planning appendices. 

One notable change that is also included with this split out is the removal of Criteria 1.0. Upon review, SPP staff believes that they 
general requirement of Criteria 1.0 is covered in NERC standards.     

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): All Criteria Date: 7/29/2014 
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): I, Att. J, Att. O, Att. AE, Att. AK 
  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: 10/8/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 
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Regional Compliance Working 
Group Recommendation  

(if applicable) 

Date: 9/28/2015 

Recommended Action: Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
TWG 

 

Date: 9/29/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9-24-2015 

Action Taken:  Approved as Modified 

Secondary Working Group: 
GWG 

 

Date: 9/25/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Secondary Working Group: 
SPCWG 

 

Date: 10/2/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date: 10/27/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Matthew Harward 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/24/2015 

Description of Comments: The RTWG made minor revisions to the proposed SPP Tariff changes in the Definitions 
section.  
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PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Tariff (OATT) 

 
I. COMMON SERVICE PROVISIONS 

1. Definitions 
 
S – Definitions  
 
SPP:  The Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 

SPP Bylaws: The Bylaws of SPP filed at FERC that set forth the governance structure 
and other organizational authorities and obligations for SPP. 
 
 
SPP Criteria:  The SPP Planning Criteria and SPP Operating Criteria collectively, as 
approved by the Board of Directors in accordance with the SPP Bylaws, and posted on 
the SPP website. 
 
SPP Operating Criteria and SPP Planning Criteria. 

 

SPP Membership Agreement:  The Southwest Power Pool Membership Agreement 

detailing the rights and obligations of the SPP and SPP Members. 

 

SPP Operating Criteria:  SPP’s approved guidelines, business rules, and processes for 

the operation and administration of the various SPP operational functions.  

 

SPP Planning Criteria:  SPP’s approved guidelines, business rules, and processes for 

the administration of the SPP planning process.   

 

  SPP Region:  The geographic area of the Transmission System. 
 
 

ATTACHMENT J 

III. Base Plan Upgrades 

B. Conditions for Classifying Service Upgrade Costs Associated with Designated 

Resources As Base Plan Upgrade Costs Eligible for Cost Allocation 

1. Except as provided in Section III.A.1 and subject to the limits and rules set forth 

in Subsections d and f below, the costs of Service Upgrades associated with new 
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or changed Designated Resources shall be classified as Base Plan Upgrade costs 

eligible for cost allocation if the conditions in the following Subsections a and b 

are met, and if the condition in Subsection c is met as applicable. 

a. The Transmission Customer’s commitment to the Designated Resource 

has a duration of at least five years 

b. In the first year the Designated Resource is planned to be used by the 

Transmission Customer, the accredited capacity of the Transmission 

Customer’s existing Designated Resources plus the lesser of: (a) the 

planned maximum net dependable capacity applicable to the Transmission 

Customer or (b) the requested capacity; shall not exceed 125% of the 

Transmission Customer’s projected system peak responsibility determined 

pursuant to SPP Criteria 2. 

c. If the Designated Resource is a wind generation plant, then the sum of: (1) 

the requested capacity and (2) the transmission capacity reserved for the 

Transmission Customer’s existing Designated Resources that are wind 

generation plants shall not exceed 20% of the Transmission Customer’s 

projected system peak responsibility as determined pursuant to SPP 

Criteria 2 in the first year the Designated Resource is planned to be used 

by the Transmission Customer. 

 

ATTACHMENT O 

ADDENDUM 5 TO ATTACHMENT O 
 

ADDENDUM 5 TO ATTACHMENT O 
 

MERCHANT TRANSMISSION DEVELOPER INTERCONNECTION 
 

Other than for generation interconnections addressed by Attachment V of this Tariff, this 

Addendum 5 is applicable to Merchant Transmission Developers that request an interconnection 

to the Transmission System.  For purposes of this Addendum 5, a Merchant Transmission 

Developer is an entity that assumes all financial responsibility for the development, construction 

and operation of the transmission facilities it seeks to interconnect to the Transmission System, 

does not seek regional cost allocation or cost recovery for such facilities under this Tariff, and 

does not intend to transfer functional control over such facilities to the Transmission Provider.  

Merchant Transmission Developers must comply with all requirements set forth in the SPP 
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Criteria, including but not limited to providing the following information to the Transmission 

Provider, as required in Appendix 11 of the SPP Criteria: 

 
 
ATTACHMENT AE 
3.1.5 Outage Scheduling and Reporting 

The Transmission Provider is responsible for coordinating and approving the scheduling 

of outages on all transmission and generation facilities in the Transmission System.  Procedures 

regarding submittal of requested transmission and generation outages and reporting of unplanned 

outages through the Transmission Provider’s outage scheduler are described in Appendix 12 to 

the SPP Criteria.  The Transmission Provider shall approve all requested outages to the extent 

that such outage requests can be accommodated reliably.  To the extent that granting a requested 

outage would cause a reliability issue on the Transmission System, the Transmission Provider 

may deny the request.  When the Transmission Provider denies an outage request, the 

Transmission Provider shall recommend an alternative timeframe within which the outage can be 

accommodated reliably.    

 
 
ATTACHMENT AK 
I. Reserve Sharing Activation  

In order to activate the Reserve Sharing System, a Balancing Authority operator shall notify the 

Transmission Provider in accordance with Section 6.4.2 of the SPP Criteria. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 67 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Firm Service with Redispatch Clean Up 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Steve Purdy and Matt Harward Company: SPP 

Email: spurdy@spp.org; mharward@spp.org Phone: 501-688-1757; 501-614-3371 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION  

This Revision Request is the result of a SPP internal process improvement initiative with regard to the redispatch provisions of the 
Tariff. The revisions to the Tariff include removal of obsolete language held over from prior processes, reorganization of narrative, 
clarification of the ARR process, etc. There are no changes to the current design of the marketplace resulting from this Revision 
Request. This is a general clean-up of the Tariff related to redispatch.  

The MOPC recommends the BOD approve RR67. All necessary working groups have reviewed and approved this Revisions 
Request.  

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

This RR removes outdated language related to transmission service requests (TSRs) subject to redispatch.  There are multiple 
references to the Transmission Provider’s responsibilities with respect to offering redispatch options to TSRs. Many of the 
references are rendered obsolete as a result of the operation of the Integrated Marketplace.  Under the market structure, all resources 
are already involved in a system-wide “redispatch” as a part of the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch algorithm.   Any 
redispatch costs incurred to relieve a system constraint is collected and paid as part of Integrated Marketplace settlements and 
procedures described under Attachment AE.  FERC approved that transmission customers having Firm Point-To-Point 
Transmission Service subject to redispatch are eligible to nominate Candidate Auction Revenue Rights associated with that service 
only for those times of the year and for only the amounts of service that are not subject to redispatch.  This RR removes outdated 
language and replaces it with language consistent with existing practices and points to Attachment AE 

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 (OATT) Tariff Section(s): 13.5, 27, 34.6, Attachments K, Z1 and F; Schedule 7 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 6/25/2015 

Vote: Approved 

Abstained: OPPD, NPPD, Westar 

 

 

mailto:spurdy@spp.org
mailto:mharward@spp.org
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Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 7/22/2015 

Vote: Approved as not impacting the Protocols 

Abstained: CUS and NPPD 

 

MOPC Recommendation:       

 

Date:    10/13-14/2015   

Vote:      Approved Unanimously 

  

BOD/Member Committee 
Recommendation:       

 

Date:       

Vote:       

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:      Kim VanBrimer on behalf  of the RCWG 

Description of Comments:    RCWG endorsed as having no reliability compliance impacts noted on 7/17/2015. 

Status:       Reviewed by RTWG 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
    
 
Tariff (OATT) 

 
Proposed Tariff Language Revisions (Redlined) 

 
 

 
ATTACHMENT K 

REDISPATCH PROCEDURES AND REDISPATCH COSTS 

I. Redispatch to Accommodate a request for Firm Transmission Service 

A. Purpose 

This Procedure shall apply only to entities that, when applying for Firm Point-To-Point or 

Network Integration Transmission Service, were told that the service could be provided only if redispatch 

occurs, and that agreed to pay redispatch costs.  If an entity in these circumstances does not agree to pay 

redispatch coststhe limited Auction Revenue Rights or Long-Term Congestion Rights as provided in 



Page 3 of 8 
 

Section 13.5 of this Tariff, then its request for Firm Point-to-Point or Network Integration Transmission 

Service will be denied in whole or in part.  To the extent the Transmission Provider can relieve any 

system constraint for Firm Point-To-Point or Network Integration Transmission Service through operation 

of the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets described in Attachment AE of this Tariffby redispatching 

the generation resources of the Transmission Owner(s) or other willing generators, it shall do so, provided 

that the Eligible Customer agrees to compensate the Transmission Providerthe limitations on Auction 

Revenue Rights and Long-Term Congestion Rights pursuant to the terms of Section 27 13.5 of this Tariff 

and this procedure.  The procedure under this Section I is not for the purpose of sustaining non-firm 

service. 

B. Obligations 

The Transmission Provider shall arrange for the redispatch of the generation resources of the 

Transmission Owner(s) or other willing generators for the stated purpose.  As a condition precedent to 

receiving Firm Point-to-Point or Network Integration Transmission Service, a Transmission Customer 

agrees to pay (1) the applicable Transmission Service charges described in Schedules 1 through 11; and 

(2) the actual redispatch cost necessary to relieve transmission constraints.  To the extent practical, the 

redispatch of all such resources shall be on a least cost 

basis.  The total charges to be paid by the Transmission Customer under this Tariff shall not 

exceed the total charges the Transmission Customer would have paid under the Transmission Service 

Tariffs of the Transmission Owners for the Transmission Service in the same amount from the same Point 

of Receipt to the same Point of Delivery unless any additional charges to the Transmission Customer are 

permitted by Commission policy. 

 
CB. Assessment Process 

Upon receipt of an Application for Firm Point-to-Point or Network Integration Transmission 

Service, the Transmission Provider shall make a determination of the availability of the requested Firm 

Transmission Service.  The Transmission Provider's  Security Coordination Center will identify 

transmission constraints utilizing generally accepted power system analysis techniques.  Where the 

requested Firm Transmission Service is determined to be not fully available because of transmission 

constraints, then the Transmission Provider will assess the need for redispatch of generation. 

The procedure to be implemented is as follows:  

1. Determine the available transmission capacity for the requested Firm Transmission Service 

utilizing a load flow computer simulation of the transmission system recognizing all firm uses of 

the system. 
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2. Determine the owned generation resources of the Transmission Owners or others that will relieve 

the transmission constraint and the amount of transmission capacity available through redispatch. 

3. The Transmission Provider shall inform the Eligible Customer if the Transmission Provider 

concludes that redispatch can sustain the requested Firm Transmission Service. 

4. Any disputes as to compensation for service under this Tariff shall go to dispute resolution in 

accord with the provisions of this Tariff. 

DC. Redispatch Costs 

If redispatch services are provided pursuant to this Attachment K, the Transmission Provider will 

in good faith attempt to relieve the constraint through operation of the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets described in Attachment AE of this Tariff.  Costs associated with redispatch services shall be 

collected and paid in accordance with the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets settlement procedures 

described in Attachment AE of this Tariff. 

 

II.  POINT-TO POINT TRANSMISSION SERVICE 

13.5 Transmission Customer Obligations for Facility Additions or Redispatch Costs: 

  In cases where the Transmission Provider determines that the Transmission System is not 

capable of providing Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service without (1) degrading or impairing the 

reliability of service to Native Load Customers, Network Customers and other Transmission Customers 

taking Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service, or (2) interfering with a(the) Transmission Owner's(s’) 

ability to meet prior firm contractual commitments to others, the relevant Transmission Owner(s)  will be 

obligated to expand or upgrade its (their) Transmission System(s) pursuant to the terms of Section 15.4 of 

this Tariff.  The Transmission Customer must agree to pay the Transmission Provider for any necessary 

transmission facility additions pursuant to the terms of Section 27 of this Tariff.  Network Upgrade or Direct 

Assignment Facilities costs to be charged to the Transmission Customer on an incremental basis under the 

Tariff will be specified in the Service Agreement prior to initiating service.  To the extent that the 

Transmission Provider can relieve a system constraint by redispatching resources registered to participate 

in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets, it shall do so, provided that the Eligible Customer agrees to 

compensate the Transmission Provider pursuant to the terms of Section 27.  Any redispatch, Network 

Upgrade or Direct Assignment Facilities costs to be charged to the Transmission Customer on an 

incremental basis under the Tariff will be specified in the Service Agreement prior to initiating service.  

Any redispatch costs incurred to relieve a system constraint to be charged to the Transmission Customer 
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shall be calculated collected and paid as part of the Energy and Operating Reserve Market settlement 

procedures described under Attachment AE of this Tariff.  Transmissions customers having Firm Point-To-

Point transmission serviceTransmission Service with subject to redispatch obligations will be eligible to 

nominate Candidate Auction Revenue Rights associated with that service only for those times of the year 

and for only the amounts of service that are not subject to the redispatch obligation. Long Term Firm 

Transmission Service with a redispatch requirement will not be eligible for any Candidate Long-Term 

Congestion Rights because it does not have continuous service covering the entirety of the associated 

Transmission Congestion Right year.  

 

27 Compensation for New Facilities and Redispatch Costs 

a) Whenever an Aggregate Facilities Study performed by the Transmission Provider in 

connection with the provision of Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service identifies the 

need for new facilities, the recovery of such costs shall be governed by Attachments J and Z1 of this 

Tariff.  Whenever an Aggregate Facilities Study performed by the Transmission Provider in connection 

with the provision of Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service identifies capacity 

constraints that may be relieved by redispatching electric generating resources to eliminate such 

constraints, redispatch will be handled in accordance with Attachment K of this Tariff. The Transmission 

Customer shall be responsible for the redispatch costs as detailed in Schedule 7 and as determined by the 

procedures in Attachment K. 

b) Whenever a System Impact Study performed by the Transmission Provider in connection 

with the provision of Short-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service identifies capacity 

constraints that may be relieved by redispatching electric generating resources to eliminate such 

constraints, redispatch will be handled in accordance with Attachment K of this Tariff. The Transmission 

Customer shall be responsible for the redispatch costs as detailed in Schedule 7 and as determined by the 

procedures in Attachment K. 

 

34.6 Network Customer Obligations for Redispatch ChargeCosts: 

The Network Customer shall pay redispatch costs associated with its transactions through the 

operation and settlement of the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets as described in Attachment AE of 
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this Tariff. Network Customers having service subject to redispatch will be eligible to nominate Candidate 

Auction Revenue Rights and Candidate Long-Term Congestion Rights associated with that service.  

SCHEDULE 7 

LONG-TERM FIRM AND SHORT-TERM FIRM POINT-TO-POINT TRANSMISSION 
SERVICE 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth below in addition to other applicable 

charges specified in the Tariff.  All effective rates under this schedule shall be posted on the SPP 

OASIS. 

[Excerpted] 

3. Redispatch Costs:  The redispatch costs shall be calculated in accordance with the 

formula and protocols shown on Attachment K.   

 

 
ATTACHMENT Z1 

AGGREGATE TRANSMISSION SERVICE STUDY PROCEDURES AND COST 
ALLOCATION AND RECOVERY FOR SERVICE UPGRADES 

IV. Cost Allocation for Service Upgrades 

The cost of Service Upgrades shall be allocated in accordance with this Section. 

a. For the purpose of determining the cost responsibility for each transmission service 

request, all upgrades required to provide transmission service for all transmission service 

reservations included in an Aggregate Facilities Study shall be included in an Aggregate 

Cost Allocation Assessment.  The cost of each transmission upgrade component will be 

allocated to each customer in the aggregation group on a pro-rata impact basis as 

provided in paragraph b.  With regard to the cost allocation, the Transmission Provider 
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shall review all upgrades and determine the earliest date that each upgrade is required to 

be in-service in order to provide the requested transmission service.  This date is the Date 

Upgrade Needed. The cost of a facility upgrade shall be allocated to all customers in the 

aggregate group whose reservation period begins after the Date Upgrade Needed or 

extends past the Date Upgrade Needed, whether or not an interim redispatch option is 

available.  If the Date Upgrade Needed for the upgrade is after completion of service, no 

cost will be allocated to the customer for the upgrade under consideration.   

 

All requests that have a positive impact on the upgrade and for which the service has not 

been completed prior to the Date Upgrade Needed for such upgrade, shall be allocated 

costs for the upgrade; and the Transmission Provider shall review these requests in order 

to determine the amortization period for the facility.  For this determination, the start date 

of the amortization period shall be the expected in-service date of the facility.  The end 

date for the amortization period shall be the end of the term of the request that ends at the 

latest point in time as adjusted for deferral of any requests. 

 

In the event the expected in-service date of the upgrade is after the Date Upgrade Needed, 

the customers whose requests span a portion of the time between the Date Upgrade 

Needed and the expected in-service date may: 

1. Defer the start of the request until the expected in-service date of the upgrade; or 

2. Request interim redispatch, if available. 

 

If the customer selects the interim redispatch option, the Transmission Provider will 

evaluate curtailment of existing confirmed service or interim redispatch of units to 

provide service prior to completion of any allocated network upgrades.  The 

Transmission Provider will provide the top 100determine whether a feasible redispatch 

pairs, if available,solution exists to relieve the incremental MW impact on the limiting 

facilities.  This redispatch option will be used to allow the customer to begin transmission 

service based on an earlier start date than the deferred date.  Redispatch services shall be 

provided in accordance with Attachment K of the this Tariff. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 71 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Revisions to Attachments D, AC and Section 19.2 to Reflect System Impact Study Process Under Integrated Marketplace 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Matt Harward Company: SPP 

Email: mharward@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3560 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION  

This Revision Request revises the Tariff and cleans up obsolete language and provides edits that more accurately describe SPP’s 
processes since the implementation of the Integrated Marketplace.  

The MOPC recommends that the BOD approve its request regarding Revision Request 71. All necessary working groups have 
reviewed and approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

With the implementation of the Integrated Marketplace, the process for studying and granting short-term service has changed. The 
current Tariff reflects the old process; therefore, the current language describing the System Impact Study process for short-term 
service requests is obsolete and does not accurately describe the process.  

 The RTWG requested that SPP staff perform an overall review of Attachment AC to determine whether edits could be proposed 
which would update Attachment AC to more accurately reflect how SPP processes requests for Short Term Firm Service in the 
Integrated Marketplace. Upon review, SPP staff determined that substantial edits could be made which would tighten the language of 
Attachment AC to more accurately reflect the current process SPP utilizes to review requests for Short Term Firm Transmission 
Service and perform a system impact study (“SIS”) if insufficient capacity exists to grant the request and the Transmission Customer 
has requested a SIS.  Additionally, while reviewing Attachment AC, SPP staff determined that Attachment D, which contains the 
methodology to perform a SIS, should also be revised as part of the effort.  Similar edits are proposed for Section 19.2, applicable to 
point-to-point service, and to Section 32.2 which is applicable to network service to correlate with the changes to Attachments D and 
AC. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

Revisions proposed in RR 71 will update the tariff language in the target sections to accurately reflect the current methodology SPP 
utilizes to process requests for short-term service, including the System Impact Study process when insufficient capacity on the 
transmission system exists to grant the request. The proposed Tariff language also clarifies when counteroffers for partial service may 
be offered by SPP within the context of the overall process.  

 

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 (OATT) Tariff Section(s):  Attachment D, Attachment AC sections 1-6, Addendum 1 to 
Attachment AC     

  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

 



WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group: RTWG 

 

Date: 6/25/2015 

Vote: Approved 

Secondary Working Group: TWG 

 

Date: 8/18/2015 

Vote: Endorsed as having no reliability impacts  

MOPC Recommendation:       

 

Date:  10/13-14/2015     

Vote:  Approved Unanimously      

BOD/Member Committee 
Recommendation:       

 

Date:       

Vote:       

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:     Kim VanBrimer on behalf of the RCWG  

Description of Comments:  RCWG endorsed as having no reliability compliance impacts noted on 7/17/2015. 

Status:  Reviewed by RTWG     

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
     
 

Tariff (OATT) 

 
19.2 System Impact Study Agreement and Cost Reimbursement: 

The Eligible  Transmission Customer’s completion of the OASIS 

reservation with the following statement in the customer comment field “exercise 

System Impact Study option” shall provide the Transmission Provider with the 

required notification to that the TransmissionEligible Customer’s elects to move 

forward with the System Impact Study optionconsider the reservation a Qualifying 

Request, as defined provided in Attachment AC of this Tariff.  Completing the 

reservation in this manner constitutes Eligible Customer’s agreement to pay for all 

System Impact Studies necessary to support the evaluation of the service. 

 



32.2 System Impact Study Agreement and Cost Reimbursement:  

The Eligible Customer’s completion of the OASIS reservation with the 

following statement in the customer comment field “exercise System Impact 

Study option”  shall provide the Transmission Provider with the required 

notification to consider the reservation a Qualifying request.  Completing the 

reservation in this manner constitutes Eligible Customer’s agreement to pay for 

all System Impact Studies necessary to support the evaluation of the service.   

 
 

ATTACHMENT D 
METHODOLOGY FOR COMPLETING A SYSTEM IMPACT STUDY 

 

Upon receipt of a TransmissionEligible Customer’s Completed Application for Short-

Term Service and non-firm Transmission Service requests of less than one year, the Transmission 

Provider will evaluate the request in accordance with the provisions of Attachment C of this Tariff 

to determine whether sufficient transmission capacity exists to satisfy the request.determine 

whether transmission transfer capability ("Available Transfer Capability" or "ATC") will be 

available to accommodate the transmission service requested in such Application by applying the 

criteria and practices described in Attachment C to this Tariff.  If sufficient transmission ATC will 

capacity exists to support the transaction described in the Eligible Customer's Applicationrequest, 

as supplemented with necessary details such as the sources and sinks of the power to be scheduled 

under the request, the Transmission Provider will so inform the Eligible Customeraccept the 

reservation.  If the Transmission Provider determines that existing transmission ATC capacity is 

insufficient to provide the requested service, the Transmission Provider will initiate the 

Rreservation Pprocessing Mmethodology pursuant to Section 3 of Attachment AC of theisthis 

Tariff, and perform a System Impact Study, if requested by the TransmissionEligible Customer in 

accordance with Sections 19.2 and 32 of theisthis Tariffnotify the Eligible Customer.   

Upon a request by the Eligible Customer, the Transmission Provider will tender a Study 

Agreement to the Eligible Customer for a System Impact Study. 

Upon receipt of a completed System Impact Study Agreement, the Transmission Provider, 

in coordination with the affected Transmission Owners, will perform a System Impact Study to 

determine whether the request for transmission service can be accommodated through construction 

of Direct Assignment Facilities or Network Upgrades or through redispatch, if available. The 



System Impact Study will provide an estimate of the cost of redispatch.  The System Impact Study 

will provide (i) information about the system constraints that prohibit Transmission Provider’s 

acceptance of the requested service; and (ii) whether redispatch will permit Transmission Provider 

to accept the reservation. The Transmission Provider shall post the results of the sSystem iImpact 

sStudy on the OASIS. 

If the studies predict that a constraint will occur in the system of a non-SPP transmission 

provider or external Balancing Authority Area, the Transmission Provider will so inform the 

Eligible Customer requesting service.  The Transmission Provider and Eligible Customer will need 

to work with the appropriate parties to determine if the limitation is valid and to determine the 

facility additions or redispatch that may be required by others to support the transfer. The Eligible 

Customer requesting service shall have the option to reduce the request to a level that can be 

sustained without experiencing the constraint. 

System Impact Studies are not performed for Long-Term Service requests.  Long-Term 

Service requests are evaluated through an Aggregate Facilities Study in accordance with the 

procedures set forth in Attachment Z1 toof this Tariff.  
 
 

ATTACHMENT AC 
RESERVATION PROCESSING METHOD FOR SHORT TERM FIRM 

TRANSMISSION SERVICE SHORT-TERM SERVICE- SYSTEM IMPACT STUDY 
PROCESS 

 

 

1. IntroductionShort-Term Service Request and Initial Validation 

 1.1. Definitions 

 1.1.1. Qualifying Request – a daily, weekly or monthly request for short-term 

firm transmission service for which Customer has requested the application of this processing 

method pursuant to the notification requirements set out below.  

 1.1.2. Qualifying Redispatch Options – any generation redispatch provisions, 

confirmed firm service curtailment provisions, or combination thereof. 

  1.2. Nature of the Process 



This Reservation Processing Method For Short Term Firm Transmission Service provides 

the standard evaluation process applied to daily, weekly and monthly firm transmission 

service requests and an associated mechanism for administration of related energy 

schedules. A request for Short-Term Service may be submitted by a TransmissionEligible 

Customer on the Transmission Provider’s OASIS in the following increments: Daily, 

Weekly, and Monthly. Upon receipt of the TransmissionEligible Customer’s request for 

Short-Term Service the Transmission Provider will evaluate the request in accordance with 

the provisions of Attachment C of this Tariff to determine whether sufficient 

systemtransmission capacity exists to satisfy the request. A Short-Term Service request 

that passes such initial validation will be accepted by the Transmission Provider within the 

timeframes provided in Attachment P of this Tariff.  

Customers requesting daily, weekly and monthly short term firm transmission service will have 

the opportunity to request, obtain and pay for system impact studies that provide information about 

the system constraints that prohibit Transmission Provider’s acceptance of the requested service 

and redispatch options that may alleviate those constraints.  Additionally, customer response time 

requirements will be adjusted to provide an opportunity for Customer to contract for any redispatch 

mitigation necessary for Transmission Provider’s acceptance of the requested service. 

2. Requests that Fail Initial Validation 

 

2.1 System Impact Study Option 

 

 

3. Reservation Processing Provisions 

 3.1. Customer Request for Application of These Procedures 

This Reservation Processing Method For Short Term Firm Transmission Service will be 

used to process short-term firm requests upon notification by Customer requesting the 

service.  Short-Term Service requests that do not pass initial validation will be processed 

in accordance with Section 3 of this Attachment AC of this Tariff if requested by the 

TransmissionEligible Customer. Such requests shall be made by the TransmissionEligible 

Customer notification shall be made only by including the following statement in the 



customer comment field of such reservation: “exercise sSystem iImpact sStudy option.” In 

accordance with the provisions of Section 19.2 of this Tariff.   Entry of this comment 

constitutes customer’s agreement to pay for all sSystem iImpact sStudies necessary to 

support the evaluation of this service.  Such request will, by this notification, become a 

Qualifying Request. 

2.2 Counteroffer 

Short-Term Service requests that do not pass initial validation and where the 

TransmissionEligible Customer does not exercise the System Impact Study option shall be 

reviewed by the Transmission Provider to determine if partial service can be offered. If 

partial service can be offered the Transmission Provider shall counteroffer the available 

transmission capacity to the TransmissionEligible Customer. 

  

3. System Impact Study Process 

3.12. Initial Feasibility Analysis 

Upon receipt of such Qualifying Request, SPPFor Short-Term Service requests that do not 

pass initial validation and where the TransmissionEligible Customer has exercised the 

System Impact Study option, the Transmission Provider shall conduct an initial analysis of 

the feasibility of such reservation request at no cost to the TransmissionEligible cCustomer.  

This preliminary study will be posted on the SPP OASIS web site.  Such reservation request 

shall be deemed feasible if: (1) the number of internal flowgate constraints areis three or 

less;  and (2) either (i) the Available Flowgate Capacity required is either (i) the lesser 

thanof the TRM Value minus the transmission capacity used by other reservations requests 

granted pursuant to these procedures or (ii) less than fifteen percent of the Available 

Fflowgate Ccapacity minus the transmission capacity used by other reservations requests 

granted pursuant to this methodthese  procedures.  If the reservation is not deemed to be 

feasible, it will be processed according to the normal methodology used for short-term firm 

service requests provided for in this Tariff.  Upon conclusion of the feasibility analysis, the 

TransmissionEligible cCustomer will be notified of the results of the analysis and if the 



reservation request is deemed to be feasible. AFor Short-Term Service requests that is 

notare deemed infeasible, the Transmission Provider shall counteroffer partial service to 

the extent it is available; and if partial service is not available the Transmission Provider 

will refuse the request.will be refused by the Transmission Provider, the response time 

provisions of Addendum 1 to this Attachment AC will become effective. 

 3.3.32. Redispatch Option IdentificationNotification and Request for System 

Impact Study 

Upon notification by the Transmission Provider that the reservation  request is feasible, the 

TransmissionEligible cCustomer shall notify the Transmission Provider of its election to 

move forwardcontinue with the System Impact Study. this process or terminate itthe 

request.  If the TransmissionEligible Customer elects to terminate this processthe 

requestSystem Impact Study, the Transmission Provider shall counteroffer partial service 

to the extent it is available; and if partial service is not available the Transmission Provider 

will refuse the request.such reservation request will be refused by the Transmission 

Providerprocessed according to the normal methodology used for short-term firm service 

requests otherwise provided for in this Tariff, including the provision of a counter offer 

when appropriate.  If Customer elects to move forward with this process, Customer shall 

make notification to the Transmission Provider pursuant to Addendum 1 to this Attachment 

AC of the Qualifying Redispatch Options it believes permits acceptance of the requested 

reservation.   

  

 3.43. Redispatch System Impact Study 

If the TransmissionEligible Customer elects to move forward with the System Impact 

Study, the Transmission Provider will perform a System Impact Study in accordance with 

the provisions of Attachment D of this Tariff.  

4. Acceptance and Confirmation of Short-Term Service Request Subject to Redispatch 



Once Customer has proposed the Qualifying Redispatch Options, Transmission Provider 

will determine whether the proposed redispatch will permit Transmission Provider to 

accept the reservation.  Transmission Provider will provide a timely response to Customer, 

pursuant to the response times specified on Addendum 1 to this Attachment AC, and post 

the results of the study on its OASIS.  If the System Impact Study determines that the 

redispatch options will permit the Transmission Provider to accept the reservationrequest, 

the Transmission Provider will respond in accordance with the Customer will be 

responsible to negotiate and contract for such redispatch service from the provider or 

providers of Qualifying Redispatch Options and provide copies of such agreements within 

the response times specified on Addendum 1 to this Attachment AC.  If 

TransmissionEligible Customer confirms the request, any redispatch costs incurred to 

relieve a system constraint to be charged to the TransmissionEligible Customer shall be 

collected and paid as part of the Energy and Operating Reserve Market settlement 

procedures described under Attachment AE of this Tariff and through the limitations on 

Auction Revenue Rights and Long-Term Congestion Rights pursuant to the terms of 

Section 13.5 of this Tariff. Upon demonstration of such agreement, Transmission Provider 

will accept the reservation.  In the event the customer does not provide demonstration of 

such agreement within the required time, the request will be deemed withdrawn.  

5. Refusal ofProcessing of  Short-Term Service Requests due to lack of Redispatch 

Optionsthat fail the System Impact Study 

Transmission Provider will refuse For Short-Term Service requests that fail the System 

Impact Study, the Transmission Provider shall counteroffer .partial service to the extent it 

is available; and if partial service is not available the Transmission Provider will refuse 

the request. 

 

 

 

Scheduling Requirements and Redispatch Implementation 

 6.1. Scheduling Requirements 



Any tag associated with a reservation requiring specification of redispatch provisions must 

be submitted not later than one hour prior to its start.  The Transmission Provider’s 

Reliability Coordinator will determine whether redispatch will be required during the next 

clock hour and inform Customer not later than thirty minutes prior to the top of the hour. 

 6.2. Conditions under which redispatch would be required 

In the event that such reservation impacts a flowgate that is currently in or is expected to 

be in a TLR level 3 or higher and curtailment of existing non-firm schedules is not adequate 

to reduce flowgate loading to an acceptable level, Customer will be informed of the 

required action for relief.  Customer will be required to take the required action at the top 

of the hour.  Implementation of redispatch options will be required subsequent to a relevant 

impacted flowgate being in TLR level 3 and prior to TLR Level 5.  In the event that the 

Reliability Coordinator determines that required redispatch has not been implemented, the 

reservation(s) will be terminated for the remainder of the hour. 
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Addendum 1 to Attachment AC 

 
Time Frames for Short-Term System Impact Studies 

 

Term 

TransmissionEligible 
Customer Responds 

to Preliminary 
StudyFeasibility 

Analysis 

SPP Studies 
and Post 

System Impact 
Study 

TransmissionEligible 
Customer Meets 

RequirementsConfirms 
Request  

Customer Meets 
Requirements 

(Reservation Pending)1 

Monthly (more than 
1 month) 

1 Business Day 
10 Business Days 7 Business Days 4 Days 

Weekly 4 Business Hours 
3 Business Days 3 Business Days 2 Days 

 Multi-Dayily (up to 1 
week) 

2 Business Hours 
2 Business Days 2 Business Days 24 Hours 

 Daily 2 Business Hours 
2 Business Days 2 Business Days 2 Hours 

Daily (Day Prior) 1 Business Hour 1 Business Day 1 Business Day 2 Hours 

Note: Business Hour: One Hour between 8 AM through 5 PM, Central Prevailing Time, during one business day. 
              Business Day: Monday through Friday, except NERC Holidays.  

 
 
_________________________ 
1 Pending Reservation is a reservation that would be accepted if the reservation in System Impact Study 
were to be refused. This situation demands a shorter time frame. 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 110 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Point-of-delivery and point-of-receipt for transactions at the Canadian border 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Matt Harward Company: SPP 

Email: mharward@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3200 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This Revision Request adds clarifying language to the Tariff to stipulate that the US/Canada border is the point-of-delivery or 
point-of-receipt for market transactions with Canadian entities. This legal construct will allow Canadian entities to participate in the 
Integrated Marketplace and designates, regardless of actual geography, where energy passes from SPP’s footprint to the Canadian 
entity.  

The MOPC recommends that BOD approve this Revision Request. All applicable working groups have reviewed and approved. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve. With the IS integration, SPP will now have an interconnection with a 
Canadian utility, SaskPower, whose affiliate will become a Market Participant. Additionally, Manitoba Hydro, a Canadian 
generation company, has expressed interest in participating in the SPP market as a Market Participant. To effectuate the ability of 
these entities to register as an SPP Market Participant and transact in the Integrated Marketplace, Manitoba has requested that Tariff 
language be developed that recognizes the US/Canada border as the point-of-delivery and point-of-receipt for transactions 
involving Canadian entities. This is purely a legal recognition to satisfy federal and provincial requirements. These entities are not 
requesting special treatment or accommodation of general rules applicable to Market Participants. Canadian entities transacting in 
the Integrated Marketplace will be subject to the same rules as any other Market Participant.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. Tariff recognition that the US/Canada border is the point-of-delivery 
or point-of-receipt for market transactions with Canadian entities. This is a purely legal construct will allow Canadian entities to not 
have to seek approval from the US Department of Energy to export energy into the US. Likewise, SPP will benefit from the 
stipulation that the border is the recognized demarcation point where energy is handed off from both directions. The Tariff revisions 
proposed herein are a legal construct and do not/are not intended to impact the function of the market. Canadian entities will be 
subject to the same market rules as all other Market Participants. With these changes, the legal recognition where the energy 
exchanges hands will be memorialized. This language is similar to what Canadian entities have required in other RTO tariffs in 
order to allow the Canadian entity to engage in market transactions. 

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): 4.2.27, 4.2.3.3, 
4.2.4 Protocol Version: 33a 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): Import Interchange Transaction Offers 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 
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Primary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 7-23-2015 

Action Taken: Approved as Modified  

 

Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 8-19-2015 

Action Taken:  Approved unanimously 

 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13-14/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved Unanimously     

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: None submitted 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

4.2.2.7 Import Interchange Transaction Offers 

Market Participants may submit Offers to sell Energy coming from outside of the SPP Balancing Authority 
Area for use in the DA Market and/or RTBM using Market Import Service as defined in the Interchange 
Scheduling Reference Manual.  A Market Participant must reserve Market Import Service prior to 
submittal of the Offer in accordance with the procedures specified in the SPP OATT Business Practices. 
The following rules apply to Import Interchange Transaction Offer submittal. Additional detail regarding 
scheduling of Import Interchange Transactions can be found in the Interchange Scheduling Reference 
Manual. 

(1) The MW amount of Import Interchange Transactions will be limited on a Dispatch Interval basis 
by the amount of SPP system ramping capability available.  Market Participants must use the SPP 
ramp reservation system as described under Section 4.2.5 to ensure there is sufficient ramp to 
accommodate their transaction; 

(2) Import Interchange Transaction Offers will be submitted via E-tag and Real-Time Operations 
Scheduling System (RTOSS) as described under the SPP OATT Business Practices.  Additional 

http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2044&pageID=27
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2044&pageID=27
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fields will be available through E-tagging to identify transaction type and to submit price-based 
information as necessary; 

(3) Three types of Import Interchange Transaction Offers will be supported: Fixed, Dispatchable and 
Up-To-Transmission Usage Charge or ‘Up-to-TUC”. 

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

(b) A Dispatchable Offer specifies both a MW amount and a minimum $/MWh price that the 
Market Participant must be paid if the transaction clears the DA Market.  Dispatchable 
Offers are only available for use in the DA Market.  If the transaction clears the DA Market, 
it automatically rolls forward as a fixed schedule for use in RUC and the RTBM.  Any 
adjustment to the schedule will be settled as a deviation from the DA Market. 

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

(4) All Import Interchange Transactions from a Resource located in Canada shall be deemed to have 

a point-of-receipt at the U.S/Canada border. For purposes of this Section 4.2.2.7, the point-of-receipt must 

be located at an interconnection between a transmission facility under the functional control of the 

Transmission Provider and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian transmission service 

providerutility.  

4.2.3.3         Export Interchange Transaction Bids 

Market Participants may submit bids to purchase Energy from the DA Market for sale outside of the SPP 
Balancing Authority Area. A Market Participant must reserve transmission service prior to submittal of 
the Bid in accordance with the procedures specified in the SPP OATT Business Practices.  Additional 
detail regarding scheduling of Export Interchange Transactions can be found in the Interchange 
Scheduling Reference Manual. The following rules apply to Export Interchange Transaction Bid 
submittal. 

http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2044&pageID=27
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2044&pageID=27
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(1) The MW amount of Export Interchange Transactions will be limited on a Dispatch Interval basis 
by the amount of SPP system ramping capability available.  Market Participants must use the SPP 
ramp reservation system as described under Section 4.2.5 to ensure there is sufficient ramp to 
accommodate their transaction; 

(2) Export Interchange Transaction Bids will be submitted via E-tag and RTOSS.  Additional fields 
will be available through E-tagging to submit price-based information as necessary; 

(3) Three types of Export Interchange Transaction Bids will be supported:  Fixed, Dispatchable and 
Up-To-TUC; 

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

(b) A Dispatchable Bid specifies both a MW amount and a maximum $/MWh price that the 
Market Participant is willing to pay if the transaction clears the DA Market.  Dispatchable 
Bids are only available for use in the DA Market.  If the transaction clears the DA Market, 
it automatically rolls forward as a Fixed schedule for use in RUC and the RTBM.  Any 
adjustment to the schedule will be settled as a deviation from the DA Market. 

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

(4) Export Interchange Transaction Bids are eligible to supply Supplemental Reserve subject to 
meeting the follow eligibility requirements: 

(a) The Market Participant must notify SPP as part of their E-Tag of their intent to supply 
Supplemental Reserve with an Export Interchange Transaction Bid no later than 5:00 AM 
Day-Ahead;  

(b) The Export Interchange Transaction Bid must be fixed and submitted for use in the DA 
Market; 

(c) The Export Interchange Transaction must be fully recallable within a 10-minute period for 
the amount of Supplemental Reserve specified; 
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(d) An Export Interchange Transaction Bid may reduce the Market Participant’s Supplemental 
Reserve obligation.  The reduction to Market Participant’s Supplemental Reserve 
obligation will be the lesser of (i) the reduction in the system requirement based on the 
delivery of reserve energy, provided by the curtailment of the export schedule as 
determined by SPP; or (ii) the Market Participant’s Supplemental Reserve obligation.  The 
reduction, if applied, will be proportional to the Market Participant’s zonal Supplemental 
Reserve obligation;  

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

(f) Provision of Supplemental Reserve from an Export Interchange Transaction Bid is limited 
to Export Interchange Transactions associated to DC tie-lines. 

(5) All Export Interchange Transactions to serve load located in Canada shall be deemed to have a 

point-of-delivery at the U.S/Canada border. For purposes of this Section 4.2.3.3, the point-of-delivery 

must be located at an interconnection between a transmission facility under the functional control of the 

Transmission Provider and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian transmission service 

providerutility.    

4.2.4    Through Interchange Transactions 

Energy scheduled through the SPP Balancing Authority Area will be settled in the DA Market, RTBM or 
both.  A Market Participant must reserve transmission service prior to submittal of the schedule in 
accordance with the procedures specified in the SPP OATT Business Practices in an amount sufficient to 
cover the request. Additional detail regarding scheduling of Through Interchange Transactions can be 
found in the Interchange Scheduling Reference Manual. 

(1) Through Interchange Transactions will be submitted via E-tag and RTOSS; 

(2) Two types of Through Interchange Transactions will be supported:  Fixed and Up-To-TUC; 

(a) A Fixed Through Interchange Transaction is a specified MW that will be cleared regardless 
of the price at either of the External Interface Settlement Locations (Source GCA and Sink 
LCA specified on E-Tag).  If submitted for use in the DA Market, a Fixed Through 
Interchange Transaction will automatically roll forward as a Fixed schedule for use in RUC 
and the RTBM.  If submitted for use in the RTBM, the Fixed Through Interchange 
Transaction will clear in the RTBM and will be considered a fixed schedule for use in any 
RUC Processes. 

(b) An Up-To-TUC Through Interchange Transaction specifies both a MW amount and the 
maximum amount of congestion cost and marginal loss cost, in $/MWh, between the 

http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2044&pageID=27
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specified E-Tag Source GCA and Sink LCA Settlement Location the Market Participant is 
willing to pay if the transaction clears the DA Market.  Up-To-TUC Through Interchange 
Transactions are only available for use in the DA Market.  If the transaction clears the DA 
Market, it automatically rolls forward as a Fixed schedule for use in the RUC and RTBM.  
Any adjustment to the schedule in the RTBM would be settled as a deviation from the DA 
Market. 

(3) All Through Interchange Transactions with a Resource or load located in Canada shall be deemed 

to have an External Interface, respectively, at the U.S/Canada border. For purposes of this Section 4.2.4, 

the External Interface must be located at an interconnection between a transmission facility under the 

functional control of the Transmission Provider and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian 

transmission service providerutility.     

 
 

Tariff (OATT) 

 
Import Interchange Transaction Offers  

(1) The MW amount of Import Interchange Transactions will be limited on a Dispatch Interval 

basis by the amount of the Transmission Provider system ramping capability available.  A 

Market Participant must use the Transmission Provider ramp reservation system as 

described in the Market Protocols to ensure there is sufficient ramp to accommodate its 

transaction.  An Import Interchange Transaction Offer must have an associated 

Transmission Service reservation.  There are three types of Import Interchange Transaction 

Offers: 

(a) A fixed Offer – Specifies a MW amount that will be cleared regardless of the price 

at the External Interface Settlement Location.  If the fixed Import Interchange 

Transaction is submitted for use in the Day-Ahead Market, it will be cleared in the 

Day-Ahead Market and automatically roll forward as a fixed schedule for use in 

RUC and the RTBM.  If specified for use in the RTBM only, the fixed Import 

Interchange Transaction will be considered a fixed schedule for the Day-Ahead 

RUC, Intra-Day RUC and RTBM. 

(b) A Dispatchable Offer - Specifies both a MW amount and a minimum dollars per 

MW hour price that the Market Participant must be paid if the transaction clears the 

Day-Ahead Market.  Dispatchable Offers are only available for use in the Day-
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Ahead Market and cannot be submitted for use in the RTBM.  If the transaction 

clears the Day-Ahead Market, it automatically rolls forward as a fixed schedule for 

use in Day-Ahead RUC, Intra-Day RUC and the RTBM.  Any adjustment to the 

schedule will be settled in the RTBM as a deviation from the Day-Ahead Market 

schedule. 

(c) An up-to-transmission usage charge Offer - Specifies both a MW amount and the 

combined maximum amount of congestion cost and marginal loss cost between the 

specified Source and Sink Settlement Location that the Market Participant is willing 

to pay if the transaction clears the Day-Ahead Market.  Up-to-transmission usage 

charge Offers are only available for use in the Day-Ahead Market and cannot be 

submitted for use in the RTBM.  If the transaction clears the Day-Ahead Market, it 

automatically rolls forward as a fixed schedule for use in the Day-Ahead RUC, 

Intra-Day RUC and RTBM.  Any adjustment to the schedule will be settled in the 

RTBM as a deviation from the Day-Ahead Market schedule. 

(2) All Import Interchange Transactions from a Resource located in Canada shall be deemed to have 

a point-of-receipt at the U.S./Canada border. For purposes of this Section 4.2.2(2), the point-of-

receipt must be located at an interconnection between a transmission facility under the functional 

control of the Transmission Provider and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian 

utilitytransmission service provider.  

4.3.3 Export Interchange Transaction Bids 

(1) Market Participants may submit bids to purchase Energy from the Day-Ahead Market for 

sale outside of the SPP Balancing Authority Area.  A Market Participant must reserve 

Transmission Service prior to submittal of the Bid.  There are three types of Export 

Interchange Transaction Bids: 

(a) A fixed Bid: 

 Specifies a MW amount that will be cleared regardless of the price at the External 

Interface Settlement Location.  If the fixed Export Interchange Transaction is 

submitted for use in the Day-Ahead Market, it will be cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Market and automatically roll forward as a fixed schedule for use in RUC and the 

RTBM.  If specified for use in the RTBM only, the fixed Export Interchange 
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Transaction will be considered a fixed schedule for the Day-Ahead RUC, Intra-Day 

RUC and RTBM; 

(b) A dispatchable Bid: 

 Specifies both a MW amount and a maximum price that the Market Participant is 

willing to pay if the transaction clears the Day-Ahead Market.  Dispatchable Bids 

are only available for use in the Day-Ahead Market and cannot be submitted for 

use in the RTBM only.  If the transaction clears the Day-Ahead Market, it 

automatically rolls forward as a fixed schedule for use in the Day-Ahead RUC, 

Intra-Day RUC and the RTBM.  Any adjustment to the schedule will be settled in 

the RTBM as a deviation from the Day-Ahead Market schedule; and 

(c) An up-to transmission usage charge Bid: 

 Specifies both a MW amount and the combined maximum amount of congestion 

cost and marginal loss cost the Market Participant is willing to pay if the transaction 

clears the Day-Ahead Market.  Up-to transmission usage charge Bids are only 

available for use in the Day-Ahead Market.  If the transaction clears the Day-Ahead 

Market, it automatically rolls forward as a fixed schedule for use in the Day-Ahead 

RUC, Intra-Day RUC and RTBM.  Any adjustment to the schedule will be settled 

as a deviation in the RTBM from the Day-Ahead Market schedule. 

(2) The total MW amount of Export Interchange Transactions is limited on a Dispatch Interval 

basis by the amount of the Transmission Provider system ramping capability available.  A 

Market Participant must use the Transmission Provider ramp reservation system as 

described in the Market Protocols to ensure there is sufficient ramp to accommodate its 

transaction. 

(3) An Export Interchange Transaction Bid is eligible to reduce a Market Participant’s 

Supplemental Reserve obligation subject to meeting the eligibility requirements under 

subsections (a) through (c) below.  The reduction to a Market Participant’s Supplemental 

Reserve obligation will be the lesser of (i) the reduction in the system requirement based 

on the delivery of reserve energy provided by the curtailment of the export schedule as 

determined by the Transmission Provider; or (ii) the Market Participant’s Supplemental 

Reserve obligation.  The reduction, if applied, will be proportional to the Market 

Participant’s zonal Supplemental Reserve obligations, 

(a) The Export Interchange Transaction Bid must be fixed and submitted for use in the 

Day-Ahead Market and cannot be submitted for use in the RTBM only; 



Page 9 of 10 
 

(b) The Export Interchange Transaction must be fully recallable within a ten (10) 

minute period for the amount of Supplemental Reserve specified;  

(c) Supplemental Reserve supplied by an Export Interchange Transaction in excess of 

the Market Participant’s Supplemental Reserve obligation within the applicable 

Reserve Zone will not be eligible for payment; and 

(d) Provision of Supplemental Reserve from an Export Interchange Transaction Bid is 

limited to Export Interchange Transactions associated with DC tie-lines. 

(4) All Export Interchange Transactions to serve load located in Canada shall be deemed to have a 

point-of-delivery at the U.S./Canada border. For purposes of this Section 4.3.3(4), the point-of-

delivery must be located at an interconnection between a transmission facility under the functional 

control of the Transmission Provider and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian 

utilitytransmission service provider.    

 4.4 Through Interchange Transactions 

 Market Participants may submit Through Interchange Transactions in the Day-Ahead 

Market, RTBM or both.  A Market Participant must reserve Transmission Service prior to 

submittal of the schedule in accordance with the procedures specified in the OATT Business 

Practices in an amount sufficient to cover the request.  There are two types of Through Interchange 

Transactions: 

(1) Fixed transaction: 

Defines a specific MW amount that will be cleared regardless of the price at either of the 

External Interface Settlement Locations.  If submitted for use in the Day-Ahead Market, a 

fixed Through Interchange Transaction will automatically roll forward as a fixed schedule 

for use in RUC and the RTBM.  If submitted for use in the RTBM, the fixed Through 

Interchange Transaction will clear in the RTBM and will be considered a fixed schedule 

for use in the Day-Ahead RUC and the Intra-Day RUC; and 

(2) Up-to transmission usage charge transaction: 

Specifies both a specific MW amount and the combined maximum amount of congestion 

cost and marginal loss cost the Market Participant is willing to pay if the transaction clears 

the Day-Ahead Market.  Up-to transmission usage charge Through Interchange 

Transactions are only available for use in the Day-Ahead Market.  If the transaction clears 
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the Day-Ahead Market, it will automatically roll forward as a fixed schedule for use in the 

Day-Ahead RUC, the Intra-Day RUC and the RTBM. 

(3) All Through Interchange Transactions with a Resource or load located in Canada shall be 

deemed to have an External Interface, respectively, at the U.S./Canada border. For 

purposes of this Section 4.4(3), the External Interface must be located at an interconnection 

between a transmission facility under the functional control of the Transmission Provider 

and a transmission facility operated by a Canadian utilitytransmission service provider.     
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 121 Date: 10/16/2015 

RR Title: Western Area Power Administration-Rocky Mountain Region 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Ron Klinefelter Company: Western Area Power Administration 

Email: klinefelter@wapa.gov Phone: 720-962-7010 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The Tariff revisions in this RR will recognize Western-RMR as a defined term in the Tariff and include Western-RMR, where 
appropriate, in Section 39.3 which deals with terms related to Western participation in SPP. Adding the recognition of Western-
RMR into the Tariff will allow Western-RMR to continue participation as a Market Participant in the Integrated Marketplace. 

The MOPC recommends the BOD approve the Revision Request.   

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

Tariff revisions are necessary to allow Western Area Power Administration-Rocky Mountain (“Western-RMR”) to continue its 
participation in the Integrated Marketplace post 10/1/2015. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

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): W - Definitions 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:   

RTWG 

Date: 9/25/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: NPPD 

 

MOPC  

 

Date: 10/13-14/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved Unanimously     
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BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: None submitted 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

 
 

Tariff (OATT) 

 
W - Definitions 

Western Area Power Administration-Rocky Mountain Region (“Western-RMR”): A 

division of the Western Area Power Administration that markets and transmits Federal power 

generated from certain U.S. Bureau of Reclamation hydroelectric facilities collectively known as 

the Loveland Area Projects.  Western-RMR also operates the Western Area Colorado Missouri 

Balancing Authority Area, known as WACM, and the Western Area Lower Colorado Balancing 

Authority Area, known as WALC, and provides transmission services, including, but not limited 

to, transmission service across Western-owned transmission facilities within the two Balancing 

Authority Areas.  

 

39.3 Participation by Western-UGP Area Power Administration Subject to Federal Laws 
and Regulations 

(a) Subject to Acts of Congress   

The participation by the United States through Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR in this 
Tariff is subject in all respects to acts of Congress and to regulations of the Secretary of 
Energy established thereunder, and to rate schedules promulgated by the Secretary of 
Energy.  This reservation includes, but is not limited to, the statutory limitations upon the 
authority of the Secretary of Energy to submit disputes arising under this Tariff to 
arbitration.  In the event of a conflict between these Federal participation provisions in 
Section 39.3 of this Tariff and any other provision of this Tariff, these Federal participation 
provisions shall have precedence with respect to the application of this Tariff to Western-
UGP and/or Western-RMR. 
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(b) Contingent Upon Appropriations and Authorization  

Where activities provided for in this Tariff extend beyond the current fiscal year, continued 
expenditures by the United States through Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR are 
contingent upon Congress making the necessary appropriations required for the continued 
performance of the obligations of the United States under this Tariff.  In case such 
appropriation is not made, the Parties hereby release the United States from its contractual 
obligations under this Tariff and from all liability due to the failure of Congress to make 
such appropriation. 

(c) Employment Practices; Contractor Agreement   

For the purpose of this Federal participation provision, the term “Contract” shall mean this 
Tariff and the term “Contractor” shall mean a Party having transactions with Western-UGP 
and/or Western-RMR.  During the performance of this Contract, the Contractor agrees to 
the provisions set forth in Section 39.3 and its subdivisions.  In addition, the Contractor 
will include the following provisions in every subcontract or purchase order involving 
Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR unless exempted by rules, regulations, or order of the 
Secretary of Labor. 

(i) Equal Opportunity Employment Practices   

Section 202 of Executive Order No. 11246, 30 Fed. Reg. 12319 (1965), as amended 
by Executive Order No. 12086, 43 Fed. Reg. 46501 (1978), which provides, among 
other things, that the Contractor will not discriminate against any employee or 
applicant for employment because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, 
is incorporated by reference in the Contract by reference to same as if the specific 
language had been written into the Contract, except that Indian Tribes and tribal 
organizations may apply Indian Preference to the extent permitted by federal law. 

(ii) Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards   

The Contract, to the extent that it is of a character specified in Section 103 of the 
Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (“Act”), 40 U.S.C. § 3701, as 
amended or supplemented, is subject to the provisions of the Act, 40 U.S.C. § 3701-
3708, as amended or supplemented, and to regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary of Labor pursuant to the Act. 

(iii) Use of Convict Labor   

The Contractor agrees not to employ any person undergoing sentence of 
imprisonment in performing the Contract except as provided by 18 U.S.C. § 
3622(c), as amended or supplemented, and Executive Order No. 11755, 39 Fed. 
Reg. 779 (1973), as amended or supplemented. 

 
(d) Western-UGP Co-supply Arrangement 
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If Western-UGP is a Network Customer and designates Network Load within Zone 19, or 
outside of the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System, the amount of Western-
UGP’s Network Load shall be based upon its Statutory Load Obligations.  Western-UGP’s 
Statutory Load Obligations to its customers are limited because it is not the full-
requirements power supplier, except in certain limited cases, and therefore, Western-UGP 
generally does not serve the total load at a delivery point.  The portion of load that exceeds 
Western-UGP’s obligation at a delivery point must be served by another transmission 
customer (“Co-Supplier”).  A Co-Supplier to load in excess of Western-UGP’s Statutory 
Load Obligations shall be allowed to designate its portion of the total load at a delivery 
point as Network Load.  In such case, that Co-Supplier’s Network Load shall be the total 
load at each delivery point less Western-UGP’s Statutory Load Obligations. 

(e)   Western-UGP Federal Service Exemption 

The Federal Service Exemption applies to transmission of Federal Power-Western-UGP to 
the Statutory Load Obligations under this Tariff. Western-UGP was established on 
December 21, 1977, pursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Energy Organization 
Act, Public Law 95-91, dated August 4, 1977.  By law, Western-UGP markets Federal 
Power-Western-UGP to meet its Statutory Load Obligations.  Western-UGP’s transmission 
system was built primarily to enable the delivery of Federal power to satisfy these 
obligations.  Use of transmission facilities that Western-UGP owns, operates, or to which 
it has contract rights for delivery of Federal long-term firm capacity and energy to project 
use and firm electric service customers is a Western-UGP responsibility under the terms 
and conditions of marketing criteria and electric service contracts implementing Statutory 
Load Obligations to market Federal power.  This is complementary with the provisions of 
transmission service under the Tariff.  Capacity in transmission facilities provided by 
Western-UGP under this Tariff is solely for the use of Available Transfer Capability in 
excess of the capability Western-UGP requires for the delivery of long-term firm capacity 
and energy to Statutory Load Obligations.  Western-UGP retains the Available Transfer 
Capability from its Federal Power-Western-UGP in the UMZ to deliver to its Statutory 
Load Obligations. 

(i)  Western-UGP shall be exempt from the Region-wide Charge associated with 
Western-UGP’s delivery of Federal Power-Western-UGP to Statutory Load 
Obligations internal to the UMZ or external to the Transmission Provider.  The 
Transmission Provider will not assess load served by Western UGP in the Western 
Interconnection for the Region-wide Charge, associated with transmission facilities 
in the Eastern Interconnection, to the extent that load that is located in the Western 
Interconnection is served only by resources in the Western Interconnection. 

(ii)  Western-UGP shall be exempt from congestion and marginal loss charges in 
accordance with Attachment AE of this Tariff for deliveries from Federal Power-
Western-UGP resources across the UMZ to Western-UGP’s Statutory Load 
Obligations.  Western-UGP shall be responsible for providing the Transmission 
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Provider real power losses for the energy delivered from the Federal Power-
Western-UGP resources under the Federal Service Exemption across Zone 19 in 
accordance with Attachment M of this Tariff. 

(f)  Federal Projects  

The individual hydroelectric projects from which the Western-UGP markets power and 
energy are owned and controlled by the Department of the Army or the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation.  These projects are operated to satisfy multiple purposes such as irrigation, 
navigation, flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation, as well as power production.  
Any operation of, and maintenance, modification or addition to such projects is subject to 
the requirements and express approval of either the Department of the Army or the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation.  Western-UGP’s transmission system is integrated at various 
locations through switchyard facilities owned and operated by the Department of the Army 
or U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.  Any operation of, and maintenance, modification, or 
addition to such facilities, including the funding of such activities, is subject to the 
requirements and express approval of the Department of the Army or U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation.  Western-UGP shall communicate and coordinate with the Department of the 
Army on any operation of, and maintenance, modification, or addition to the Department 
of the Army or the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation facilities as requested by the Transmission 
Provider; provided that compliance with the Transmission Provider’s request shall be 
within the discretion of, and subject to the approval of, the Department of the Army or the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.  In the event the Transmission Provider requests changes to 
a hydroelectric generation facility due to redispatch, operation, maintenance or addition to 
hydroelectric generation owned and operated by the Department of the Army or U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation and marketed by Western-UGP, Western-UGP shall coordinate its 
operations with the Department of the Army and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to 
accommodate the Transmission Provider’s request to the extent allowed by the Department 
of the Army or U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.  Nothing in this section is intended to change 
the Department of the Army or U.S. Bureau of Reclamation obligations pursuant to their 
registration with NERC.  

(g) Federal Projects as Designated Resources 

The Federal Power-Western-UGP resources will be deemed to be eligible as Western-UGP 
Designated Resources. 

(h)  Transmission Expansion, Interconnections, Modifications, and Additions 

As a Federal agency, Western-UGP must comply with various environmental and natural 
resource laws regulating the construction, operation and maintenance of its transmission 
facilities, including but not limited to the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 
470 to 470x-6, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347 
("NEPA"), the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544, and the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 U.S.C. § 470aa-470mm (2006); and regulations and 
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Executive Orders implementing these laws, as they may be amended or supplemented, as 
well as any other existing or subsequent applicable laws, regulations and Executive Orders.  
The Transmission Provider shall assist Western-UGP in complying with the environmental 
laws, regulations and resource protection measures that apply to Western-UGP for changes 
to the Western-UGP transmission facilities. Transmission expansion, interconnections, 
modifications and additions of, and or to, Western-UGP’s transmission facilities are 
dependent on Western-UGP’s conclusions and decisions reached in the record of decision 
under NEPA, or other such appropriate NEPA document, concerning the respective 
project. Western-UGP’s NEPA review could result in a decision not to take action or to 
delay action.  Transmission Provider agrees to abide by such decision and it shall not be 
subject to the dispute resolution procedures of this Tariff. 

(i) Advance Funding 

In the absence of appropriated funds, Western-UGP requires advance deposit of funds 
when it is required to perform any work for third parties.  As such, Western-UGP must 
receive an advance deposit of funds pursuant to Federal law prior to Western-UGP 
committing to perform any work pursuant to the Tariff.  
  
 (j) Liability 

Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR, each in the capacity of as a Transmission Customer 
defined in Part I of this Tariff, cannot indemnify, defend, and save harmless the 
Transmission Provider and Transmission Owner(s) pursuant to Section 10.3 of this Tariff 
due to the Antideficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. § 1341, et seq, as amended or supplemented.  
Western-UGP’s and/or Western-RMR’s  liability as a Transmission Customer is instead 
determined in accordance with the Federal Tort Claims Act, 28. U.S.C. § 1346(b), 2401(b), 
2402, 2671, 2672, 2674-2680, as amended or supplemented. 

(k) Western-UGP Rate Review 

Western-UGP’s transmission service rates and revenue requirements shall only be 
reviewed in accordance with Delegation Order No. 00-037.00A from the Secretary of 
Energy to the Federal Power Marketing Agencies and the Commission, as superseded or 
amended, and in accordance with the regulations implementing the review authority found 
in 10 C.F.R. Part 903 and 18 C.F.R. Part 300, as superseded or amended. 

(l) Inapplicability of Section 39.1 to a Federal Power Marketing Agency 

Section 39.1 of this Tariff shall not apply to Western-UGP. 

(m) No Expansion of Jurisdiction, Waiver Of Defenses, Liability For Penalties, Or 
Inconsistent Obligations 

Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR have/has not waived or conceded any defense it may 
have, including sovereign immunity, intergovernmental immunity, or lack of subject 
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matter jurisdiction in any action against it by an Enforcement Authority, nor has either 
Western-UGP or Western-RMR accepted any liability, responsibility, or obligation to pay 
any civil monetary penalties or fines imposed by an Enforcement Authority to which it 
would not have been subject in the absence of this Tariff. “Enforcement Authority” means 
the Commission, Electric Reliability Organization (ERO), or Regional Entities with 
enforcement authority pursuant to a delegation from an ERO or Commission for the 
purpose of proposing and enforcing reliability standards. The Transmission Provider does 
not concede or accept responsibility for any portion of a penalty or fine attributable to the 
actions or omissions of Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR.  The Transmission Provider 
will identify the amount of any penalty or fine that the Transmission Provider allocates to 
Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR or that the Transmission Provider determines is 
attributable to Western-UGP and/or Western-RMR and will identify that amount to FERC 
as uncollectable and not otherwise owed by the Transmission Provider. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL STAFF 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
October 27, 2015 

NTC Re-evaluations 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons represent the Southwest Power Pool: 

Carl Monroe, Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 
Lanny Nickell, Vice President, Engineering 
Antoine Lucas, Director, Planning 
 

 

Background 
Thirty-one (31) projects with Notifications to Construct (NTCs) are being re-evaluated as part of the 2016 
Integrated Transmission Planning Near-Term (ITPNT) Assessment.  Six projects are being re-evaluated 
due to cost variances, while the remaining 25 project re-evaluations were requested by the Designated 
Transmission Owners. Additionally, the Iatan - Stranger Creek 345 kV Voltage Conversion project that 
was approved as an Economic project in the 2015 ITP10 and suspended due to a cost variance, was re-
evaluated using analysis from the SPP Regional Review process of the SPP-MISO Coordinated System 
Plan (CSP).  

 

Analysis 
The economic benefit of the Iatan – Stranger Creek 345 kV Voltage Conversion project was calculated 
utilizing two metrics and was based on three scenarios:  

• Scenario 1 
o Reference case 
o Full 40-years of both benefits and costs for the years 2019 through 2058 

• Scenario 2 
o 100% of benefits calculated for years 2019 through 2022 
o 50% of benefits calculated for years 2023 through 2030 
o 0% benefits calculated after 2030 
o Used to approximate the potential reduction in benefits due to the phased in 

implementation of the Clean Power Plan 
o Costs still calculated for full 40 years 

• Scenario 3 
o 100% of benefits calculated for years 2019 through 2022 
o 0% benefits calculated after 2022 
o Used to approximate the potential reduction in benefits due to accelerated 

implementation of the Clean Power Plan 
o Costs still calculated for full 40 years 

 
 
 
 



 

 
The analysis indicated the following:  
 
 
 

Item Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
40-Year Value $5,212,044,211 $326,728,000 $87,740,000 

40-Year PV APC $908,676,082 $187,356,525 $69,122,766 
Transmission Outage $102,680,397 $21,171,287 $7,810,873 

40-Year PV Benefit $1,011,356,479 $208,527,812 $76,933,639 
40-Year Cost $64,492,272 $64,492,272 $64,492,272 

NPV $946,864,207 $144,035,540 $12,441,367 
B/C 15.68 3.23 1.19 

 
 
The project was shown to be economically beneficial in the most conservative Scenario 3.  Based on this 
analysis, Staff concluded that the NTC for the Iatan – Stranger Creek 345 kV Voltage Conversion project 
should be reinstated.  
 
Below is a list of all the projects under re-evaluation in the 2016 ITPNT and an update of the status of 
each: 

Project Name Owner Source 
Study Purpose Update 

Hobart - Roosevelt Tap - 
Snyder 69 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need* Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Mineola - Grand Saline 69 kV 
Rebuild AEP 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need* Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

South Shreveport - Wallace 
Lake 138 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 

ITP10 Re-evaluate Need* Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Linwood - South Shreveport 
138 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need* Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Martin - Pantex North - 
Pantex South - Highland Park 

115 kV Rebuild 
SPS 2015 

ITP10 Re-evaluate Need* No need identified; 
recommend NTC withdrawal 

Labette - Neosho SES 69 kV 
Rebuild WERE 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need* No need identified; 
recommend NTC withdrawal 

Harrisonville North - Ralph 
Green 69 kV Rebuild GMO 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 
recommend NTC withdrawal 

CPPXF#22 69 kV Terminal 
Upgrades GRDA 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 



 

Project Name Owner Source 
Study Purpose Update 

Newport 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Boomer 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Childers 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Four Corners 69 kV Cap Bank OGE 2015 
ITPNT Modify NTC No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Road Runner 115 kV Loop 
Rebuild (Cap Banks Only) SPS 2015 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Gracemont - Anadarko 138 
kV Reconductor WFEC 2015 

ITP10 Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Winchester 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2015 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 

project analysis required 

Thackerville 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2015 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 

project analysis required 

Baldwin Creek 230/115 kV 
Transformer WERE 2015 

ITPNT Modify NTC Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Georgia Pacific – Keatchie 
138 kV Rebuild AEP 2010 

STEP Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 
recommend NTC withdrawal 

Letorneau  -  Air Liquide Tap 
69 kV New Line AEP 2014 

ITPNT Modify NTC Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Harper – Bluff City – Caldwell 
– Milan 138 kV New Line 

(Viola Tap Addition) 
MKEC HPILS Modify NTC Need remains; further 

project analysis required 

Knobhill – Lane – Noel 138 kV  
New Line 

OGE/  
WFEC 

2014 
ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 

project analysis required 

Meeker – Hammett 138 kV 
New Line WFEC 2007 

STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Anadarko – Georgia Tap 138 
kV Rebuild WFEC 2007 

STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Elmore – Paoli 69 kV Rebuild WFEC 2007 
STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 

project analysis required 

Esquandale 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2008 
STEP Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Anadarko – Blanchard – OU 
SW 138 kV Rebuild WFEC 2010 

STEP Modify NTC Need remains; further 
project analysis required 



 

Project Name Owner Source 
Study Purpose Update 

Mustang - Sunshine Canyon 
69 kV Reconductor WFEC 2014 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Elk City – Red Hills 138 kV 
Reconductor WFEC 2014 

ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 
recommend NTC withdrawal 

White Horse 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC Att. AQ 
Study Re-evaluate Need No need identified; 

recommend NTC withdrawal 

Freedom 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC HPILS Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 
project analysis required 

Carmen – Cherokee Junction 
138 kV New Line WFEC HPILS Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further 

project analysis required 
*NTC re-evaluation due to cost variance 

  



 

The table below provides a summary of Staff’s recommendation to the MOPC: 

Project Name Recommendation 

Iatan - Stranger Creek 345 kV Voltage Conversion Reinstate NTC 

Martin - Pantex North - Pantex South - Highland Park 115 kV Rebuild Withdraw NTC 

Labette - Neosho SES 69 kV Rebuild Withdraw NTC 

Harrisonville North - Ralph Green 69 kV Rebuild Withdraw NTC 

Newport 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

Boomer 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

Childers 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

Four Corners 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

Georgia Pacific – Keatchie 138 kV Rebuild Withdraw NTC 

Esquandale 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

White Horse 69 kV Cap Bank Withdraw NTC 

Elk City – Red Hills 138 kV Reconductor Withdraw NTC 
 

 

Recommendation 
SPP Staff recommends the Board of Directors approve the recommendation for each of the 12 projects 
as outlined in the above table.  

 

APPROVED: MOPC                                                                      October 13-14, 2015 

 Passed unanimously with two abstentions (SPS, Xcel Energy Southwestern 
Transmission Co.) 

 

Action Requested 

 

Approve Recommendation 

   

  

 

 



From: Tom Burke [mailto:tburke@gsec.coop]  
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:29 PM 
Subject: MOPC votes 

 
MOPC agenda 16 item Quarterly Project Tracking. 

GSEC abstained on the proposal from AEP for Letorneu and from Sunflower with respect to the 
Anthony project due to process issues, as MOPC was asked to approve an incomplete proposal 
due to urgency concerns expressed by AEP.   The required analysis was quoted as taking about a 
month, therefore it would only be two more months for MOPC to consider the final proposal.  It 
only seems reasonable for multi-million dollar projects, whether they are transmission or 
generation, to be complete before they are approved by MOPC. 
 
Tom 

 
 
Tom Burke 
Director, Regulatory and Transmission Policy 
Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Fixed (806) 349-5227 
Mobile (806) 341 6892 
tburke@gsec.coop 
 

mailto:tburke@gsec.coop
mailto:tburke@gsec.coop


 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 
Letourneau – Air Liquide Tap NTC Modification Recommendation 

 

Background 
SPP issued NTC No. 200246 to American Electric Power (AEP) on February 19, 2014 as a part of the 
2014 ITP Near-Term Assessment (ITPNT).  The NTC included a project to construct a new 0.3-mile 69 kV 
line from Letourneau to Air Liquide Tap in northeast Texas.  The Need Date for the project is June 1, 
2017 to address reliability issues in the area.  

AEP requested that Staff re-evaluate the project with a modification to the NTC to install a new 16.2-
MVAR capacitor bank at Letourneau instead of the new 69 kV line due to equipment sensitivities related 
to voltage flicker for the industrial customers being served along the radial line.  

 

Analysis 
AEP stated that the proposed modification could be accomplished for less cost than what is described in 
NTC No. 200246.  

Staff confirmed through the 2016 ITP Near-Term needs assessment process that a need(s) for the project 
remains. 

 

Recommendation 
MOPC recommends the Board of Directors approve the issuance of a modified NTC for the Letourneau – 
Air Liquide Tap 69 kV project, pending Staff completing its analysis and confirming the following: 

a. The solution resolves the need 
b. The solution does not create any other adverse impact  

 

APPROVED: MOPC                                                                      October 13-14, 2015 

 Passed unanimously with three abstentions (EDP Renewables, OMPA, Golden 
Spread) 

 

Action Requested Approve Recommendation 

 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 
Viola Tap Addition NTC Modification Recommendation 

 

Background 
SPP issued NTC No. 200335 to Mid-Kansas Electric Company (MKEC) on February 18, 2015 as a part of 
the High Priority Incremental Load Study (HPILS).  The NTC directed MKEC to construct approximately 
74 miles of new 138 kV line in southern Kansas.  The new line construction was to begin at the existing 
Harper substation, extend through new substations at Bluff City, Caldwell, and Mayfield, and finally 
terminate near the existing Milan substation.  The Need Date for the project listed on the NTC was June 
1, 2015.  

MKEC requested that Staff re-evaluate the project with a modification to the project scope that includes 
tapping the existing 138 kV line from Milan to Milan Tap and terminating both new end points into the 
adjacent Viola substation.  Owned by Westar, the Viola substation is located less than a mile from the 
Milan – Milan Tap 138 kV line.   

 

Analysis 
MKEC stated that the difference in cost between the project scope described in NTC No. 200335 versus 
the proposed modification would be negligible, as MKEC would move the 3-ring breaker scheme currently 
planned to be installed near the Milan substation to the Viola substation, if the NTC modification is 
approved. 

This HPILS project is needed to serve load.  The need for the project was confirmed in the 2016 ITP 
Near-Term models. 

 
Recommendation 
MOPC recommends the Board of Directors approve the issuance of a modified NTC for the Harper – Bluff 
City – Caldwell – Milan 138 kV New Line project adding a new line tap and termination at Viola, pending 
Staff completing its analysis and confirming the following: 

a. The solution resolves the need 
b. The solution does not create any other adverse impact  

 

APPROVED: MOPC                                                                      October 13-14, 2015 

 Passed unanimously with three abstentions (EDP Renewables, OMPA, Golden 
Spread) 

 

Action Requested Approve Recommendation 

 



Human Resources 
Committee Report
October 27, 2015



SPP Human Resource Committee

• Julian Brix, Chair SPP Director

• Josh Martin SPP Director

• Kelly Walters Empire District Electric Co.

• Duane Highley Arkansas Electric Coop.  Corp.

• Tom Kent Nebraska Public Power District

• Noman Williams South Central MCN, LLC

• Malinda See Staff secretary
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Summary of October 12, 2015 Agenda

• Compensation Report from Mercer

• 2016 Merit Pool Funding

• SPP Fraud Prevention Report

• Revised Performance Compensation Metrics

• Fiduciary Training

• Annual 401(k) Investment Manager Report

3



Compensation Report from Mercer

• Committee authorized study of officer compensation
– Last reviewed in 2013, based on 2011 data

– Since last study, consolidated an officer role and added 
two new officers

– Reaffirmed peer group for compensation defined in 
2013:
 Equal weighted blend of three groups: General Industry, Not-

for-profit, and ISO/utility

– HRC recommends CEO compensation to SPP Board

– SPP CEO recommends SPP officer compensation to HRC

4



2016 Merit Pool Funding

• Approved new process document for use in funding 
determination

• Multiple components evaluated:
– CPI-W Index

– National trends in salary adjustments
 Society of Human Resource Management (SHRM)

 World at Work

 Work Span

– SPP Member trends in salary adjustments

– Peer organization trends in salary adjustments

5



2016 Merit Pool Funding

• Approved recommendation for 2016 merit pool 
funding

• Recommendation to SPP Finance Committee for 
inclusion in 2016 budget

• Amount equal to 2.5% of projected 2015 base salaries 
paid

6



Fraud Prevention Report

• Annual review as part of HRC Scope

• Report on fraud prevention and detection measures 
for SPP benefit plans and reports, including payroll

• Audits by internal and external auditors

• Annual training for staff
– Employees have 30 days to complete training

– Employee badge disabled if training not complete
 Employee required to complete training to regain badge

7



Performance Compensation Plan Metrics

• Revised for simplicity and alignment with SPP’s 
mission

• Tightened metric ranges, ranges more linear

• Four major measurements:
– Cost Control

– Members Committee Satisfaction Survey

– NERC Violations

– Operational Metrics 

• Recommendation on Consent Agenda, for 
implementation in 2016 

8



Fiduciary Training

• HRC has oversight of SPP 401(k) Plan 
– Hires 3(38) Investment Advisor

• “Best Practice” to train fiduciaries
– Training conducted by Investment Advisor

 First Security Bank
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Annual 401(k) Investment Manager Report

• First Security Bank – 3(38) Investment Advisor
– Selected by HRC via RFP process in October 2014

– Fee structure for advisor saves plan participants 
approximately $40,000 annually

– Review of 401(k) funds performance for 2015

– Review of fee structures for 401(k) Plan

– Average participation rate: 96%

– Average participant deferral rate:  8%

10



Next Meeting 

• January 20, 2016

• Agenda Items
– Approve funding for annual Performance Compensation 

Plan
 Recommendation to SPP Board

– Recommend SPP CEO compensation to SPP Board
 Executive session at January 26, 2016 Board Meeting

– Review SPP CEO recommendation for SPP Officer 
compensation

11
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Background Information 

Purpose of SPP 
SPP Mission is “Helping our members work together to keep the lights on...today and in the future.” All 
the services that SPP performs are provided on a regional basis, independently, focused on reliability and 
cost effectiveness.  The benefits of SPP are derived from this mission and the diligence to bring value to 
SPP members and their customers. SPP administers reliability coordination, transmission services and 
wholesale markets for the benefit of all electric utility operations in the region SPP serves that use 
members’ transmission systems. As a Regional Transmission Organization, SPP is mandated by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to ensure reliable supplies of power, adequate transmission 
infrastructure, and a competitive wholesale electricity marketplace. Regional Transmission Organizations 
are like “air-traffic controllers” of the electric power grid. They do not own the power grid, but 
independently operate the grid minute-by-minute to ensure reliable delivery of power to end users. SPP 
also serves as a Regional Entity of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation. 
 
SPP’s primary services provided to members and customers include: 

• Facilitation  
• Reliability Coordination 
• Tariff Administration 
• Transmission Planning 
• Market Operations 
• Compliance 
• Training 

Regulation 
SPP is directly regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and minimally 
regulated by the Arkansas Public Service Commission (“ArPSC”).  All changes to the SPP regional 
tariff must be filed with, and approved by, FERC prior to implementation.  Failure by SPP to comply 
with the provisions of the tariff and/or any directive received from FERC must be reported to the 
FERC and may be subject to penalties and fines. 

Governing Documents 

Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) 
The SPP OATT delineates the majority of the required workload for SPP’s operations and 
engineering departments.  Significant duties include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Tariff administration services, including scheduling 
• Ancillary service provisions 
• Market operations 
• Balancing authority operations 
• Settlement of all transactions under the OATT 
• Administration of credit services for OATT customers 
• Complete system impact studies 
• Completion of the annual SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (ITPNT, ITP10, ITP20) 
• Study generation interconnection requests 
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• Evaluate long-term transmission service requests 
• Administer the competitive process for transmission expansion 
• Administer the Southwestern Power Administration transmission system beyond their tariff 
• Monitor activities in SPP’s energy markets and exercise plans to mitigate market power 
• Operate a single balancing area for the entire SPP region 

Membership Agreement (“MA”) 
The MA is an agreement between each individual member and SPP.  The MA obligates SPP to 
perform the services outlined including those in the OATT.  Additionally, the MA describes other 
significant duties which include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Act as the reliability coordinator for the Electric Transmission System 
• Develop regional reliability plans and emergency procedures 
• Review and approve all planned maintenance of the Electric Transmission System 
• Coordinate the maintenance of generation units 
• Administer an Open Access Same Time Information System 

Bylaws 
The Bylaws describe the organizational operation of SPP, specifically outlining the duties of the 
Board of Directors and Committees advising the Board of Directors.  SPP has a responsibility to 
facilitate meetings of each and every organizational group.  Currently, the scope of the 
organizational structure is as follows: 

• Board of Directors (1) 
• Regional State Committee (1) 
• Members Committee (1) 
• Board level committees (6) 
• Working Groups (19) 

 
Additionally, the Bylaws describe SPP’s responsibilities as a Regional Entity.  Duties associated 
with being the Regional Entity include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Investigate all reports or discoveries of non-compliance with ERO standards 
• Perform reviews in conjunction with the Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program 
• Recommend financial penalties and sanctions for non-compliance 
• Administer the process for Regional Reliability standards 

Protocols and Business Practices 
SPP has well documented business practices which detail the administrative practices SPP will 
follow in administering the OATT including coordinating the sale of transmission service.  SPP also 
has well documented market protocols which detail how customers will interact with SPP and how 
SPP will interact with customers.  These documents are developed through SPP’s stakeholder 
process. 

Organization Structure 
SPP operates via two distinct organizational structures.  The first, which we’ll refer to as the external 
structure, is actually the governance structure.  It begins with the SPP board of directors and 
cascades into board level committees and then to working groups.  This organizational structure is 
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populated largely with representatives from SPP’s member companies.  The output from this 
structure is generally directives on what work SPP is expected to accomplish.   
 
The second organizational structure, which we’ll refer to as the internal structure, is the typical 
organizational chart illustrating reporting relationships between employees.  The internal structure 
begins with the SPP president and cascades into vice presidents, departmental directors/managers, 
etc.  The internal structure is generally aligned based on functional responsibilities.  This structure 
receives the directives from the external structure and then goes forward in acting on the directives.   
 
Copies of the organizational structures can be found in Appendix A. 

Funding 
SPP funds its ongoing operating costs through charges to customers under the tariff and customers of 
specific non-tariff services.  SPP’s operating costs are inclusive of scheduled principal and interest 
payments on its outstanding debt but are exclusive of depreciation and amortization expenses 
incurred.  SPP is able to collect up to 100% of its operating costs from charges to transmission 
customers up to a cap of 39¢/MWh.  SPP is charging customers 39¢/MWh for service in 2015. 
 
SPP’s capital expenditures are funded with borrowings from periodic debt issuances.  SPP’s debt 
issuances are generally unsecured, have a 1 to 2 year interest only payment period and then fully 
amortize by the maturity of the notes.  SPP is required to obtain regulatory approvals prior to issuing 
new debt.  SPP carries an A rating from Fitch Ratings.  SPP staff believes SPP will have sufficient 
access to debt capital, if required, in 2016. 
 
Short-term liquidity is provided by managing SPP’s cash float.  In instances when working capital is 
insufficient, SPP has a confirmed credit facility at a commercial bank which it can access for cash up 
to $30 million.  This facility will mature in mid-2016; SPP expects to be able to renew this facility 
along the same terms that currently exist. 
  

2016 Expected Business Environment 
The EPA’s Clean Power Plan (“CPP”) is expected to have significant impacts in the near term and 
well into the future.  The CPP establishes the first-ever national standards to limit carbon pollution 
from power plants.  The final plan sets standards to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 32% from 
2005 levels by 2030.  Compliance plans are due from states in 2016 and measurement against 2005 
CO2 levels begins in 2022 and will increase to final compliance by 2030.   
 
Several states within the SPP region are participating in a coalition pursuing legal remedies to 
address flaws they see in the CPP.  The lawsuits will muddy the water in terms of how SPP interacts 
with its stakeholders as they work to comply with the standards.  Additionally, the CPP measures 
compliance at the state level, SPP is facilitating collaboration with its stakeholders to work towards a 
regional compliance solution.  Acceptance of a regional approach by all of SPP’s impacted 
members, states, and the EPA is still unknown. 
 
Gas electric coordination continues to be a focus at the national level.  SPP has filed in compliance 
with FERC’s directive to align electricity markets with natural gas markets.  If approved SPP will 
move its day-ahead market to close earlier in the day and shorten the solution time for posting 
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results.  This will require system changes and improved processing speed to reduce the solution time 
by 30 minutes.   SPP’s members are divided on the benefits of the approach SPP has filed to comply 
with the FERC directive.   
 
Another major impact on SPP includes compliance with NERC’s CIPv5 standards which will affect 
both physical and cyber security protocols.  These additional CIP requirements have impacts on 
several systems and processes performed by SPP.   The electric industry continues to ramp up its 
focus on physical and cyber security.  Though compliance with CIPv5 is not required until 2Q’2016, 
drafting teams in the NERC arena are already working on the CIPv6 standards.  Cyber threats on 
utilities and energy companies are a growing threat with over 43% of companies in this space being 
attacked at least once each year according to a study published by Symantec.    
 
Other major impacts include a full year of operations with the Integrated System participating in SPP 
and expected Federal legislation.  SPP incorporated the Integrated System in October of 2015.  New 
challenges for operations will include managing a winter peaking system; significant hydro 
generation facilities, increased seams coordination; and a much larger geographic area to monitor for 
reliability impacts.  The addition of the Integrated System into SPP has also opened opportunities to 
expand SPP’s services to affiliated entities in the western interconnect.  Any future additions, either 
through membership or contracted services, will have a visible impact on SPP’s operation. 
 

Major 2016 Project Investments 

Enhanced Combined Cycle Integrated Marketplace Functionality 
These enhancements to the Integrated Marketplace will allow Market Participants to submit resource 
offers for several configurations of a combined cycle generating unit.  Each configuration will be 
modeled in the market clearing engine as a separate resource.  SPP will then be able to dispatch the 
most economic configuration for the combined cycle unit.   

Expected Benefits 
Once implemented in March 2017, this functionality will allow dispatch of combined cycle 
generation in a manner resulting in greater economic efficiency.  Presently there are 18 combined 
cycle generating plants modeled in the commercial model.  SPP expects to be able to increase 
economic dispatch (measured as reduced generation costs) by $3 million annually.  New combined 
cycle plants are expected to join the SPP market in the future which will serve to increase the 
economic benefits. 

Strategic Plan Linkage 
• Enhance and Optimize Interdependent Systems 

o Integrated Marketplace enhancements 

Investment and Timeline 
SPP began work on this project in early 2014; primarily requirements drafting and design.  The 
project was suspended in July 2014 following meetings of the SPP MOPC and BOD where concerns 
about escalating cost estimates were debated.  The SPP BOD approved moving forward with this 
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project following the integration of the Integrated System utilities in October 2015 with a total 
project budget of $6.7 million ($1.2 million had already been spent). 

Risks 
The vendors engaged have no significant experience in developing this functionality.  This lack of 
experience can lead to slower development which may manifest into missed deadlines and delayed 
implementation.  The lack of expertise can also result in significant errors in the code which will 
require extended testing and re-testing.  Ultimately, if the risks materialized, the cost of the project 
will increase. 

Gas-Electric Harmonization 
The project implements changes to the timeline of day-ahead market (“DAMkt”) and day-ahead 
reliability unit commitment (“DA RUC”) to comply with the FERC order for gas-electric 
coordination efforts.  The Gas Electric Coordination Task Force recommendation was approved by 
the SPP Board of Directors at its July 28, 2015 meeting.  A filing with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission outlining SPP’s compliance plan is expected in early August 2015.  Pending 
FERC approval, MP’s have requested an implementation date of fall 2016. 

Expected Benefits 
This investment is necessary to comply with FERC’s Section 206 Order in Docket No. RM14-2 
issued March 20, 2014 to adjust the market timelines and explain how the proposed scheduling 
modifications are sufficient.  These timeline changes are an incremental improvement over the 
existing timeline for improving coordination between the market results and the Timely and Evening 
nominations. While the proposed timeline does not provide “day-ahead market” results prior to the 
1300 Timely Gas Nomination, it does allow for “day-ahead market and day-ahead reliability unit 
commitment” results to be provided prior to the Evening Gas Nomination. This also allows 
sufficient time for price formation prior to the “day-ahead market” close. This is intended to be an 
incremental step, with a long-term goal being to post “day-ahead market” results prior to the Timely 
Gas Nomination. 

Strategic Plan Linkage 
• Enhance and Optimize Interdependent Systems 

o Optimize natural gas pipeline system seams 

Investment and Timeline 
The SPP Board of Directors approved changes to the tariff and protocols at its July 28, 2015 
meeting.  These changes will be filed with the FERC with a requested effective date of October 1, 
2016.  The cost estimate presented to the SPP Board of Directors was $1.5 million.  Work on this 
project will occur in coordination with the Enhanced Combined Cycle project as both will have 
significant impacts on the ability of the market operating system to solve in a timely manner. 

Risks 
The compliance plan is subject to approval by the FERC.  Should the FERC find SPP’s compliance 
plan to be inadequate or lacking, additional stakeholder meetings, approvals, system designs, and 
expenses may be required.   
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Z2 Credit:  Priority II and Priority III Functional Requirements 
Attachment Z2 of the SPP tariff requires SPP to identify creditable upgrades of the transmission 
network, calculate revenue credits associated with creditable upgrades, and distribute revenue credits 
to upgrade sponsors.   

Benefits 
Investment will implement the stakeholder designed Z2 credit stacking solution and streamline 
workflows in order to meet current tariff requirements.  No monetary benefits are expected from full 
implementation of this project.  Soft benefits include reductions in error probabilities, reduced 
dispute and resettlement activities, and reduced future staffing needs.   

Strategic Plan Linkage 
• Enhance member value and affordability 
• Maintain an economical, optimized transmission system 

o Fair and equitable cost/benefit allocation policies 

Investment and Timeline 
The Z2 P1 requirements are on schedule for implementation in January 2016.  The P2 and P3 work 
is expected to start in April 2016 after SPP has worked through the legacy credits.  Implementation 
of the P2 and P3 functionality is planned for December 2016.  The rough estimate for cost is 
currently $0.5 million which is solely software development.  SPP does not expect additional 
hardware assets will be required for this project.  

Risks 
The Z2 P2 and P3 requirements are anticipated to mitigate SPP’s risk of tariff violations, audit 
qualifications, and customer disputes in addition to reducing the needs for additional staff to perform 
repeatable functions manually.  Two major risks introduced with this project relate to performance 
of the credit stacking system and the cost to implement.  The magnitude and probability of these 
risks will become clearer as the initial credit stacking system development progresses. 

Phasor Measurement Unit Data Exchange and Analysis 
The PMU Data Exchange and Analysis project will equip SPP with the capability to enhance both 
current operations and after-the-fact event analysis as well as system model validation efforts.  
Additionally, PMU data can assist in real-time situational awareness, identifying generator trips, 
island situations, and enhance State Estimator accuracy. 
 
The initiative will progress in three distinct phases, as follows: 

• Phase I – Installation of systems to provide capability to send and receive and archive 
synchrophasor data, develop real-time analytics engine, and perform after the fact analysis. 

• Phase II – expand the number of sites where SPP will collect PMU data, expand analytics 
and analysis capacity. 

• Phase III – Integrate PMU data collection and analytics into SPP’s secure data network for 
use with State Estimator and real-time operations. 
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Benefits 
The use of synchrophasor data in event analysis and real-time monitoring are expected to enhance 
SPP’s knowledge of the electric system stability which will result in improved system operations and 
planning.  Full implementation of the project (phase III) is expected to equip SPP with predictive 
capabilities to identify system disturbances before they occur and allow SPP and affected utilities to 
take action prior to an event occurring. 

Strategic Plan Linkage 
• Reliability assurance 

o Integration of variable energy resources 
o Event analysis 

Investment and Timeline 
The project consists of 3 phase, each of which encompass a full calendar year.   

• Phase I – capital expenditure of $0.446 million; operating cost of $0.45 million, 2 
incremental staff additions 

• Phase II – capital expenditure of $0.116 million; operating cost of $0.5 million 
• Phase III – capital expenditure of $1.3 million; operating cost of $0.64 million, 1 incremental 

staff addition 
 
SPP would incur ongoing operating costs beyond 2018 which would be approximately $0.70 million 
and would expect to incur capital costs to replace hardware and upgrade software every 3 to 5 years. 

Risks 
The use of PMU data in system monitoring, planning, and operating is gaining traction but is not 
universally adopted.  The systems utilized to analyze the data are in their infancy and have not been 
proven to significantly improve system operation, design or monitoring.  Therefore, there is a small 
probability that the investment in PMU capabilities may not yield long-term benefits.  Additionally, 
a robust solution will require SPP utilities as well as neighboring regions to share synchrophasor 
data with SPP.  These utilities/systems may need to invest in communication infrastructure to be 
capable of transmitting the data. 

Identity and Access Management (“IAM”) 
Implement an automated IAM system that automates the vast majority of manual IAM activities in 
place at SPP today.  Role based access models can be developed to suit individual business owners, 
access provisioning and de-provisioning will be automated and periodic access reviews will be 
standardized and automated.  Ad-hoc access reviews can also be generated to help satisfy CIP v5 
transfer and termination processes for SPP employees and contractors.  All identities and their access 
entitlements that exist in the SPP environment will be discovered and will reduce compliance and 
cyber security risks associated with orphan user accounts and excess user entitlements. 

Benefits 
Improved access management process will result in enhanced controls over system access as well as 
provide significant improvements to audit evidence processes which will be critical going forward 
under the CIPv5 standards.   
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Strategic Plan Linkage 
• Reliability assurance 

o Grid resiliency – cyber and physical 

Investment and Timeline 
Initial capital costs of $0.49 million include acquisition of software, servers, and vendor 
implementation.  Ongoing operating costs of $0.13 million/year cover licensing and support.  Full 
implementing is anticipated within 12 months.  

Risks 
The project itself is designed to mitigate significant risks which currently exists around access to 
SPP’s systems.  With that said, the actual implementation of the IAM project comes with its own set 
of risks, not the least of which is that the solution does not work as seamlessly as advertised.   

Dispatcher Training Simulator Upgrade 
This is actually a 2 phase project.  Phase I implements a stand-alone dispatcher training simulator 
within the operations analysis and support department (currently SPP shares a dispatcher training 
simulator between operations and the training department).  The stand-alone simulator will ensure 
simulations are available for real-time operations personnel at all times.  Phase II of the project will 
result in an enhanced “Training and Testing Simulated Environment” which incorporates SPP’s 
market systems into the training environment.   

Benefits 
Establishing a stand-alone dispatcher training simulator will improve the capabilities of SPP’s real-
time operators by providing SPP’s operators increased opportunity to participate in simulated 
training.   

Strategic Plan Linkage 
None 

Investment and Timeline 
Phase I requires $0.21 million in hardware, software, and licenses and is expected to be fully 
implemented in 2016.  Phase II requires an additional $3.6 million in hardware, software, and 
licenses and will not be completed until 2018.  At this time Phase II has not been approved to move 
forward. 

Risks 
The project is expected to mitigate risks which currently exist in SPP’s training of its real-time 
operations staff.  SPP underwent a peer review conducted by the North American Transmission 
Forum in December 2014.  The review noted “…The current Dispatcher Training Simulator has 
limited availability to the OAPS department and does not meet the current needs of SPP operators 
due to the additional role of the BA function.".  Implementation of Phase I of the project is expected 
to address this concern.   
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Deferred or Declined Projects 
There are many project proposals SPP considers when determining its plan for the upcoming year.  
Numerous of these projects are not approved to begin work during the year due to i) a lack of staff 
resources to accomplish the work; ii) lack of funding to pay for the project; or iii) the project lacks 
sufficient detail to warrant moving forward at this time.   
 
Appendix B summarizes all of the projects reviewed by SPP for the 2016 fiscal year. 
 
 
 

2016 Major Technology Investments 

SPP’s ability to provide the vast majority of its services is contingent on employing a robust and 
resilient technology infrastructure.  SPP operates two data center facilities with full fail-over 
capacity in the event a single data center is unavailable.  Within the data centers exist over 1,700 
physical and virtual servers across multiple environments interconnected by a high availability 
network.  Significant investments are made annually to not only maintain the existing capabilities of 
the technology infrastructure but to also enhance the structure to address new demands on the 
system, cyber security requirements, and incremental additions to SPP’s service menu. 
 

Data Growth and Performance 
SPP began this initiative in 2014 when it identified a need to address exponential growth in the 
volume of date being received, processed, transferred, and stored.  SPP replaced a large portion of its 
storage environment during 2015, incorporating both a technology refresh as well as support for data 
growth to accommodate Marketplace, Project Pinnacle, and Integrated Systems requirements.  
During 2016, SPP will invest in backup/archival data storage capacity, as well as additional storage 
virtualization solutions. 
Benefits 
The implementation of a 10GB network (as compared to the current 1GB level) will alleviate 
existing bandwidth constraints/congestion, and allow SPP to provide sufficient network capacity to 
meet production and backup requirements.  It is imperative for SPP to be able to consume inputs 
from its customers, process those inputs according to the timelines dictated in the OATT and 
Protocols, and render solutions also in accordance with established timelines.   

Investment and Timeline 
The initiative began in 2014 and is set to conclude in 2016.  Total capital expenditures for the project 
are $5.8 million with $2.8 million expected to be spent in 2016 to complete the work. 

Security Enhancements 
The quantity and sophistication of computer viruses and security threats continues to increase, 
including the ability for viruses to lay dormant for long periods of time and then permeate 
extensively through an organization.   As a result, a security broach or malware insertion can have a 
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significant impact to SPP’s operating environment.  The inability to detect and quarantine security 
threats would greatly expose SPP systems, with potential performance implications to Reliability 
and Marketplace operations as well as result in mandatory compliance shortcomings and potential 
penalties.  It is essential to stay current with best security practices to mitigate the impact to SPP. 

Benefits 
The 2016 security initiatives will strengthen SPP’s network, server, and security infrastructure, 
thereby reducing SPP’s exposure to unwelcomed access and adverse business impacts. 

Investment and Timeline 
Improvements include upgrading firewalls, authentication software, and anti-virus capabilities.  
These improvements will be implemented throughout 2016.  Total capital investment is expected to 
be $2.1 million 

Application Enhancements and Support 
Primary focus is on design and implementation of data storage solutions which provide tiered levels 
of storage access resulting in reduction in costs of storage.  Implementation allows real-time users to 
have a common interface for accessing current and historical data with minimal delays in system 
performance, while providing analytical and after the fact users access to data on a higher capacity 
and more cost efficient platform.  Internally supported systems such as POPS and CMS have 
periodic requests from stakeholders/regulators for enhanced functionality. 

Benefits 
Enhancements to POPs and CMS systems are needed to support member requests for added 
functionality, as well as the ability to integrate and support upstream systems.  The implementation 
of internal cloud solutions will provide leverage of physical resources for financial and technical 
benefits, and the tiered storage approach for data warehouse information will reduce storage costs as 
compared to previous storage methodologies.   

Investment and Timeline 
Data storage architecture consumes the majority of this $1.7 million budget.  Implementation will 
complete prior to the end of 2016. 

CIP and ESP Compliance 
SPP must adhere to ongoing CIP requirements and regulations, including adherence to CIP Version 
5 standards by April, 2016.    

Benefits 
SPP is required to comply with FERC/NERC regulatory requirements.   As part of recent CIP 
regulations, SPP must further isolate the infrastructure designated within the Electronic Security 
Perimeter (ESP), as well as implement additional restrictions for accessing the ESP to/from the SPP 
corporate environment.   
 
As a result, SPP must acquire and implement “isolated” systems (Flash Storage, Networking, and 
Secure Access Software) within the ESP that are currently leveraged and shared across multiple 
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environments.    While the impact may be viewed to be beneficial from a security perspective by 
FERC/NERC, this additional isolation results in increased complexity and operating costs for SPP, 
including a formal “baseline management” process for monitoring and reporting configuration 
changes within the ESP.    

Investment and Timeline 
Work on this project began in 2015 and is on track to complete in time to meet the compliance 
deadline of April 2016.  2016 investment will be $1.4 million, the total cost of compliance is $2.4 
million. 

 Keeping The Lights On 

Reliability is job #1 at SPP.  It is the central focus of every decision and action undertaken within the 
organization.  Internally, this is known as “keeping the lights on” or “KTLO”.  It is the central theme 
of the organization’s mission statement “Helping our Members work together to keep the lights 
on…today and in the future”.  SPP’s responsibility toward reliability, and other important services, 
is delineated in numerous agreements, contracts, tariff, protocols, standards, etc.  Significant 
resources are dedicated directly to fulfilling these obligations and significant support resources are 
invested in helping the direct satisfaction of these obligations. 

Internal Work Groups 
SPP’s internal organization structure is designed to ensure appropriate focus and leadership is 
deployed to address the KTLO work described above.  Many groups have direct responsibilities to 
accomplish the work while others are available to provide necessary support. 

Operations 

 
 
SPP’s Operations Department is responsible for many of the duties and responsibilities outlined in 
the OATT and MA.  Operations staff are the front line employees who engage real-time in the 
reliability and market aspects of SPP on a 24 hour a day, 7 days a week basis.  Staff consists of 
engineers, certified system operators and specialized support personnel.  The Department is 
organized across three distinct subgroups: 

1. System Operations 
2. Markets 
3. Engineering Support 

 
Significant duties include: regional reliability coordination, tariff administration, transmission 
service, real-time and day-ahead market operations, maintain the models for the state estimator and 
the commercial modeling tools, training, and balancing authority operations.  Additionally, staff 
from this group work with numerous stakeholder groups including;  MOPC, Business Practices WG, 
Balancing Authority Operating Committee, Generation WG, Operating Reliability WG, and 
Operations Training WG.  Finally, staff represents SPP and its members at numerous NERC 
working groups. 

Operations Department Investment and Resources
Salary & Benefits Travel Services Other CapEx Approved Staff

20.9$                      0.4$      0.3$      0.1$      8.7$       161
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2016 Priorities Strategic Plan Linkage 

Wind Study – refresh of 6 year old wind integration study 
 

• Reliability Assurance 
• Optimize Interdependent 

Systems 
Enhance operator tools – improve the types of information 
utilized by the operations staff in monitoring system stability 
and status 
 

• Reliability Assurance 

Market to Market – Dedicated effort to address seam and 
congestion issues highlighted since start of Market to Market 
process 
 

• Optimize Interdependent 
Systems 

Gas Coordination – participate in advancing solution to 
extend a gas pipeline as an alternative to construction of new 
generation to eliminate electric system contingency 
 

• Optimize Interdependent 
Systems 

Internal Model Coordination – establish process to 
coordinate between real time operations and long-term 
planning.    
 

• Reliability Assurance 

 

Engineering 

 
 
Principal duties of SPP’s engineering department include planning SPP’s transmission system 
necessary to meet future regional reliability, economic, and public policy needs in an optimized 
manner; tracking progress and costs of approved transmission expansion projects; and performing 
longer term (longer than one year) studies necessary to process requests for generation 
interconnection, transmission service, and transmission congestion rights.  The department also 
performs data gathering and reliability assessment responsibilities in support of the Regional Entity.  
The predominance of these duties are required by SPP’s OATT and business practices, the 
Membership Agreement, NERC Reliability Standards, and SPP Criteria. 
 

2016 Priorities Strategic Plan Linkage 
Increased Compliance – Focus on new compliance 
requirements resulting from changes to several NERC 
standards including TPL-001 and 007, MOD-31, MOD-33, 
and CIP-002.  SPP task forces and working groups such as 
TWG, MDWG, and TPLTF have been working in 2015 to 
define how SPP should comply. 
 

• Reliability Assurance 
 

Integrated System Support – addition of the IS will increase 
the volume of generation interconnection and transmission 

• Reliability Assurance 
• Maintain Economical, 

Engineering Department Investment and Resources
Salary & Benefits Travel Services Other CapEx Approved Staff

9.4$                        0.3$      2.8$      0.6$      0.5$       76
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service requests as well as the scope of the ITP studies. 
 

Optimized Transmission 
System 

Capacity Margin Refinement – expect recommendation to 
reduce the capacity margin required for the region 
accompanied with establishing a process for assurance 
monitoring to ensure fair and equitable capacity provision. 
 

• Reliability Assurance 
• Enhance Member Value 

Clean Power Plan Assessments – continued support for 
utilities and regulators to inform, guide, and facilitate 
implementation of the CPP. 
 

• Optimize Interdependent 
Systems 

• Reliability Assurance 
• Maintain Economical, 

Optimized Transmission 
System 

• Enhance Member Value 
Transmission Planning Improvements – includes more 
efficient structure to studies, enhanced processes to 
determine assumptions, improvements to data validation and 
collection 
 

• Enhance Member Value 
• Maintain Economical, 

Optimized Transmission 
System 

Z2 Crediting Support – new process to ensure accurate inputs 
into the crediting system, and validation efforts on the 
outputs from the system 

• Maintain Economical, 
Optimized Transmission 
System 

 

Information Technology 

 
The primary mission of IT is to develop, deploy, integrate and support the applications and 
infrastructure that supply SPP's operational and corporate systems.   IT is divided into three primary 
groups (IT-Operations, IT-Applications, and IT-Sourcing), along with a Chief Architect.   
 
The IT-Applications department provides 24x7-support for existing systems including transmission, 
reliability, and Integrated Marketplace.   The department is responsible for coordinating all software 
development efforts related to these key business systems, as well as planning and supporting the 
integration of new members/market participants such as Integrated Systems.  IT-Applications plays 
an integral role in nearly all new projects, including the creation of requirements/test/rollback plans; 
developing software; providing technical leadership; defining, implementing and reviewing 
architecture; and providing ongoing maintenance and support for systems. 
 
 The IT-Operations department provides 24x7-support for all communications and networking 
systems, and all computer hardware and environmental needs for the SPP data centers.  Each of 
these activities is critical to SPP's transmission, market, reliability and business processes. IT-
Operations also provides technical direction, leadership, and architectural design for the 
communications, network, storage, backup/recovery, and computing platforms for all aspects of the 
IT infrastructure utilized within SPP.   
 

Information Technology Department Investment and Resources
Salary & Benefits Travel Services Other CapEx Approved Staff

18.0$                      0.1$      3.5$      20.9$    11.6$     146
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The IT-Sourcing and Strategy team has responsibility for managing the IT budget and 
facilitating/negotiating business activities with major IT vendors.  The team works closely with the 
other IT departments to incorporate an appropriate short and long-term budget and acquisition 
philosophy, which incorporates vendor leveraging/relationships, asset lifecycles, and adequate 
maintenance coverage.   
 

2016 Priorities Strategic Plan Linkage 
Enterprise Data Management – ensure SPP capability to 
transport data, both internally and externally, and 
appropriately store data based on need and value 
 

• Enhance Member Value 

Cyber Security – enhance SPP’s processes for responding to 
and recovering from cyber events 
 

• Reliability Assurance 

Efficiency - improve the identification, evaluation and 
implementation of technologies to improve services and 
reduce costs of delivering service to customers  
 

• Enhance Member Value 

Corporate 

 
The corporate group has responsibility for many broad aspects of the organization.  The group 
encompasses the following support areas: 

• Executive • Legal • Settlements 
• Communications • Human Resources • Facilities 
• Accounting • Regulatory • Credit 
• Gov’t Affairs • Administration • Market Monitoring 

 
Additionally, this group holds the budget for several expenses which are not allocated across the 
company such as, pension expense, corporate liability insurance, and board of director 
compensation. 
 

2016 Priorities Strategic Plan Linkage 
Western expansion – effort to expand SPP’s services to 
utilities west of SPP’s current footprint.  
 

• Optimize Interdependent 
Systems 

Settlements – focus on upgrading reliability and capability of 
settlement systems 
 

• None 

Outreach & Education - Increase one-on-one meetings with 
SPP members, regulators, and legislators to build 
relationship and better understand regional needs and issues 
 

• None 

Tariff Compliance – Continue drive to ensure SPP is 
knowledgeable of its specific requirements and duties under 

• None 

Corporate Department Investment and Resources
Salary & Benefits Travel Services Other CapEx Approved Staff

20.8$                      0.6$      6.4$      5.3$      1.1$       118
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the tariff and capable of performing those responsibilities 
  
 

Process Integrity 

 
 
Primary responsibilities within the Process Integrity group include audit, compliance, external 
member training and customer service, project management, and interregional activities.  
Departments within this group work closely with the SPP Oversight Committee.   
 

2016 Priorities Strategic Plan Linkage 
Security and Compliance – Continue to strengthen SPP’s 
security posture, both cyber and physical, while ensuring an 
active role in development and implementation of future 
standards 
 

• Reliability Assurance 

Stakeholder Project Prioritization – Mature a process to 
engage stakeholders in prioritizing the project work SPP 
undertakes  
 

• Enhance Member Value  

Distributed Process Improvement – Move from a centralized 
process to a distributed process empowering more staff to 
engage in process improvement development and 
implementation 
 

• Enhance Member Value  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Process Integrity Department Investment and Resources
Salary & Benefits Travel Services Other CapEx Approved Staff

7.8$                        0.3$      0.4$      0.1$      0.5$       58
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SPP Organizational Chart - September 21, 2015
Officers with detailed headcount

President, Chief Executive Officer

Sr. VP Finance & CFO

Controller
11

Risk Management
4

Settlements
24

VP Corporate Services

Meetings & Admin …
11

Corporate Campus
5

Human Resource
12

Exec, VP & COO

VP Engineering

R&D and Special …
9

Planning
64

VP Information Tech

IT Applications
95

IT Enterprise Operat…
44

IT Sourcing Strategy
4

IT Architect
2

VP Operations

Operations Support
62

Systems Operations
71

Markets
27

Market Design
7

Interregional Rel
3

Exec, VP General Counsel

Sr. VP Gov Affairs & PR

Corp Communications
4

Legislative Analyst
1

AGC Corporate
8

AGC Markets & Regul…
4

Market Monitoring
14

Regulatory
14

VP Process Integrity &
CCAO

Interregional
4

Stakeholder Srv
20

Internal Auditing
6

Business Process Imp
3

Compliance & Security
11

Project Management
14
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Appendix B 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Capital Investment Operating Total Project
Project 2016 Total Expense Investment Source Owner Strategic Plan Linkage

A  P  P  R  O  V  E  D
Gas/Electric 1.0        1.0        0.5             1.5             FERC GECTF Enhance & Optimize Interdependent Systems
Enhanced Combined Cycle 4.3        5.2        1.0             6.2             MOPC MWG Enhance & Optimize Interdependent Systems
FERC 676-H NITS Web Oasis 0.1        0.1        0.1             0.2             FERC Staff None
Z2 Credit Stack (P1,2,3) 0.7        2.7        0.1             

2.8             
FERC Staff Economical, Optimized Transmission System  

Enhance Member Value and Affordability 
2 Factor Authentication 0.2        0.2        0.4             0.6             Staff Staff Reliability Assurance
Identity & Access Mgmt 0.5        0.7        0.4             1.1             Staff Staff Reliability Assurance
Voltage Stability Tools 0.0        0.0        0.0             Staff Staff Reliability Assurance
Enterprise Records Mgmt ph II -          -          0.2             0.2             Staff Staff Enhance Member Value and Affordability
Portal Replacement 0.1        0.1        0.1             0.2             Staff Staff Enhance Member Value and Affordability
Pro-law Upgrade 0.0        -          -               -               Staff Staff Enhance Member Value and Affordability
Intranet Redesign 0.1        0.1        -               0.1             Staff Staff Enhance Member Value and Affordability
DTS Upgrade 0.2        3.8        1.0             4.8             Staff Staff None
PMU Data Exchange 0.5        1.9        1.5             3.4             Staff Staff Reliability Assurance

7.7        15.8      5.3             21.1           

D  E  F  E  R  R  E  D  /  D  E  L  A  Y  E  D
Transmission Settlement Upgrade -          4.9        -               4.9             Staff Staff
Local Reliability Assessment -          0.5        -               0.5             Staff Staff

R  E  J  E  C  T  E  D
Mitigated Offer Design phase II 1.2        1.2        1.5             2.7             Staff Staff
Enhanced EMS Export 0.1        0.1        -               0.1             Staff Staff



MOPC Report to 
Board of Directors 
/ Members 
Committee

October 27, 2015
Noman Williams - Chair



• Action Items
– ESWG – ITP10 Scope

– MWG - RR112 – ECC 
Cleanup

– Staff
 Regional Review of SPP-

MISO Interregional 
Projects

 SPP-MISO Dispute 
Settlement

• Information Items
– MWG - ASOM Rec Status

– RTWG - Z2 Update

– TPITF

– CMTF

– Staff
 Integration of Integrated 

System Update

 Enhanced Market 
Analytics

Agenda

2



Action Items

3



ESWG

4



• Futures

• Modeling Parameters

• Resource Plan Phase 1

• Resource Plan Phase 2

• Siting

• Constraint/Needs 
Assessment

• Solution Development

• Consolidation

• Seams coordination

• Staging

• Benefit Metrics

• Sensitivities

2017 ITP10 Scope Overview



Scope Elements

• Futures
– Future 1:  Regional Clean Power Plan Solution

– Future 2:  State Level Clean Power Plan Solution

– Future 3:  Reference Case, no CPP implementation

• Reference case modeling assumptions
– Study Year 2025

– NERC Nodal Reference Case for coal, oil, uranium and 
emissions prices

– $8/MWh VOM and curtailment price for wind

6



Scope Elements – Gas Price Projections

• Approved by MOPC
– NYMEX futures and DOE growth rates for natural gas 

prices

• Subsequent change recommended by ESWG
– NERC Nodal Reference Case 

– Due to inconsistent results from initial resource plan 
analysis

– Nodal Reference Case improved from previous versions

7



Resource Plan

• Phase 1
– Additional renewables, for study, includes hydro, wind, solar, and 

bio-fuel, will be included in plans, as needed, to meet the 
renewable Mandate and Goal projections in the Renewable Policy 
Survey

• Phase 2
– Each SPP RTO load serving member must meet current reserve 

margin

– Capacity needs will be identified for each future for 2020 and 2025

– Additional renewables identified by the resource planning software 
may also be included

– Utilizes prototypes for new units from Lazard’s 2014 Levelized Cost 
of Energy Study 

8



Siting

• Developed utilizing sites selected in the 2013 ITP20 
and the 2015 ITP10 studies, and the SPP Generation 
Interconnection queue

9



Constraint/Needs Assessment

• Economic Needs
– Up to 25 congested constraints with greater than 

$50,000 in annual congestion cost will be identified as 
economic needs

• Policy Needs
– Shortfall of deliverable energy mandates or goals by 

utility, by state, will be identified

• Reliability Needs
– An N-1 contingency analysis will be conducted on each 

future for the peak and off peak cases, to determine 
thermal and voltage needs

10



Solution Development

• Solutions will come from:
– Detailed Project Proposals

– Transmission Service Studies

– Generation Interconnection Studies

– Previous ITP studies

– Other Solutions Proposed by Stakeholders and SPP Staff

11



Consolidation

• Reliability, policy, and economic solutions will be 
grouped together and refined to create a portfolio for 
each future

• The final portfolio for each future will be consolidated 
into a single portfolio

• The consolidation of reliability, policy and economic 
projects will be based upon criteria approved by the 
ESWG, TWG, and the MOPC

12



Seams Coordination

• Seams projects will be considered as part of the study 

• SPP will collaborate with neighboring entities 
regarding the identified needs, benefits, potential 
solutions, and costs  

• If JOA is in place, joint coordination will be done in 
accordance with the agreement

• Seams projects will be evaluated based on the 
assumption that the project would be cost shared with 
an SPP neighbor

13



Staging

• Economic Projects
– based on linear interpolation of B/C ratios from 2020 to 

2025 with consideration of lead times

• Policy Projects
– staged in order to meet the renewable requirements

• Reliability Projects
– based on linear interpolation of thermal loadings and 

voltage violations from 2020 to 2025

• Multiple Project Classification
– staged to meet the earliest need date established 

through the Single Project Classification 14



Benefit Metrics

15

Metric Description 

APC Savings  
Savings Due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and 
Production Costs 
Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects  
Marginal Energy Losses  
Capacity Cost Savings Due to Reduced On-Peak 
Transmission Losses 
Reduction of Emissions Rates and Values  
Public Policy Benefits 
Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 
Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 
Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues 

 



Sensitivities

• Some or all of the following sensitivities will be 
performed
– Natural Gas Price

– Demand levels

– Others as determined

• Final Reliability Assessment

• Final Stability Assessment

16



Recommendation

• Approved the 2017 ITP10 Scope, ESWG unopposed, 
September 23rd , TWG unopposed, September 29th

• MOPC approved the 2017 ITP10 Scope, with 4 NOs 
(Sunflower, Mid-KS, SPS, Xcel SWN Xsm)

• MOPC recommends the BOD to approve the 2017 
ITP10 Scope with the following change to the 
reliability assessment:
– All SPP BES facilities will be monitored for the NERC TPL-

001-4 standard Table 1 planning events that do not 
allow for non-consequential load loss or curtailment of 
firm transmission service in development of 100 kV and 
above solutions.

17



MWG
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RR112 – ECC Cleanup

• Prior to ECC project suspension, SPP identified a 
handful of clarifications necessary for ECC:
– Settlement Changes

 Formula changes needed to properly account for Operating 
Reserve buy back during transition

 Formula changes needed to properly account for Overlapping 
commitment periods between DAMKT and RT

– Registration Changes
 Clarify how Primary and Alternate equipment is applied per 

ECC Configuration

 Creation of new Resource Type needed to identify Combined 
Cycle Resources using configuration based logic

19



RR112 – ECC Cleanup

• Based on the ECC MCE prototype effort, SPP also 
identified a handful of simplifications that would be 
necessary to implement the logic on-time and on-
budget
– Limit total number of Configurations to 3 at Registration

– All Configurations are capable of Starting/Stopping

– Offline Supplemental offers may only be submitted for:
 1 Configuration for when CC Plant is completely offline

 1 Configuration where the Resource is online and able to 
transition to a higher configuration, then it will be able to 
provide offline Supplemental Reserves in that higher 
configuration

20



RR112 – ECC Cleanup

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG approved 9/15/2015

 One opposition 

– RTWG approved with modifications 9/29/2015

 One abstention

– ORWG approved  unanimously on 10/8/2015

• MOPC approve RR112 pending MWG’s approval of RTWG 
modifications (approved on 10/22/2015), with 6 NOs 
(SWEPCO, PSO, AEP SW XSM, AEP OK XSM, SPS, Xcel SWN 
XSM) and 3 Abstentions (Midwest, ITC, S Central MCN)

• MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision 
Request.  

21
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Regional Review Objectives

• Evaluate the recommended Interregional Projects 
from the SPP-MISO Coordinated System Plan study 
(CSP)

• Determine if the Interregional Project is more cost 
effective than an identified regional solution

• Compare SPP benefits to SPP costs and determine if 
B/C ratio is greater than 1.0

23



Model Updates Between CSP & Regional Review

• Added projects approved in January 2015
– Updated the constraints

• Updated generator information based on 2017 ITP10 
updates
– Montrose 1, 2, & 3 Retired (510 MW)

• Additional industrial load and new 500 kV MISO project 
in South Louisiana

24



CSP Recommended Economic Projects

1. Addition of a series reactor 
on the Swartz-Alto 115kV 
line at the Alto 115kV 
Substation

• 14% SPP funded

2. Rebuild existing 11 mile 
South Shreveport to 
Wallace Lake 138kV line

• 20% SPP funded

3. New 78 mile 345kV line 
from Elm Creek – NSUB 
(New substation on the 
Pauline – Mark Moore 
345kV line)

• 80% SPP funded

25



Series Reactor on Swartz – Alto 115 kV

• SPP E&C cost: 
$740k

• 40-YR SPP Cost: 
$1.27 million

• 40-YR SPP PV 
Benefits: -$8 
million 

• Staff recommends 
not approving as 
an Interregional 
Project

26



S. Shreveport – Wallace Lake 138 kV

• Project details
– Rebuild 11 mile S. 

Shreveport to 
Wallace Lake 138 kV 
line with 1533.3 
ACSR/TW

• E&C Cost of $18.5 M

• 20% SPP funded

• E&C SPP Cost: $3.7M

27



South Shreveport Metrics & Total Benefit

28

Categories Values
APC 39,328,392$        
Wheeling -$                       
Trans Outages 4,444,108$          
Reliability 31,898,861$        
40-Yr PV Benefits 75,671,361$        
40-Yr PV Cost 6,379,772$          
NPV 69,291,589$        
B/C Ratio 11.86                     



Conclusions

• Project addresses 2015 ITP10 reliability need

• APC benefit alone provides a B/C ratio greater than 6

• Total B/C ratio greater than 11

• SPP staff recommends approving South Shreveport to 
Wallace lake rebuild as an Interregional Project

29



Elm Creek – NSUB 345kV

• Project details

– New 78 mile 345kV 
from Elm Creek –
NSUB (New 
Substation on the 
Pauline – Mark 
Moore 345kV line)

• E&C cost of $140 
million

• 80% SPP Funded

• E&C SPP Cost: 
$112.5M

30



Elm Creek Metrics & Total Benefit

31

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
APC 437,834,340$               189,646,497$     
Wheeling 7,854,626$                    8,335,167$          
Trans Outages 49,475,280$                 21,430,054$        
Reliability -$                                -$                       
40-Yr PV Benefits 495,164,246$               219,411,719$     
40-Yr PV Cost 193,479,100$               193,479,100$     
NPV 301,685,145$               25,932,619$        
B/C Ratio 2.55                                 1.13                       

Scenario 1: Assumes Iatan – Stranger voltage conversion is not built in the base case or the change case
Scenario 2: Assumes Iatan – Stranger voltage conversion is in the base case and change case



Scenario 2: 40-Year Present Value
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Scenario 2: Generation Change (MWh)
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Conclusions

• Elm Creek – NSUB is significantly more cost effective 
without Iatan to Stranger voltage conversion 
– B/C ratio of Elm Creek – NSUB reduced to 1.13 when 

Iatan – Stranger is upgraded

• Costs greater than the APC benefits for approximately 
the first 10-years if Iatan – Stranger is upgraded

• Restrictions on ability to increase coal dispatch may 
result in the B/C ratio dropping below 1.0

34



SPP Staff Recommendation

• Staff does not recommend approving Alto – Swartz series 
reactor as an Interregional Project (Could reevaluate in 
future regional or interregional study)

• Staff does not recommend approving Elm Creek – NSUB 
345 kV as an Interregional Project (Could be reevaluated in 
future regional or interregional study

• MOPC approved Staff recommendation for Board of 
Directors to approval the South Shreveport – Wallace Lake 
Rebuild as an Interregional Project with 2 abstentions 
(Energy Asset Mgmt, Midwest Gen)

• MOPC requests the Board of Directors approve the South 
Shreveport to Wallace Lake 138 kV Rebuild asan
Interregional Project. 35



SPP-MISO JOA Section 5.2 Dispute

36

• Section 5.2 Sharing Contract Path Capacity. 
If the Parties have contract paths to the same entity,
the combined contract path capacity will be made
available for use by both Parties. This will not create
new contract paths for either Party that did not
previously exist. SPP will not be able to deal directly
with companies with which it does not physically or
contractually interconnect and the Midwest ISO will
not be able to deal directly with companies with which
it does not physically or contractually interconnect.
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FERC Procedural History

1/28/14
SPP filed 

unexecuted 
Service 

Agreement

1/28/14
SPP filed 

Complaint 
asserting JOA 
violations and 

seeking 
compensation

2/18/14
Entities Filing in 
Support of SPP:

SPP TOs
Joint Parties
Basin Electric

WAPA

3/28/14
FERC accepted  
the SPP Service 
Agreement and 
set the matter 
for hearing & 

settlement 

4/29/14
First of Seven 

Settlement 
Conferences at 

FERC

Feb – Oct 2015
Concentrated 
small group 
negotiations 
and Parties 

worked with 
docket 

intervenors to 
review draft 
settlement 
agreement

10/13/15
Settlement 
Agreement 

Filed at FERC

38



Settlement Terms
• Available System Capacity (ASC) and Compensation

– ASC made available to MISO on non-firm, as-available basis

– Compensation based on Capacity Factor of MISO flows above 
MISO’s Contract Path relative to amount of headroom

– Settles prior issued invoices for $8M per year

• Operating Requirements for ASC
– Establishes Regional Directional Transfer Limits for MISO that 

limit real-time flows to 3,000 MW N-S and 2,500 MW S-N

– Parties will use normal M2M or TLR procedures for managing 
congestion with a couple of exceptions for AECI flowgates

39



Settlement Terms

• Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service
– MISO had previously granted firm service in excess of its 

Contract Path rights (almost exclusively service to NRG)

– Compensation from NRG to SPP and Joint Parties and terms 
for the service previously granted by MISO to not be 
contested

– Acknowledgement by MISO that it can not grant additional 
firm transmission service above MISO’s Contract Path

• Amendments to the SPP-MISO JOA

• Effective Date of January 29, 2014

40



Settlement Terms
• Term and Termination

– Initial 7 year term for Settlement Agreement beginning 
January 29, 2014 (date of SPP Service Agreement) with 
evergreen extensions and one year prior notice from any 
Party to terminate

– If no replacement agreement is reached, MISO has no 
transmission usage rights above its own Contract Path and 
will be subject to SPP Tariff rates and penalties if it does

• The Settlement includes a Compensation Manual which 
provides the details for determining MISO’s flows with 
respect to ASC usage

41



COMPENSATION OVERVIEW
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Compensation Overview

43

0%-20%
• $1.33M per month ($16M per year)

20%-70%
• $2.25M per month ($27M per year)

70%+
• $3.17M per month ($38M per year)

• Compensation based on discrete bands of calculated Capacity Factor 
for varying amounts of MISO’s ASC Usage

• Band pricing adjusts if MISO’s Contract Path increases or decreases
• If Capacity Factor is zero is any month, no payment due for that 

month



Compensation Overview

44

2014

2015

2016

$8M1

$8M1 $3.7M2

$16M, $27M, or $38M3,4 $6.5M5

2017 $16M, $27M, or $38M3,4 $12.2M5

2018 $16M, $27M, or $38M3,4 $15.1M5

2019 $16M, $27M, or $38M3,4 $5.6M5

2020+ $16M, $27M, or $38M3,4

1. MISO Compensation for 2014 and 2015 split 60% to SPP and 40% to Joint Parties
2. NRG Compensation split 50% to SPP and 50% to Joint Parties
3. MISO Compensation 2016+ split 50% to SPP and 50% to Joint Parties
4. $16M for CF < 20%, $27M for CF between 20% and 70%, $38M for CF > 70%
5. NRG payment may be lower if NRG elects to annul some MWs

MISO NRG



Distribution of Funds Collected
• Any funds collected under Settlement Agreement will be distributed to 

SPP members

• As funds are not being collected under existing OATT schedules, SPP 
will make a FERC filing as to the method that will be used

• SPP Board of Directors charged SPP staff and SPP TO’s who negotiated 
Settlement Agreement to make a recommendation as to how funds 
should be distributed

• Developed two principles to guide discussions of distribution method:

 Distribution of revenue should be consistent with the basis for the charges 
under the Settlement Agreement

 Revenue received by SPP Transmission Owners should flow through to the 
benefit of load within SPP

45



Distribution Options Considered

• 100% Flow-based Approach
– MW-Mile Calculation

– Updated allocation percentages
annually

• 50% ATRR/50% Flow-based
– ATRR portion allocated between

Schedule 8 and 11

– Flow-based portion same as
100% flow-based option

• 100% Load Ratio Share

46



Revenue Distribution
• Majority of SPP TOs who were part of discussions favor 100% Flow-based 

Approach

– Includes KCPL, GMO, OGE, AEP, WAPA, Westar, Basin, Heartland, Sunflower, Mid-
Kansas, NPPD, OPPD, Empire, SWPA, CUS

– LES does not favor distribution based solely on flow impacts

– SPS favors 100% Load Ratio Share approach or 50% ATRR/50% Flow-based approach

• All favor SPP retaining a portion of the revenue to reduce Schedule 1A for costs 
of administering settlement agreement

– SPP staff recommends $250K/yr initially

• No opposition to portion of initial money received being used to reimburse SPP 
TOs approx. $456,000 for legal expenses from litigation in docket 

• General consensus is to develop a new tariff schedule specific to this 
settlement to address revenue distribution

– Include requirement that revenue be credited to the benefit of all customers taking 
SPP transmission service in the same manner in which Point-to-Point 
revenue is credited 47



Recommendation
• Group of SPP Transmission Owners requests the SPP Board of Directors 

approve that revenues received pursuant to the Settlement Agreement 
be distributed to SPP Transmission Owners based on the 100% flow-
based approach with the exception of $250,000 annually which will be 
allocated towards Schedule 1A and the one-time allocation of $456,000 
to reimburse SPP Transmission Owners for joint and common legal 
expenses due to litigation in this docket.

• Additionally the Group of SPP Transmission Owners requests the SPP 
Board of Directors direct SPP Staff to work with the RTWG to develop a 
new Tariff schedule to implement this recommendation including a 
requirement that the revenue be credited by SPP Transmission Owners 
to the benefit of all customers taking SPP transmission service in the 
same manner in which Point-to-Point revenue is credited.

• MOPC took no action.
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Information
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MWG
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Background 

• At July 2015 SPP Board of Directors (BOD) meeting, the SPP 
MMU presented its Annual State of the Market (ASOM) 
report, including nine recommendations for changes or 
enhancements to the Integrated Marketplace design  

• Chairman Jim Eckelberger asked the Chairs of the MOPC 
and MWG to review the MMU recommendations and 
prepare RTO responses and plans for presentation to the 
BOD in a future meeting

• MWG begin detailed review and discussion of 
responses/plans for the MMU recommendations at the 
MWG meeting on October 20-21

• SPP Staff prepared a preliminary update for MOPC on the 
following slides. 51



52

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



RTWG
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Z2 Crediting Project Current Status
• Status

– Monthly Updates to RTWG

– Project Phase: Execution

– Status: Green

• In process work:

– Business Process documentation/Development*

– Test Planning*

– Testing with CPTF*

• What’s been completed since the last update:

– Module 1 (Basic functionality): completed and tested

– Module 2 (Base Calc): Estimated delivery, early October

– Module 3 (Settlement Calc): Being coded

54*This work will be ongoing for several months



Following Implementation

55

• Calculate past billings and payments
– Short-term requests: Money comes back from T.O.s
– Long-term requests: Customers will be billed and money 

comes back from T.O.s
– Money collected distributed to sponsors of upgrades

 Customers that fund network upgrades
– Transmission Customers
– GI Customers

 Project Sponsors
– Need to account for the differences between estimated 

costs and actual costs
• Start monthly billing

– Changes to billing of Customers of current Long-term 
service

– Distribution of revenue from Point-to-Point
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Create Input Stacks

Software Development

Testing

Hist. Calc.
Crediting in Production

Payment of Historic 
Credits*

Expected Z2 Project Timeline

2/1/16 3/15/16 5/1/16

MOPC
/BOD

Note: * Start and duration still under development dependent upon BOD approval

Develop Payment Options



TPITF
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TPITF Scope

• Evaluate and propose recommendations on:
– The methodologies and modeling practices used in the 

studies

– Utilization of data to ensure consistency in the planning 
process

– The appropriateness of the planning cycle and 
assessments

• Recommendations will be presented to MOPC, SPC, 
and Board in April 2016
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Stakeholder Process
• Treated as a process improvement

• Identified issues and pain points 

• Categorized the issues and pain points to help identify 
the underlying cause

• Referred back to the list to limit re-discussion of issues 

• Face-to-face and Webex meetings

59



Key Issues Identified 
• A three-year planning cycle is not timely

• Stakeholder process approvals and model development 
are bottlenecks and can limit the frequency of the 
planning process

• Duplication and variance of modeling in planning 
processes and studies create inefficiencies and add 
additional time

• Real-time operations data not always considered in the 
planning process

• The ITP20 is resource intensive and provides primarily 
strategic value and not actionable results

60



TPITF Consensus Items

• 18-month planning cycle

• Common planning model

• Holistic planning process

• Standardized scope

61



18-Month Planning Cycle
• Reduce the ITP planning cycle from 36 to 18 months

– Perform ITP20 study separate from planning cycle

– Overlap to produce an annual ITP report

• Next Steps:
– Collaborate with applicable working groups to identify 

potential issues and solutions to confirm feasibility 

62

18-Mth Planning Cycle
Overlapping Model Build

Annual ITP Report Annual ITP Report
Scope for next cycle developed 

parallel with current assessment

Initial scope to be 
developed before 
initial model build



Common Planning Model
• Build a common base model for all planning processes

– Region-wide economic commitment and dispatch that more 
appropriately accounts for renewables and firm transmission 
rights

– Leverage Model Development Working Group (MDWG) model 
build process for data submission

• Next Steps:
– Determine minimum planning model requirements 

 Coincident vs. Non-Coincident Peak Load

 Consideration of Firm Transmission Rights

 Renewable Resource Forecast

 Consistency between compliance and planning assumptions

– Collaborate with applicable working groups to identify 
potential issues and solutions to confirm feasibility 
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Holistic Planning Process
• Combine the ITPNT, ITP10, and TPL processes into one 

10-year study
– Reliability, economic, policy, and compliance assessments

– Evaluate feasibility of including compliance assessments 
in planning cycle

• Next Steps:
– Conduct economic assessment for full planning horizon

– Include TPL compliance needs in ITP needs assessment

– Develop formal process to evaluate operational issues

64



Standardized Scope
• Standardize traditional scope items

– Leverage ITP Manual for established planning 
approaches

– Utilize assumptions document for approval of items that 
typically change per study (i.e., futures, fuel prices, etc.)

• Next Steps:
– Identify ITP scope items that can be standardized 
– Develop process for reviewing and approving 

assumption document items
– Evaluate Revision Request (RR) process to track changes 

to ITP Manual planning approaches and methods 
– Collaborate with applicable working groups to identify 

potential issues and solutions to confirm feasibility 
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CMTF
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CMTF Efforts

• LOLE Reserve Margin Study

• Deliverability Study

• Planning Reserve Assurance Policy

• Load Responsible Entity Whitepaper

• Other Items

67



LOLE Reserve Margin Study

68

• SPP staff finalized the 2015 Reserve Margin LOLE 
Limbo study consistent with the study scope approved 
by the CMTF in July.

• Staff presented the results to the CMTF at the 
September 30th meeting

• CMTF requested more clarification and justification be 
added to the LOLE report before a planning reserve 
margin could be endorsed by the CMTF

• The CMTF will hold a joint meeting October 28th with 
the ORWG and GWG to review the LOLE report and 
discuss endorsement of a new planning reserve 
margin recommendation



Deliverability Study
• New language was added to the Deliverability 

study whitepaper by the CMTF

• Currently under review by the CMTF 
– In October, the latest version of the whitepaper will be 

sent to the ORWG, GWG, CAWG, RSC, and MWG for 
review and feedback

– The whitepaper is currently scheduled to be presented 
at the October 29th CMTF meeting as an approval item
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Planning Reserve Assurance Policy

70

• The Planning Reserve Assurance Policy whitepaper was initially 
approved by the CMTF at the June 2nd meeting

• The whitepaper was included in the July MOPC meeting 
materials as informational only

• The Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) was given an overview 
of the policy at the July 16th meeting

• New language was added to the whitepaper by the CMTF
• In October, the latest version of the whitepaper will be sent to 

the ORWG, GWG, CAWG, RSC, and MWG for review and 
feedback

• The whitepaper is currently scheduled to be presented at the 
October 29th CMTF meeting as an approval item for new 
language



Load Responsible Entity
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• Load Responsible Entity (LRE) Whitepaper
– Approved by MOPC at the July MOPC meeting
– The LRE whitepaper was presented to the Regional 

Tariff Working Group (RTWG) at the July 23rd

meeting
 Process Improvement Tariff Task Force (PITTF) 

currently discussing Tariff inclusion
 Dennis Reed to give a progress update at the October 

29th CMTF meeting



Other Items
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• Demand Response Small Group
– Comprised of CMTF members

– Tasked with defining planning reserve requirements for 
Demand Response, Energy Efficiency, and Behind-the-
Meter generation



STAFF
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Market with New Members

– Added Capacity, Committed: 3600MW, Offered: 
5100MW

– Enhanced Dispatchable Ramping Capability – Excludes 
NDVER’s
 SPP without IS: 3MW/Min 

 IS: 9MW/Min

 SPP with IS: 4MW/Min 

– Three additional DC Ties, (Miles City, Rapid City, Stegall)

– Phase Shifter to Saskatchewan, Schedule to Regulate, 
No Energy transaction since October 1st

– Dispatched Generation 3100 MW on average
74



LMP Impact - IS
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A comparison of average 
Location Marginal Price –
Before and After IS

- MEC before integration:
$22.70

- MEC after integration:
$19.85

- MEC is lower due to less 
expensive generation 
within IS.



On Peak SPP NSI Impact - IS
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SPP LMP’s being lowered with the integration makes SPP more energy 
exporting than previously. 



Off Peak SPP NSI Impact - IS
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IS generation serving rest of SPP Market Load

78

- IS generation committed impact 
economics in favor of lower prices.

- IS as a Member Operating Area is 
net exporting to the rest of SPP 
Market

- Before IS integration IS average 
export to SPP was 145 MW.

- 145MW is average calculated from 
Integrated Marketplace Go live to 
October 1st



Enhanced Market Analytics

• SPP Staff presented to MOPC some thoughts on 
enhancing the analytics for the Integrated 
Marketplace

• MOPC provided comments including explanations for 
the data and presentation, additional thoughts on 
analytics, look at using ideas for corporate metrics, 
dashboard needs.

• SPP Staff is working on these for review at the 
December BOD meeting
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Consent Agenda
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MWG

81



RR116 – Quick Start Enhancements

Background
– Current market design of Quick-Start Resources (QSRs)

 QSRs are being committed hours ahead of time

 The shutdown process for QSRs lack clarity 

 QSR MPs have to update the RTBM offer to include start-up 
and no-load if it is not committed

– Commitment of QSRs, due to their short start-up time, 
should happen closer to RT

82



RR116 – Quick Start Enhancements

RR116 proposes to: 

– Delay the commitment of QSRs until RTBM 

– Honor the QSR’s parameters and use the existing 
shutdown process 

– Aggregate the start-up and no-load in RTBM 

– STRUC will evaluate the QSR over its Min Run Time and 
may recommend it to RTBM
 If QSRs are needed to address a VRL or an OR shortage, then 

they may be committed by the short-term ID RUC

 Otherwise, the QSR will be committed and dispatched 
economically in RTBM
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RR116 – Quick Start Enhancements

• Impact Analysis 
– Estimated cost $200k, 5 months to complete

• Benefit realized
– Delays commitment of QSRs until RTBM

– Enables better functionality of QSRs
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RR116 – Quick Start Enhancements

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG approved 9/15/2015

 Eight abstentions 

– MWG approved impact assessment 9/21/2015
 Seven abstentions 

– RTWG approved 4/24/2015
 Two abstentions

– ORWG approved 10/8/2015
 1 abstention

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR116
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RR120 – Ramp Scarcity Pricing
Background: 
• SPP Staff found a discrepancy between the Tariff language 

and how the market system is actually working related to 
pricing during ramp scarcity situations.

• Tariff 8.3.3(3) Attachment AE - Ramp constraint with no 
capacity shortage
– LMPs are set equal to the highest Resource Offer for Energy 

as specified in the Energy Offer Curve
– MCPs are set by reducing the Operating Reserve requirement 

to match available Operating Reserve
• Discrepancy is the LMPs are set by the market system and 

not set equal to the highest Resource Offer
• RR120 proposes to change the Protocols/Tariff language to 

be consistent with the market system
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RR120 – Ramp Scarcity Pricing

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG approved 9/15/2015

 One opposition and two abstentions 

– RTWG unanimously approved SPP 9/29/2015 comments

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR120 pending 
MWG’s approval of SPP 9/29/2015 comments
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MOPC APPROVAL OF VIOLATION 
RELAXATION LIMITS

88



VRL Annual Reporting
• SPP recommended maintaining the current levels for VRLs 

based on the 2014-2015 VRL analysis
– Analysis was provided to the MWG and ORWG on 7/31/2015 

through the SPP exploder emails

– MWG and ORWG members did not express any opposition to 
maintaining the current levels

• Protocols state that ORWG and MWG will recommend a set 
of proposed VRLs and associated values to MOPC

• Tariff states that each year by 11/1, VRLs and associated 
values shall be reviewed and approved by the SPP Board

• Motion:  MOPC recommends the Board approve the 
current VRLs and associated values pending MWG and 
ORWG approval
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RR82 – Modification of Make-Whole Payment 
Grace Period
Background: 

– MPs identified constraints that prevent them from 
starting two Resources at the same time
 RR82 allows those Resources with start-up constraints one 

extra hour in the grace period for MWP Start-up eligibility 
recovery

 MPs will have to register as Staggered Start Resources and 
attest to the constraints

– RR82 proposes to change the MWP grace period for 
Staggered Start Resources from one hour to two hours
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RR82 – Modification of Make-Whole Payment 
Grace Period
• Impact Analysis 

– Estimated cost $52k, 3 months to complete

• Benefit realized
– Allows MPs that register as Stagger Start Resource to 

receive an extra hour for the MWP Start-Up offer 
eligibility grace period

– Helps MPs align their operations process to SPP’s 
dispatch instructions 
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RR82 – Modification of Make-Whole Payment 
Grace Period
• Working Group Voting Results

– MWG approved 8/18/2015
 One abstention 

– RTWG approved 8/27/2015

– ORWG unanimously approved 9/3/2015

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR82
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RR106 – Outage Deviation

• Background: 
– RT Outage Deviation for the RUC MWP distribution 

includes Resources’ Day-Ahead cleared MW amount 
that metered zero in RT. 

– Resources that are following SPP’s dispatch to zero in RT 
should not receive this RUC MWP deviation. 

– RR106 proposes to not include those MWs in the RT 
Outage Deviation for following SPP’s dispatch to zero.

93



RR106 – Outage Deviation

• Impact Analysis 
– Estimated cost $9k, 1 month to complete

• Benefit realized
– Resources following SPP dispatch to zero in Real-Time 

will be exempt from RT Outage Deviation charge type
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RR106 – Outage Deviation

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG unanimously approved 7/21/2015

– MWG unanimously approved impact assessment 
8/18/2015

– RTWG unanimously approved 8/27/2015

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR106
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RR118 – RUC MWP Start-Up Recovery Eligibility 
Clarifications
• Background 

– RR118 clarify RUC MWP Start-Up Offer Recovery 
Eligibility
 DA Start-Up costs will be paid in a RUC commitment when a 

RUC commitment precedes a DA commitment

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG unanimously approved 9/15/2015

– RTWG unanimously approved 9/24/2015

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR118 
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RR119 – LTCR Compliance Filing

Response to July 16, 2015 FERC Order on LTCRs
– A new initial ILTCR allocation process is being 

established
 MPs with candidate ILTCRs will receive awards when the 

upgrade goes into service instead of waiting until the annual 
LTCR allocation

 Any awarded ILTCRs from the initial ILTCR allocation cannot be 
renewed

– In the next annual LTCR allocation, MPs with candidate 
ILTCRs will be eligible to nominate in the same round as 
LSE LTCRs
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RR119 – LTCR Compliance Filing

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG approved 9/15/2015

 Seventeen abstentions

– RTWG approved with modifications 9/29/2015
 Three abstentions

– CAWG unanimously approved 10/6/2015 

• MWG recommends MOPC approve RR119
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KCPL Resource HUB Proposal

• Background 
– Consistent with Tariff language as of 9/15/2015, all 

Resource HUB Modifications must be approved by 
MOPC and Board

• Working Group Voting Results
– MWG approved 9/15/2015

 Two abstentions 

• MWG recommends MOPC approve KCPL Resource 
HUB Proposal
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STAFF

100



NTC RE-EVALUATIONS UPDATE
Quarterly Project Tracking
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2015 ITP Cost Variance NTC Re-evaluation Update

Project Name Owner Source 
Study

Project
Type Update

Hobart - Roosevelt Tap -
Snyder 69 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 ITPNT Reliability Need remains; further project analysis 

required

Mineola - Grand Saline 69 kV 
Rebuild AEP 2015 ITPNT Reliability Need remains; further project analysis 

required

South Shreveport - Wallace 
Lake 138 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 ITP10 Reliability Need remains; further project analysis 

required

Linwood - South Shreveport 
138 kV Rebuild AEP 2015 ITPNT Reliability Need remains; further project analysis 

required

Martin - Pantex North -
Pantex South - Highland Park 

115 kV Rebuild
SPS 2015 ITP10 Reliability No need identified; recommend NTC

withdrawal

Labette - Neosho SES 69 kV 
Rebuild WERE 2015 ITPNT Reliability No need identified; recommend NTC

withdrawal

Iatan - Stranger Creek 345 
kV Voltage Conversion

WERE/GMO/
KCPL 2015 ITP10 Economic Need remains; recommend NTC 

reinstatement
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Iatan – Stranger Creek 345 kV Analysis
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

 Reference case
 40 years of benefits and 

costs for 2019 – 2058

 100% of benefits for 
2019 - 2022

 50% of benefits for 
2023 – 2030

 0% benefits after 2030
 Costs still calculated for 

40 years

 100% of benefits for 
2019 - 2022

 0% benefits after 2022
 Costs still calculated for 

40 years

40-Year Value $5,212,044,211 $326,728,000 $87,740,000

40-Year PV APC $908,676,082 $187,356,525 $69,122,766

Transmission Outage $102,680,397 $21,171,287 $7,810,873

40-Year PV Benefit $1,011,356,479 $208,527,812 $76,933,639

40-Year Cost $64,492,272 $64,492,272 $64,492,272

NPV $946,864,207 $144,035,540 $12,441,367

B/C 15.68 3.23 1.19
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2015 ITP TO-Requested NTC Re-evaluation Update
Project Name Owner Source Study Purpose Update

Harrisonville North - Ralph Green 69 kV 
Rebuild GMO 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; recommend 

NTC withdrawal

CPPXF#22 69 kV Terminal Upgrades GRDA 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further project 
analysis required

Newport 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; recommend 
NTC withdrawal

Boomer 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; recommend 
NTC withdrawal

Childers 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need No need identified; recommend 
NTC withdrawal

Four Corners 69 kV Cap Bank OGE 2015 ITPNT Modify NTC No need identified; recommend 
NTC withdrawal

Road Runner 115 kV Loop Rebuild (Cap
Banks Only) SPS 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further project 

analysis required

Gracemont - Anadarko 138 kV Reconductor WFEC 2015 ITP10 Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further project 
analysis required

Winchester 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further project 
analysis required

Thackerville 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2015 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further project 
analysis required

Baldwin Creek 230/115 kV Transformer WERE 2015 ITPNT Modify NTC Need remains; further project 
analysis required

**All projects in table approved as Reliability projects 
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Other TO-Requested NTC Re-evaluation Summary 
Project Name Owner Source 

Study Purpose Update

Georgia Pacific – Keatchie 138 kV 
Rebuild AEP 2010 STEP Re-evaluate Need

No need identified; 
recommend NTC

withdrawal

Letorneau - Air Liquide Tap 69 kV New 
Line AEP 2014 ITPNT Modify NTC Need remains; further

project analysis required

Knobhill – Lane – Noel 138 kV  New Line OGE/  
WFEC 2014 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further

project analysis required

Meeker – Hammett 138 kV New Line WFEC 2007 STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further
project analysis required

Anadarko – Georgia Tap 138 kV Rebuild WFEC 2007 STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further
project analysis required

Elmore – Paoli 69 kV Rebuild WFEC 2007 STEP Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further
project analysis required

Esquandale 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2008 STEP Re-evaluate Need
No need identified; 

recommend NTC
withdrawal

**All projects in table approved as Reliability projects 



106

Other TO-Requested NTC Re-evaluation Summary (cont’d)
Project Name Owner Source 

Study Purpose Update

Anadarko – Blanchard – OU SW 138 kV 
Rebuild WFEC 2010 STEP Modify NTC Need remains; further

project analysis required

Mustang - Sunshine Canyon 69 kV 
Reconductor WFEC 2014 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further

project analysis required

Elk City – Red Hills 138 kV Reconductor WFEC 2014 ITPNT Re-evaluate Need
No need identified; 

recommend NTC
withdrawal

White Horse 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC Att. AQ Study Re-evaluate Need
No need identified; 

recommend NTC
withdrawal

Freedom 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC HPILS Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further
project analysis required

Carmen – Cherokee Junction 138 kV New 
Line WFEC HPILS Re-evaluate Need Need remains; further

project analysis required

**All projects in table approved as Reliability projects 
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Recommendation Summary
Project Name Owner Source Study Recommendation

Martin - Pantex North - Pantex South -
Highland Park 115 kV Rebuild SPS 2015 ITP10 Withdraw NTC

Labette - Neosho SES 69 kV Rebuild WERE 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Iatan - Stranger Creek 345 kV Voltage 
Conversion WERE/GMO/KCPL 2015 ITP10 Reinstate NTC

Harrisonville North - Ralph Green 69 kV 
Rebuild GMO 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Newport 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Boomer 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Childers 69 kV Cap Bank GRDA 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Four Corners 69 kV Cap Bank OGE 2015 ITPNT Withdraw NTC

Georgia Pacific – Keatchie 138 kV Rebuild AEP 2010 STEP Withdraw NTC

Esquandale 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC 2008 STEP Withdraw NTC

White Horse 69 kV Cap Bank WFEC Att. AQ Study Withdraw NTC

Elk City – Red Hills 138 kV Reconductor WFEC 2014 ITPNT Withdraw NTC



Recommendation

• MOPC approved the recommendation summary with 2 
abstentions (SPS, Xcel SWN XSM)
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Q4 2015 UPDATE – OUT-OF-
BANDWIDTH PROJECT

Quarterly Project Tracking
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NTC Scope

Rebuild 2.75-mile 69 kV line from Mt. 
Pleasant to West Mt. Pleasant to achieve a 
new emergency rating of 84 MVA.

Mt. Pleasant - West Mt. Pleasant 69 kV Ckt 1 Rebuild (AEP)

NTC Issue Date

11/24/2014

Need Date

6/1/2015

In-Service Date

4/20/2015

Source Study

Att. AQ Study

Project Type

Regional Reliability

Cost Information

Baseline Estimate 
(Adjusted for Inflation)

Q3 2015 Cost 
Estimate Update Variance %

$4,715,419 $7,381,799 56.6%

56.6%

BASELINE

Cost Allocation

HWBW (Zonal)

Cost Variance Factors

Increase in material costs due to required special 
pole setting techniques.  Additional material costs 
also needed for dead-end structures, additional pole 
height, and considerable distribution underbuild.

+20%

-20%

$7,381,799
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NTC Scope

Install a third 138/69 kV transformer at Gill 
Energy Center

Gill 138/69 kV Transformer Ckt 3 (WERE)

NTC Issue Date

2/20/2013

Need Date

6/1/2015

In-Service Date

12/1/2015

Source Study

2013 ITPNT

Project Type

Regional Reliability

Cost Information

Baseline Estimate 
(Adjusted for Inflation)

Q3 2015 Cost 
Estimate Update Variance %

$7,483,056 $5,803,853 -22.4%

-22.4%

BASELINE

Cost Allocation

HWBW (Zonal)

Cost Variance Factors

Contingency removed from estimate as 
project nears completion. 

+20%

-20%

$5,803,853
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NTC Scope

Rebuild 18.5-mile 69 kV line from Wellington 
to Sumner County No. 4 Rome to Creswell 
with single 1192 ACSR conductor to achieve 
1200 Amp minimum ampacity. 

Wellington – Creswell 69 kV Ckt 1 Rebuild (WERE)

NTC Issue Date

2/19/2014

Need Date

6/1/2014

In-Service Date

6/1/2016

Source Study

2014 ITPNT

Project Type

Regional Reliability

Cost Information

Baseline Estimate 
(Adjusted for Inflation)

Q3 2015 Cost 
Estimate Update Variance %

$15,925,787 $9,486,051 -40.4%

-40.4%

BASELINE

Cost Allocation

HWBW (Zonal)

Cost Variance Factors

Reduction in contingency amounts due to 
materials, ROW, and required substation work 
being less than estimated.

+20%

-20%

$9,486,051



 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS AND OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE  

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
October 27, 2015 

2017 Integrated Transmission Planning 10-Year Assessment Scope 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Transmission Working Group (TWG): 

Mo Awad (Chairman), WERE 
Scott Benson, LES 
John Boshears, CUS 
John Fulton, SPS 
Joe Fultz, GRDA 
Travis Hyde, OG&E 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD 
Jim McAvoy, OMPA 
Matt McGee, AEP 

Nate Morris, EMDE 
Michael Mueller, AECC 
Alan Myers, ITCGP 
Gayle Nansel, WAPA 
John Payne, KEPCo 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates 
Tim Smith, WFEC 
Jeff Stebbins, TCEC 
Harold Wyble, KCPL 
Noman Williams, SCMC

The following persons are members of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG): 

Alan Myers (Chairman), ITC Great Plains  
Kip Fox (Vice-Chairman), AEP 
Randy Collier, CUS 
Paul Dietz, Westar Energy  
Leon Howell, OG&E  
Natasha Henderson, GSEC 
Kurt Stradley, LES 
Don Le, NextEra 
 

Pat McCool, KCPL 
Al Tamimi, Sunflower 
Tim Owens, NPPD 
Michael Watt, OMPA 
Bennie Weeks, Xcel Energy 
Meena Thomas, Liaison Member 
 

 

Background 
The 2017 Integrated Transmission Planning 10-Year Assessment (ITP10) is a value-based assessment 
analyzing the 10-year out transmission system (i.e. 2025) and identifying 100 kV and above solutions to 
needs stemming from multiple sources: (a) needs identified in the reliability analysis of the 100 kV and 
above system, (b) needs identified to meet projected renewable policy mandates and goals, and (c) 
needs arising from transmission system congestion.  
 
The SPP ITP process is open and transparent and allows for stakeholder input through the FERC Order 
1000 and Order 890 processes. The Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) and Transmission 
Working Group (TWG) will have opportunities to review and vet components of the 2017 ITP10 process, 
which includes but is not limited to the following items: model development, economic, policy, and 
reliability analysis, transmission plan development, seams impacts, and the 2017 ITP10 Report. In 
addition, SPP will present the ITP10 Transmission Plan at a future SPP transmission planning summit as 
an opportunity for stakeholders to provide feedback. SPP will also coordinate the study results with first-
tier neighbors.   



 

Analysis 
To conform to the requirements of SPP OATT Attachment O, the components of the scope include the 
following sections: working group/committee oversight, stakeholder reviews, the general study process, 
study assumptions, details of all assessments, a study timeline, and study deliverables. The ESWG and 
TWG will oversee the components of 2017 ITP10. See the 2017 ITP10 scope document for more details. 
 
The major changes from the 2015 ITP10 scope are the futures.  The 2017 ITP10 will study three futures.  
Futures 1 and 2 of this study were developed based on how a solution to the EPA Clean Power Plan 
(CPP) would be implemented. Future 3 is a reference case with no CPP implementation.  Future 1 
assumes that the EPA Clean Power Plan will be implemented at a Regional level by meeting emissions 
targets within the SPP footprint.  Future 2 assumes that the EPA Clean Power Plan will be implemented 
at a State level by meeting emissions targets within each state.   

The 2017 ITP10 study will include a needs assessment, identifying Economic, Policy, and Reliability 
Needs. Solutions will be evaluated for these needs and will come from Detailed Project Proposals, 
Transmission Service Studies, Generation Interconnection Studies, previous ITP studies, and other 
solution proposed by stakeholders or staff. Reliability, Policy, and Economic solutions will be grouped 
together and refined to create a portfolio for each future.  The final portfolio for each future will be 
consolidated into a single portfolio.  The consolidation of Reliability, Policy and Economic projects will be 
based upon criteria approved by the ESWG, TWG, and the MOPC. 
 
To measure the value of the final plans, staff will calculate benefits on the following metrics: APC 
Savings; Value of Replacing Previously Approved Projects; Reduced Losses; Reduced Capacity Costs; 
Reduction of Emissions Rates and Values; Public Policy Benefits; Assumed Benefit of Mandated 
Reliability Projects; and Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs.  

The 2017 ITP10 will be an 18-month study, starting in July 2015 and scheduled to be finalized in January 
2017. The study scope was approved by the ESWG on September 23, 2015, by the TWG on September 
29, 2015 and by the MOPC on October 13, 2015  
 

Recommendation 
1. MOPC recommends the BOD to approve the 2017 ITP10 Scope with the following change to the 

reliability assessment: 
a. All SPP BES facilities will be monitored for the NERC TPL-001-4 standard Table 1 

planning events that do not allow for non-consequential load loss or curtailment of firm 
transmission service in development of 100 kV and above solutions. 

 

 

Approved: ESWG September 23, 2015 

 Passed Unopposed 

 

 TWG September 29, 2015 

 Passed Unopposed 

MOPC                                                                October 13, 2015 

Passed with four opposed – Sunflower Elec, Xcel-SPS, Xcel SWN trans, and 
Sunflower Electric-Mid Kansas. 



 

 

Comments: Sunflower Electric and Sunflower Mid-Kansas voted “no” to approve 
the 2017 ITP10 Scope as modified to include the TPL-001-4 planning 
standard.  Sunflower has concern, similar to Mid-Kansas and SPS that inclusion 
of the standard may not be appropriate because of the differences of models 
used between ITP10 and ITPNT. 

 

 

  

 

Action Requested: Approved Recommendation 

 



In the draft 2017 ITP10 scope, The “Reliability Assessment” section on page 20 says: 

“The steady state assessment will use 2025 summer peak and high wind with low load (off peak) 
models based on a market dispatch. Each future will be evaluated for the same peak and off 
peak hours.  An N-1 contingency analysis will be conducted on each future for the peak and off 
peak cases. All SPP and first tier facilities 69 kV and above will be monitored for this analysis in 
development of 100 kV and above solutions.” 

So, the draft 2017 ITP10 scope text above could be changed as follows: 

Draft 2017 ITP10 scope, The “Reliability Assessment” section on page 20: 

“The steady state assessment will use 2025 summer peak and high wind with low load (off peak) 
models based on a market dispatch. Each future will be evaluated for the same peak and off 
peak hours.  An N-1 contingency analysis will be conducted on each future for the peak and off 
peak cases. All SPP and first tier facilities 69 kV and above will be monitored for this analysisN-1 
contingencies in development of 100 kV and above solutions.  Also, all SPP BES facilities will be 
monitored for the NERC TPL-001-4 standard Table 1 planning events in compliance with NERC 
TPL standards to facilitate development of 100 kV and above solutions.” 

 

“Final Reliability Assessment” section on page 23: 

“A steady state N-1 contingency analysis like that described in the “Reliability Assessment” 
section will be conducted to identify any remaining outstanding issues on the final 
recommended portfolio.”   

 

--------------------------- 

 



Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 112 Date: 9/29/2015 

RR Title: ECC Clean up 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Jim Gonzalez Company: SPP 

Email: jgonzalez@spp.org Phone: 501-688-2538 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Last year, the Board of Directors (BOD) put a hold on the implementation of the Enhanced Combined Cycle (ECC) project until the 
fourth quarter of 2016. In its preliminary planning for the re-start of the ECC implementation, SPP identified some additional 
changes that were needed to the ECC design. This Revision Request contains the proposed language for those changes, which are 
primarily related to Settlements and specifically to Settlement details related to the transitions between configurations and 
overlapping commitments of Combined Cycle units between Day-Ahead and RTBM.  

MOPC recommends the BOD approve this Revision Request pending MWG’s approval of RTWG’s modifications.  

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This Revision Request was written to clarify some ECC design questions that SPP was in the process of preparing and was delayed 
because the ECC project was put on hold.  RR112 adds a new Resource Type that is needed to identify Combined Cycle Resources 
using the ECC logic.  RR112 clarifies how primary and alternate equipment is applied for the ECC configuration.  RR112 limits the 
total number of configurations to 3 at registration and adds language that all configurations are capable of starting and stopping.  
Offline Supplemental offers may be submitted for one configuration when the Resource is completely offline. The language also 
clarifies that Offline Supplemental offers may be submitted on one "To” configuration per “From” configuration if the Resource is 
able to provide offline Supplemental Reserve if it is capable of transitioning to a higher configuration.  

RR112 cleans up and clarifies some outstanding Settlements design questions.  RR112 adds rules for accounting for Contingency 
Reserve, Operation Reserve, and Energy buy back during transitions in the Day-Ahead Market and in the Real-Time Market.  Since 
SPP is able to commit ECC Resources in the RUC process into a higher or lower configuration, there will be a Day-Ahead 
commitment period overlapping a Real-Time commitment period.  RR112 adds language to properly account for the two 
overlapping commitment periods. When transitioning to a higher or lower configuration, there are costs associated with the 
transition.  RR112 clarifies these costs and defines rules of eligibility for recovery of Transition State Offers.  

Other cleanup language was added from the original RR1_MPRR101 including missing operational cleanups in various sections 
and missing cleanups in the mitigated offer sections.   

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

Clarification of the language will help in designing the ECC project.  Without making these changes below, the ECC project would 
not be able to complete and function correctly.   

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:    Yes Included in RR1_MPRR101 IA  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): 4.2.2.1 
Resource Offer Parameters; 
4.2.2.5.3 Combined Cycle 
Resource; 4.5.8.12 Day-Ahead 
Make-Whole-Payment Amount; 
4.5.9.8 RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Amount; 6.1.1 Responsibilities of 
the Resource Asset Owner; 6.1.7 
Combined Cycle Resource; 8.2.2.6 
Mitigation Measures for Transition 
State Offers 

Protocol Version: 33.b 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       

  Tariff  
Tariff Section(s): Attachment AE 4.1 Offer Submittal; 8.6.5 Reliability Unit Commitment 
Make Whole Payment Amount 
Attachment AF 3.4 Mitigation Measures for Transition State Offers 

  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: 9/15/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: NA 

Opposed: AEP 

Reason for Opposition: None Provided 

 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 9/29/2015 

Recommended Action: Approved  

Abstained: Xcel 

Secondary Working Group: 
ORWG 

 

Date: 10/8/2015 

Action Taken:  Unanimously approved with no Reliability impacts 

 

MOPC 

 

Date: 10/13/2015 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained:       

Opposed: AEP-SWEPCO, AEP-PSC, AEP-SWN Trans, AEP-Ok Transmission, Xcel-SPS, 
Xcel Energy SWN and three abstentions-Midwest Energy, ITC Great Plains, South Central 
MCN 

Reasons for Opposition:       

 



BOD/Member Committee 

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Micha Bailey on Behalf of the MWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/15/2015 

Description of Comments: MWG made some clarifying changes. RR116 was approved by the MWG which changed “Transition 
State Maximum Quick-Start Response Limit” to “Maximum Off-line Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit”. In Section 
4.5.8.12 of the Protocols and Attachment AE Section 8.5.9, language was added to describe that when a MCR is transitioning what 
costs can be recovered.  

Status: Reviewed by MWG  

Comment Author: Micha Bailey 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/11/2015 

Description of Comments: These comments add in the Tariff language and add new language to Section 4.5.9.8(2)(b) of the 
Protocols. 

Status: Reviewed by MWG 

Comment Author: Micha Bailey 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/08/2015 

Description of Comments: These comments add back in comment boxes to allow the read to know which RRs are pending FERC 
approval and implementation.  These comments change all references to combined cycle Resource to MCR. These comments 
identify the rules for transition eligibility in the DA Market and RTBM. These comments explain the rules for buy back for 
Operating Reserves and Energy related to transitions. These comments define rules of operation for Contingency Reserves.  

Status: Reviewed by MWG 

Comment Author: Brenda Fricano on behalf of RTWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/29/2015 



Description of Comments: RTWG made clarifying changes to the Tariff to incorporate the Protocols design. These changes add 
missing parts of the equations to the Contingency Reserve buybacks in the Day Ahead Market MWP, Operational Reserve buyback 
in the RUC MWP, Energy buyback in the RUC MWP sections and general cleanup.  Some on the terminology in RR116 QSR 
Enhancements was added to the recommendation report inadvertently in the Protocols and Tariff (Maximum Off-line Supplemental 
Reserve Resource Response Limit). RTWG reverted back to the combined cycle terminology (Maximum Transition State 
Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit).   

Status: Not yet reviewed by MWG – MWG will review during the 10/20/2015 

Comment Author: Richard Ross, AEP 

Date Comments Submitted: 10/5/2015 

Description of Comments: AEP believes MOPC should recommend to the Board reschedule the implementation of ECC logic 
including the additional changes outlined in this Revision Request.  Instead, efforts should be focused on allowing further 
harmonization between the Gas & Electric markets within the SPP region.  This further harmonization would be possible by (a) 
allowing the initial market system performance improvements to be utilized to allow the existing Day Ahead Market (DA Market) 
solution complete within 4 hours; (b) shift the DA Market submission deadline to 0830; (c) shift the DA Market awards issuance to 
1230.  This is the proper course of action at this time for several reasons as outlined below:   

First, as has been stated on numerous occasions, AEP believes this ECC logic is unlikely to resolve the challenges of 
combined cycle operation.  The problems it will fix are minimal and come at a significant financial and computational 
expense for a very small, albeit important, subset of the SPP Resources.    The SPP market solution engine is already 
among, if not the, most complicated & computationally intensive such algorithm in the country.  This change will 
introduce yet another extremely complex issue on top of this already overly complex system.  Although much has been 
said about the approximately 16 CC units in the region needing this logic to optimize their participation in the market; the 
reality is that given fuel prices today the operation of these resources can be predicted without unreasonable/significant 
difficulty or error.  Although this is, perhaps, not the “optimum” outcome for CC operation in the market; it is well within 
the margin of error introduced by numerous other inputs to the process.  This alone bodes well for a delay in 
implementation of this logic so that other system changes having a larger and broader benefit can be implemented first.   

Second, at the last MOPC meeting, as well as through protest at FERC, numerous members suggested that the Gas Electric 
Harmonization changes (Revision Request 100) did not go far enough since the Day Ahead Energy Market would still 
close after the 1300 gas nomination deadline/cycle.  Although AEP continues to see value in RR 100 as approved; we 
agree with others it would be better for ALL gas fired resources, not just CCs, if the Day Ahead Market closed prior to the 
1300 gas nomination cycle. Such actions would bring value not only to the CC units; but also all gas fired units operating 
in the region and subsequently allow a more efficient dispatch of the system and lower overall cost to the regions 
customers.  

Third, at earlier meetings the Operations Reliability Working Group has raised concerns to MOPC about the ability of gas 
fired units in the region to procure the gas necessary for their reliable operation.   Adopting the approach will mitigate this 
concern by providing a nomination period immediately after the close of the Day Ahead Market as well as an additional 
nomination period after the close of the Day Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment. 

Finally, one simply cannot compare the theoretical optimum operation of 16 units to the ability to procure gas in a timely 
fashion for more than 250 other gas fired units in the region.  Given the staggering difference in the number of units that 
would benefit from the earlier issuance of DA Awards, it is not at all hard to see where SPP should focus its efforts first.      

For all of these reasons SPP’s priority should be on improving the performance of the DA Market system to allow a timelier close 
of the DA Market.  Such changes require a substantially smaller investment in system changes and a much greater likelihood of 
benefits to the region.      

Status: Not yet reviewed by MWG – MWG will review during the 10/20/2015 



PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

1. Glossary 
Multi-Configuration Combined Cycle Resource (MCR) 

A combined cycle Resource that is modeled with multiple combined cycle 
configurations. 

4.2.2 Offer Submittal 

… 
(7) Resource Offers for Regulation-Up and Regulation-Up Mileage may be submitted for 

Regulation Qualified Resources and Regulation-Up Qualified Resources only.  Resource 
Offers for Regulation-Down and Regulation-Down Mileage may be submitted for 
Regulation Qualified Resources and Regulation-Down Qualified Resources only.  
Resource Offers for Spinning Reserve may be submitted for Spin Qualified Resources 
only.  Resource Offers for Supplemental Reserve may be submitted for Spin Qualified 
Resources and Supplemental Qualified Resources.  If a Spinning Reserve Offer is 
submitted for a Resource, and a Resource Offer for Supplemental Reserve is not 
submitted, then the Supplemental Reserve Offer is set equal to zero.   Resource 
qualifications are verified by SPP as part of the registration process as follows;   

(a) A Regulation Qualified Resource, Regulation-Up Qualified Resource or 
Regulation-Down Qualified Resource must pass a specific regulation test as 
described under Section Error! Reference source not found. that verifies: 

(i) The Resource has the necessary equipment installed to be able to respond 
to Automatic Generation Control on a 4-second basis, including 
telemetering that can be scanned and updated on a 2-second basis; and 

(ii) The Resource is capable of deploying 100% of cleared Regulation-Up or 
cleared Regulation-Down within the Regulation Response Time for a 
continuous duration of 60 minutes. 

(b) A Spin Qualified Resource must: 



(i) Self-Certify as described under Section Error! Reference source not 
found. that the Resource is capable of deploying 100% of cleared 
Spinning Reserve and/or cleared online Supplemental Reserve within the 
Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for a continuous duration of 60 
minutes; and 

(ii) Provide telemetered output data that can be scanned every 10 seconds. 

(c) A Supplemental Qualified Resource must: 

(i) Self-certify as described under Section 0 that the Resource is capable of 
deploying 100% of cleared Supplemental Reserve from an off-line state or 
if the Resource is a MCR that has registered under the option described 
under Section 6.1.7.1 and is capable of deploying 100% of cleared 
Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration within the 
Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for a continuous duration of 60 
minutes. 

(ii) Provide telemetered output data that can be scanned every 10 seconds. 

(8) Resource Offers consisting of Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer Curve, 
Regulation-Up Offer, Regulation-Up Mileage Offer, Regulation-Down Offer, 
Regulation-Down Mileage Offer, Spinning Reserve Offer and Supplemental Reserve 
Offer are limited by the offer caps and floors specified under Section Error! Reference 
source not found.. 

4.2.2.1 Resource Offer Parameters 

The following Resource Offer parameters must be submitted to constitute a valid offer for use in 
either the DA Market or RTBM: 

… 
(29) Group Minimum Run Time (hours:minutes– Daily Unit Commitment Parameter) - Only 

applicable to MCRscombined cycle Resources that have registered under the option 
described under Section 6.1.7.1(4);     

(30) Plant Minimum Run Time (hours:minutes– Daily Unit Commitment Parameter) - Only 
applicable to MCRscombined cycle Resources that have registered under the option 
described under Section 6.1.7.1(4);   

… 
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(50) Maximum Transition State Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit (MW, this 
represents the maximum amount of Supplemental Reserve that may be supplied by 
MCRs as a result of transitioning to a higher configuration) – Only applicable to MCRs 
that have registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1; 

(50)(51) Transition State Offer (Only applicable to combined cycle ResourceMCRs that 
have registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1;  .  See Section 
4.2.2.5.3(4));  

(51)(52) Mitigated Transition State Offer (Only applicable to combined cycle 
ResourceMCRs that have registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1;  

(52)(53) Transition State Time (Only applicable to combined cycle ResourceMCRs that 
have registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1;  .  See Section 
4.2.2.5.3(4)); and 

(53)(54) JOU Ownership Percent Share (Daily Unit Commitment Parameter)1. 

 

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 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 calculations under Sections 
Error! Reference source not found.(1)(a.5) and Error! Reference source not 
found.(1)(a.7). 

                                                 
1 Only applicable for the designated Asset Owner identified by the Market Participant that has registered a JOU 
under the Combined Resource Option (see Section Error! Reference source not found.).  A value for each Asset 
Owner must be submitted by or on behalf of the designated Asset Owner and represents each Asset Owners 
percentage share of the Physical JOU Resource and must add up to 100%. 
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(2) Operating Reserve (separate status for each product) 

(a) Market – The Resource is available to clear the Operating Reserve product based 
on submitted Operating Reserve Offers; 

(i) For Supplemental Reserve, this status is valid for only off-line 
Supplemental Reserve being supplied from a Quick-Start Resource or 
from a MCR registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1 
that is capable of supplying Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a 
higher configuration.  For on-line Supplemental Reserve, if Spinning 
Reserve Dispatch Status is submitted as “Market”, then Dispatch Status 
for on-line Supplemental Reserve is automatically set to “Market” unless a 
Dispatch Status of Fixed has been submitted as described under 
Subsection (b)(iii). 

(b) Fixed - Market Participant is fixing the Operating Reserve product clearing at the 
specified MW level.  The minimum level is 100 KW (0.1 MW);    

(i) SPP may clear the Operating Reserve product above the fixed MW based 
on submitted Operating Reserve Offers and may only clear below the 
fixed MW amount during an Emergency condition. 

(ii) The fixed Operating Reserve MW will be reduced if the fixed MW 
violates any of the Resource Offer parameters such that the affected 
Resource Offer parameters are no longer violated. 

(iii) For Supplemental Reserve, this status may be submitted for Supplemental 
Qualified Resources only and will apply to either (1) on-line Supplemental 
Reserve if the Resource has been committed or (2) off-line Supplemental 
Reserve if the Resource has not been committed or (3) off-line 
Supplemental Reserve if the MCR is capable of supplying Supplemental 
Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration. 

… 

4.2.2.5.3 Combined Cycle Resource 

Combined cycle modeling will be accommodated as follows for Resources registered as a 
combined cycle Resource.  Market Participants that jointly own a combined cycle Resource that 
desire to use the Jointly Owned Unit modeling options described under Section Error! 
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Reference source not found. must register as a Jointly Owned Unit and cannot register the 
Resource as a combined cycle Resource. 

Market Participants will have to select from one of the four following options regarding 
submitting Resource Offers for their registered combined cycle Resources which will need to be 
declared during asset registration as described under Section 6.1.7: 

(1) A Resource Offer may be submitted for a single aggregate combined cycle Resource, 
where the aggregate will represent a Market Participant selected operating configuration 
of combustion turbines (CT) and steams turbines (ST) (i.e. a 1CT x 1ST, 2CT x 1ST, 
3CT x 1ST, etc.).  Under this option, the combined cycle Resource will be committed, 
dispatched and settled the same as any other Resource; or 

(2) A Resource Offer may be submitted for each combined cycle Resource combustion 
turbine and/or steam turbine and each component will be committed and dispatched 
independently and settled the same as any other single Resource; or 

(3) A Resource Offer may be submitted for each pseudo combined cycle Resource, where 
each pseudo combined cycle Resource will represent the combination of one combustion 
turbine and a portion of the steam turbine.  Under this option, each pseudo combined 
cycle Resource must be capable of being committed and dispatched independently the 
same as any other Resource and each pseudo combined cycle Resource will be settled the 
same as any other Resource. 

(4) A Resource Offer may be submitted for each combined cycle Resource configuration, 
where each configuration is defined during market registration and the combined cycle 
Resource must be registered as a MCR. 

(a) Each configuration will be modeled as a separately Resource in order to enable 
selection of the most economic configuration for economic commitment and 
dispatch.  Configuration rules defining which Resources are eligible for Start-Up, 
what configurations are valid when moving from one configuration to another, 
and transition costs and minimum run times associated with moving between 
configurations are defined during market registration as described under Section 
6.1.7.1.  The Offer parameters described under Sections 1 and Error! Reference 
source not found. must be submitted for each configuration with the following 
exceptionsadditional rules and additional parameters: 

(i) All operational configurations are assumed capable of starting up from an 
off-line state and capable of being de-committed from its current state.  
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Therefore, Markets Participants should submit Start-Up Offers and Start-
Up Times for all operational configurations, which may need to include 
transition costs and transition times.  

(b) Start-Up Offer is only applicable to valid configurations associated with 
committing the Resource from an off-line state to an on-line state; and 

(i)(ii) Transition State Offers and Transition State Times are only valid for 
moving from one configuration to another once the Resource becomes a 
Synchronized Resource. 

(ii)(iii) Non-zero Maximum Quick-Start Response Limit offers, as described in 
Section 4.2.2.1, may be submitted for no more than one configuration per 
operating hour. 

(iii)(iv) Non-zero Maximum Transition State Supplemental Reserve Resource 
Response Limit offers, as described in Section 4.2.2.1, may be submitted 
for no more than one valid transition per ‘From’ configuration per 
operating hour. 

(c)(b) For the DA Market, configuration changes will be determined on an 
hourly basis. For the RTBM, a configuration will be determined prior to the 
Operating Hour and that configuration will generally remain fixed for dispatch 
purposes within the Operating Hour.  However, SPP may make configuration 
changes within the Operating Hour to address a reliability issue to the extent that 
the transition can be accomplished in a timely manner. 

(d)(c) Meter data for use in RTBM settlement must be submitted at the combined 
cycle ResourceMCR plant output level and is not dependent upon which 
configuration the Resource has operated under. 

(e)(d) If the combined cycle ResourceMCR is committed by SPP in the DA 
Market, and during the DA Market Commitment Period the Resource was moved 
from one configuration to another within the commitment period, any transitions 
costs incurred will be included in the DA Market make-whole-payment 
calculation described under Section 4.5.8.12.  Moving from one configuration to 
another will not be considered as the start of a new DA Market Commitment 
Period. 

(f)(e) If the combined cycle ResourceMCR is not committed by SPP in the DA Market 
and is committed during the RUC process and during the RUC Commitment 



Period the Resource was moved from one configuration to another within the 
commitment period, any transitions costs incurred will be included in the RUC 
make-whole-payment calculation described under Section 4.5.9.8.  Moving from 
one configuration to another will not be considered as the start of a new RUC 
Commitment Period. 

(g)(f) If the combined cycle ResourceMCR was committed in the DA Market and then, 
during an RTBM hour within the DA Market Commitment Period, the Resource 
is moved by SPP into a configuration that is different from the configuration used 
in the DA Market Commitment period, any transitional costs incurred are eligible 
for recovery as described under Section 4.5.9.8. 

4.3.1.2  DA Market Execution 

SPP clears the Day-Ahead Market for each hour of the upcoming Operating Day based on the 
inputs described above.  A simultaneous co-optimization methodology, utilizing the SCUC and 
SCED algorithms is employed to simultaneously perform the following tasks: 

(1) Commit offered Resources, Import Interchange Transaction Offers and Virtual Energy 
Offers using the SCUC algorithm to meet the Demand Bids, Virtual Energy Bids, Export 
Interchange Transactions Bids, Head-room requirements, Floor-room requirements and 
Operating Reserve requirements at least cost throughout the projected upcoming 
Operating Day while respecting Resource operating constraints and transmission 
constraints; 

(a) The DA Market SCUC algorithm will initially consider commitment of Resources 
with a Commit Status of Market and Self, including Resources committed in the 
Multi-Day Reliability Assessment process, only including capacity up to the 
Resources’ Maximum Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or Maximum 
Regulation Capacity Operating Limit if selected for Regulation-Up Service and/or 
Regulation-Down Service) and down to the Resources Minimum Economic 
Capacity Operating Limit (or Minimum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit if 
selected for Regulation-Down Service and/or Regulation-Up Service).  In 
addition, MCRs that have registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1combined cycle Resources modeled as described under Section 4.2.2.5.3(4) 
are not eligible for regulation selection in any hour in which they are transitioning 
from one configuration to another.     
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(i) If this capacity is not sufficient to meet the fixed Demand Bids, fixed 
Export Interchange Transaction Bids, Head-room requirements and  
Operating Reserve requirements on a system-wide basis, the DA Market 
SCUC algorithm will, in priority order: (1) curtail non-firm fixed Export 
Interchange Transaction Bids until the capacity shortage is eliminated; (2) 
incorporate capacity up to Resources’ Maximum Emergency Capacity 
Operating Limit and/or commit Resources’ with a Commit Status of 
Reliability on an economic basis until the capacity shortage is eliminated 
while attempting to maintain the Regulation-Up requirement to the extent 
possible. 

(ii) If there is a capacity surplus on a system-wide basis calculated as the sum 
of Self-Committed capacity at minimum output, fixed Import Interchange 
Transaction Offers, Floor-room requirement and the Regulation-Down 
requirement that is in excess of the sum of Fixed Demand Bids and fixed 
Export Interchange Transaction Bids, the DA Market SCUC algorithm 
will, in priority order (1) curtail non-firm fixed Import Interchange 
Transaction Offers until the capacity surplus is eliminated; (2) incorporate 
capacity down to Resources’ Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating 
Limit on an economic basis until the capacity surplus is eliminated while 
attempting to maintain the Regulation-Down requirement to the extent 
possible. 

(b) To the extent that a particular security constraint impacting only the Transmission System 
cannot be directly addressed within the DA Market SCUC algorithm and is not a Local 
Reliability Issue, SPP may manually commit Resources and/or manually decommit 
Resources, including Resources with a Commitment Status of Self, to alleviate that 
Transmission System security constraint in accordance with its authority as Reliability 
Coordinator.  Such manual commitments shall be selected by SPP in a non-
discriminatory manner, which will be verified by the Market Monitor through the process 
described under Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff.  Additionally, such 
manual commitments shall be selected by SPP to ensure that commitment costs are 
minimized while adhering to Transmission System security constraints and the Resource 
operating parameter constraints submitted as part of the Day-Ahead Market Offers.  The 
recovery of the compensation paid by SPP for such committed Resources under Section 
Error! Reference source not found. shall be collected by SPP regionally as described 
under Section Error! Reference source not found..   
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(c) A Local Reliability Issue or a Local Emergency Condition may need to be addressed 
during the Day-Ahead Market process.  Local Reliability Issues, either initially 
recognized directly as part of the Day-Ahead Market process or previously recognized 
and committed as part of any RUC process, may require out of merit commitment or, 
decommitment of one or more Resources in the Day-Ahead Market to recognize or 
continue to recognize such Local Reliability Issues.  A Local Emergency Condition 
previously recognized and committed as part of any RUC process may require out of 
merit commitment or decommitment of one or more Resources in the Day-Ahead Market 
to continue to recognize the Local Emergency Condition.  In the case where a Local 
Reliability Issue Commitment is initiated directly as part of the Day-Ahead Market 
process, SPP shall issue or the local transmission operator shall request SPP to issue such 
instructions and any commitment by SPP shall be selected by SPP in a non-
discriminatory manner, which will be verified by the Market Monitor through the process 
described under Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff.  To the extent that SPP, 
at the request of a local transmission operator, initially issues or continues to issue 
instructions to a Resource to address a Local Reliability Issue or continues to issue 
instructions to a Resource to address a Local Emergency Condition, such Resource shall 
be eligible for compensation in the same manner as any other Resource.  The recovery of 
the compensation paid by SPP for such committed Resources under Section 4.5.8.12 shall 
be collected by SPP locally as described under Section Error! Reference source not 
found.(1). 

(d) SPP, the local transmission operator, and the Resource owners shall develop operating 
guides to be applied to manual commitments made by SPP, including such commitments 
made at the request of the local transmission operator to relieve known and recurring 
Local Reliability Issues in the Day-Ahead Market.  Such Resources will be compensated 
in the same manner as any other Resource.  The recovery of such compensation paid by 
SPP for such committed Resources under Section Error! Reference source not 
found.shall be collected by SPP locally as described under Section Error! Reference 
source not found.(1). 

(e) SPP will re-run the Day-Ahead SCUC algorithm after any manual commitments, time 
permitting, if such manual commitments were not included in the initial run and will 
notify the Market Participants that units were manually committed. 

(2) Using the commitment results from the SCUC, clear Resource Offers and Import 
Interchange Transaction Offers to meet Demand Bids, Virtual Energy Bids, Export 
Interchange Transaction Bids and Operating Reserve requirements at minimum cost for 
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each hour of the upcoming Operating Day using the SCED algorithm while respecting 
Resource operating constraints and transmission constraints.   

(a) The SCED algorithm includes marginal loss sensitivity factors which approximate 
the change in marginal system losses for a change in Energy dispatch.  Inclusion of 
these factors further optimizes the Energy dispatch and reduces overall production 
costs. 

(b) In certain situations, enforcing constraints may result in a solution that is not 
feasible at a Shadow Price less than an appropriately priced VRL.  In such cases, 
SPP must apply Violation Relaxation Limits (VRLs) in SCED as described under 
Section Error! Reference source not found.. 

(c) To ensure rational pricing of cleared Operating Reserve products, the SCED 
algorithm will include product substitution logic as follows: 

(i) Any Regulation-Up Offers remaining once the Regulation-Up requirement 
is satisfied may be used to meet Contingency Reserve requirements if 
Regulation-Up Offer is more economic or are required to meet the overall 
Contingency Reserve requirement;  

(ii) Any Spinning Reserve Offers remaining once the Spinning Reserve 
Requirement is satisfied may be used to meet Supplemental Reserve 
requirements if Spinning Reserve Offer is more economic or is required to 
meet the overall Operating Reserve requirement; 

(iii) The product substitution logic ensures that the MCP for Regulation-Up 
Service is always greater than or equal to the Spinning Reserve MCP and 
that the Spinning Reserve MCP is always greater than or equal to the 
Supplemental Reserve MCP. 

(d) To ensure that Market Participants are indifferent as to whether they are cleared for 
Energy or Operating Reserve, the co-optimization logic will provide through the 
Shadow Price calculation Market Clearing Prices for Operating Reserve that 
include any lost opportunity costs incurred as a result of Operating Reserve 
clearing. 

(e) MCRs that have registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1Combined cycle Resources modeled as described under Section 
4.2.2.5.3(4) with Transition Times greater than 30 minutes are not eligible to clear 



Contingency Reserve in any hour in which they are transitioning from one 
configuration to another. 

4.3.2.2 Day-Ahead RUC Execution 

Using the inputs described above, SPP performs a capacity adequacy analysis for the upcoming 
Operating Day using the SCUC algorithm.  The capacity adequacy analysis provides advisory 
information to the SPP Operators.   

(1) The objective of the SCUC is to commit Resources to meet the SPP Mid-Term Load 
Forecast, Export Interchange Transactions, Head-room requirements, Floor-room 
requirements and Operating Reserve requirements less Import Interchange Transactions 
over the Operating Day such that commitment costs are minimized while adhering to 
transmission system security constraints and the resource operating parameter constraints 
submitted as part of the RTBM Offers; 

(2) Commitment costs are defined as Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer and incremental cost to 
operate at minimum output as defined in the submitted Energy Offer Curve.  Incremental 
Energy costs above minimum output and Operating Reserve Offers are not considered by 
the RUC SCUC in making commitment decisions;     

(3) The SCUC algorithm will initially consider commitment of Resources with a Commit 
Status of Market or Self only including capacity up to the Resources’ Maximum 
Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or Maximum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit 
if selected for Regulation-Up Service and /or Regulation-Down Service) and down to the 
Resources Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or Minimum Regulation 
Capacity Operating Limit if selected for Regulation-Down Service and/or Regulation-Up 
Service). In addition, MCRs that have registered under the option described under 
Section 6.1.7.1 are not eligible for regulation selection in any hour in which they are 
transitioning from one configuration to another.      

… 

4.3.2.4 Update Current Operating Plan 

Using the results from the Day-Ahead RUC analysis, SPP will update the Current Operating Plan 
and will issue start-up and shut-down orders to Resources other than DVERs and NDVERs for 
which SPP is calculating an output forecast (these Resources are always assumed to be self-
committed if available) as appropriate.  SPP can only de-commit DA Market committed 
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Resources or move a DA Market committed MCRs that have registered under the option 
described under Section 6.1.7.1combined cycle Resource that has been registered to submit 
configuration based offers as described under Section 4.2.2.5.3(4) into a lower configuration to 
address an anticipated excess supply condition as described under Section 4.3.2.2(3)(b) and/or to 
address any other Emergency conditions.  If SPP de-commits an SPP committed Resource or 
moves a combined cycle resourceMCR into a lower configuration for any hour of the DA Market 
commitment schedule, and causes that Resource to buy back its Energy and/or Operating 
Reserve position at RTBM prices that exceed the DA Market prices for the comparable products, 
then that Resource is eligible for compensation under Section Error! Reference source not 
found..   

4.4.1.2 Intra-Day RUC Execution 

Using the inputs described above, SPP performs a capacity adequacy analysis for the upcoming 
Operating Day and throughout the Operating Day using a SCUC algorithm.  The capacity 
adequacy analysis provides advisory information to the SPP Operators.   

(1) The objective of the SCUC is to commit Resources to meet the SPP Load Forecast, 
Export Interchange Transactions, Head-room requirements, Floor-room requirements and 
Operating Reserve requirements less Import Interchange Transactions over the Operating 
Day such that commitment costs are minimized while adhering to transmission system 
security constraints and the resource operating parameter constraints submitted as part of 
the RTBM Offers; 

(2) Commitment costs are defined as Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer and incremental cost to 
operate at minimum output as defined on the submitted Energy Offer Curve.  Incremental 
Energy costs above minimum output and Operating Reserve Offers are not considered by 
the RUC SCUC in making commitment decisions;     

(3) The SCUC algorithm will initially consider commitment of Resources with a Commit 
Status of Market or Self only including capacity up to the Resources’ Maximum 
Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or Maximum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit 
if selected for Regulation-Up Service and/or Regulation-Down Service) and down to the 
Resources Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or Minimum Regulation 
Capacity Operating Limit if selected for Regulation-Down Service and/or Regulation-Up 
Service). In addition, MCRs that have registered under the option described under 
Section 6.1.7.1 are not eligible for regulation selection in any hour in which they are 
transitioning from one configuration to another.  
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… 

4.4.1.4 Update Current Operating Plan 

Using the results from the Intra-Day RUC analysis, SPP will update the Current Operating Plan 
and will issue start-up and shut-down orders to Resources other than DVERs and NDVERs for 
which SPP is calculating an output forecast (these Resources are always assumed to be self-
committed if available) as appropriate.  SPP may only issue changes to shut-down orders issued 
as part of the DA Market results or move a DA Market committed MCRs that have registered 
under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1 into a lower configuration to address an 
anticipated excess supply condition as described under Section 4.3.2.2(3)(b) and/or to address 
any other Emergency conditions.  If SPP de-commits an SPP committed Resource or moves a 
MCR into a lower configuration for any hour of the DA Market commitment schedule, and 
causes that Resource to buy back its Energy and/or Operating Reserve position at RTBM prices 
that exceed the DA Market prices for the comparable products, that Resource is eligible for 
compensation under Section Error! Reference source not found..   
 

4.4.2.1 Managing Regulation Control Status Prior to Operating Hour 

SPP selection of Regulation Qualified Resources, Regulation-Up Qualified Resources and 
Regulation-Down Qualified Resources to be available to be cleared for Regulation-Up Service 
and/or Regulation-Down Service within the Operating Hour will be performed as follows: 

(1) Prior to each Operating Hour, SPP will select sufficient on-line regulation qualified 
Resources to meet the Regulation-Up and Regulation-Down requirements using the 
results of the most recently completed RUC analysis.  Prior to the Operating Hour, in 
order to prepare for the loss of regulating capability on one or more selected Resources 
within the Operating Hour and support reliable operations, SPP will also select, as 
necessary, additional regulation qualified Resources using the selection process described 
under (2) below. 

(2) SPP will, in order to support reliable operations, update the Current Operating Plan by 
selecting additional regulation qualified Resources as being required to be eligible to 
clear Regulation-Up Service and/or Regulation-Down Service.  MCRs that have 
registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1 are not eligible for regulation 
selection in any hour in which they are transitioning from one configuration to another.  
SPP will use the following criteria to select such additional resources in merit order to the 
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extent that such resources can be deployed reliably.  Merit order prices for provision of 
Regulation-Up and Regulation-Down will be calculated as follows: 

… 

4.4.3 Energy and Operating Reserve Deployment 

SPP deploys Energy, Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down Service, Spinning Reserve and 
on-line Supplemental Reserve simultaneously through the issuance of Setpoint Instructions via 
ICCP to each Resource on a 4-second basis.  Deployment of Supplemental Reserve from off-line 
Quick-Start Resources or from MCRs that have registered under the option described under 
Section 6.1.7.1 that have cleared Supplemental Reserve on a higher configuration is 
accomplished through SPP issuance of a start-up order following a Contingency Reserve event.  
The Setpoint Instruction is the sum of: 

(1) The Resource MW Dispatch Instruction for the current Dispatch Interval either as 
developed by SCED under Section Error! Reference source not found. or by Manual 
Dispatch Instruction as described under Section Error! Reference source not found.; 

(2) Regulation-Up Service deployment instruction; 

(3) Regulation-Down Service deployment instruction;   

(4) Contingency Reserve  Deployment Instruction for Spinning Reserve; and 

(5) Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction for on-line Supplement Reserve. 

Both a stepped and ramped Setpoint Instruction will be issued on a 4-second basis.  The stepped 
Setpoint Instruction is a step change that represents the total amount of desired deployment.  The 
ramped Setpoint Instruction also represents the total amount of desired deployment but the 4-
second instruction will change gradually towards the stepped Setpoint Instruction based on the 
Resource’s applicable ramp rate.  Market Participants may use either the ramped or stepped 
Setpoint Instruction as input into their AGC systems.  Graphical examples of stepped and 
ramped Setpoint Instructions are shown under Section 4.4.4.3. 

In the event of a primary ICCP communications failure, SPP will systematically communicate 
Energy Dispatch Instructions to Market Participants Market Participants must have the capability 
to receive and follow Dispatch Instructions.  Market Participants with dispatchable resources 
must have primary and secondary connections and be capable of following instructions from 
both. 



4.4.3.4 Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Contingency Reserve procured in the RTBM will be deployed through a Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Instruction, via both Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) except 
in the case of a Block Demand Response Resource which receives an XML instruction, 
following a system event, normally following the sudden loss of a Resource.  The following 
rules apply to the deployment of Contingency Reserve for both internal SPP BA contingencies 
and for providing assistance to a Reserve Sharing Group member.  Scheduling procedures for 
provision of assistance to/from Reserve Sharing Group members are described under Section 
Error! Reference source not found.: 

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

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

(3) A Resource with deployed Spinning Reserve and/or on-line Supplemental Reserve that 
moves into “Manual” Control Status will continue to be issued a Setpoint Instruction that 
includes the amount of Spinning Reserve and/or Supplemental Reserve deployed on that 
Resource as described under Section Error! Reference source not found.;  

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

(5) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed in proportion to the 
amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared on each 
Resource, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability;   

(6) Supplemental Reserve from off-line Quick-Start Resources or from MCRs that have 
registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1 that have cleared 
Supplemental Reserve on a higher configuration is deployed on Resources in merit order 
based on economics of Start-Up Offer, Transition Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer 
Curves and Minimum Run Time, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability.  For the 
purposes of deploying Supplemental Reserve supplied from Export Interchange 
Transactions, as described under Section Error! Reference source not found., the merit 
order cost will be equal to zero; 



(7) If a Resource fails all four of the tests described under Section 4.4.4.3 and the 
Resource’s individual smallest positive Shortfall Quantity is greater than 25% of 
the Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction, the amount of Contingency 
Reserve available to be cleared on that Resource will be reduced by that 
percentage based on the current Contingency Reserve Ramp Rate, for online 
deployment, or Maximum Quick-Start Response Limit for offline deployments, or 
Maximum Transition State Supplemental Reserve Resource Response Limit for 
MCRs supplying offline Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher 
configuration, for the remainder of the Operating Day. 

 

4.4.4.3 Contingency Reserve Deployment Failure Charges 

An Asset Owner receiving a Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction must pass one of the 
following four tests in order to be in full compliance with the instruction.  Each of these tests is 
performed either at the individual Resource level or at a Common Bus level if the Asset Owner’s 
Resource receiving the Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction is registered at a Common 
Bus.  A Resource that fails all four tests will receive a Contingency Reserve deployment failure 
charge as described under Section Error! Reference source not found..   The four tests are 
described as follows: 

(1) Test 1:  Test 1 compares the Resource expected output or Common Bus expected output 
at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period to the Resource actual output 
or Common Bus actual output as measured at the end of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period.  

(a) The expected output for Resources deployed for Spinning Reserve or on-line 
Supplemental Reserve is equal to the Resource’s instantaneous ramped Setpoint 
Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period.   

(b) The expected output for Resources deployed for off-line Supplemental Reserve is 
equal to 

i.  tThe amount of Supplemental Reserve deployed for offline Quick-Start 
Resources. 

i.ii. The Resource’s instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction at the end of 
the contingency Reserve Deployment Period for MCRs supplying off-line 
Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration.   



(c) The Common Bus expected output for an Asset Owner is equal to the sum of the 
expected outputs described under (a) and (b) above for all of the Asset Owner’s 
Resources at the Common Bus.   

(d) The Common Bus actual output is equal to the sum of actual outputs of all the 
Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

Exhibit 4-15 provides an illustration of Test 1 showing Spinning Reserve deployment for a 
Resource or Common Bus that has passed Test 1 because the actual output at the end of the 
Contingency Reserve Deployment Period is greater than or equal to the expected output 
(Resource A Ramped Setpoint) resulting in a Shortfall Quantity that is equal to zero.  An actual 
output that is less than the expected output would constitute a failure of Test 1 resulting in a 
Shortfall Quantity equal to the difference between the expected output and the actual output.  

Exhibit 1-1: Contingency Reserve Deployment Compliance Measurement – Test 1 
 

 

(2) Test 2:  Test 2 also compares the Resource expected output or Common Bus expected 
output at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period to the Resource actual 
output or Common Bus actual output as measured at the end of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period.  

(a) The expected output for Resources deployed for Spinning Reserve or on-line 
Supplemental Reserve is equal to the Resource’s instantaneous stepped Setpoint 
Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period.     
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(b) The expected output for Resources deployed for off-line Supplemental Reserve is 
equal to:  

i. tThe amount of Supplemental Reserve deployed for the offline Quick-
Start Resources. 

i.ii. The Resource’s instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction at the end of 
the contingency Reserve Deployment Period for MCRs supplying off-line 
Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration.   

(c) The Common Bus expected output for an Asset Owner is equal to the sum of the 
expected outputs described under (a) and (b) above for all of the Asset Owner’s 
Resources at the Common Bus.   

(d) The Common Bus actual output is equal to the sum of actual outputs of all the 
Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

Exhibit 4-16 provides an illustration of Test 2 showing Spinning Reserve deployment for a 
Resource or Common Bus that has passed Test 2 because the actual output at the end of the 
Contingency Reserve Deployment Period is greater than or equal to the expected output 
(Resource A Stepped Setpoint) resulting in a Shortfall Quantity that is equal to zero.  An actual 
output that is less than the expected output would constitute a failure of Test 2 resulting in a 
Shortfall Quantity equal to the difference between the expected output and the actual output.   

   
Exhibit 1-2: Contingency Reserve Deployment Compliance Measurement – Test 2 
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(3) Test 3:  Test 3 compares the change in Resource expected output or Common Bus 
expected output between the beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period to the change in Resource actual output or Common Bus actual 
output between the beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 
Period.  

(a) The change in expected output for Resources deployed for Spinning Reserve or 
on-line Supplemental Reserve is equal to the difference between the Resource’s 
instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period and the Resource’s instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction 
at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period.   

(b) The change in expected output for Resources deployed for off-line Supplemental 
Reserve is equal to:  

i. tThe amount of Supplemental Reserve deployed for offline Quick-Start 
Resource. 

i.ii. The difference between the Resource’s instantaneous ramped Setpoint 
Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period and 
the Resource’s instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction at the beginning 
of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for MCRs supplying off-
line Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration.   

(c) The change in Common Bus expected output is equal to the difference between: 
(i) the sum of the expected outputs described under (a) and (b) above at the end of 
the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for all of the Asset Owner’s 
Resources at the Common Bus.; and (ii) the sum of the expected outputs 
described under (a) and (b) above at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

(d) The change in Common Bus actual output is equal to the difference between: (i) 
the sum of all actual outputs at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 
Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus; and (ii) the 
sum of all actual outputs at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

Exhibit 4-17 provides an illustration of Test 3 showing Spinning Reserve deployment for a 
Resource or Common Bus that has passed Test 3 because the change in actual output is greater 
than or equal to the change in expected output (as measured using Resource A Ramped Setpoint) 



over the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period resulting in a Shortfall Quantity that is equal 
to zero.  A change in actual output that is less than the change in expected output would 
constitute a failure of Test 3 resulting in a Shortfall Quantity equal to the difference between the 
change in expected output and the change in actual output.      

 
 
 

Exhibit 1-3: Contingency Reserve Deployment Compliance Measurement – Test 3 
 

 

(4) Test 4:  Test 4 also compares the change in Resource expected output or Common Bus 
expected output between the beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 
Period to the change in Resource actual output or Common Bus actual output between the 
beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period except that the 
expected output is calculated using the stepped Setpoint Instruction.  

(a) The change in expected output for Resources deployed for Spinning Reserve or 
on-line Supplemental Reserve is equal to the difference between the Resource’s 
instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period and the Resource’s instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction 
at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period.     

(b) The change in expected output for Resources deployed for off-line Supplemental 
Reserve is equal to: 
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i.  tThe amount of Supplemental Reserve deployed for offline Quick-Start 
Resources. 

i.ii. The difference between the Resource’s instantaneous stepped Setpoint 
Instruction at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period and 
the Resource’s instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction at the beginning 
of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for MCRs supplying off-
line Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a higher configuration.   

(c) The change in Common Bus expected output is equal to the difference between: 
(i) the sum of the expected outputs described under (a) and (b) above at the end of 
the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period for all of the Asset Owner’s 
Resources at the Common Bus; and (ii) the sum of the expected outputs described 
under (a) and (b) above at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 
Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

(d) The change in Common Bus actual output is equal to the difference between: (i) 
the sum of all actual outputs at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment 
Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus; and (ii) the 
sum of all actual outputs at the beginning of the Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Period for all of the Asset Owner’s Resources at the Common Bus.   

Exhibit 4-18 provides an illustration of Test 4 showing Spinning Reserve deployment for a 
Resource or Common Bus that has passed Test 4 because the change in actual output is greater 
than or equal to the change in expected output (as measured using Resource A Stepped Setpoint) 
over the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period resulting in a Shortfall Quantity that is equal 
to zero.  A change in actual output that is less than the change in expected output would 
constitute a failure of Test 4 resulting in a Shortfall Quantity equal to the difference between the 
change in expected output and the change in actual output.     

Exhibit 1-4: Contingency Reserve Deployment Compliance Measurement – Test 4 
   



 
 

4.5.8.12  Day-Ahead Make-Whole-Payment Amount 

(1) The Day-Ahead Make-Whole-Payment Amount is a credit or charge2 to a Resource Asset 
Owner and is calculated for each Resource with an associated DA Market Commitment 
Period that was committed by SPP with a Day-Ahead Market Resource Offer 
Commitment Status of “Market” or “Reliability” as defined under Section Error! 
Reference source not found., or was committed as part of the Multi-Day Reliability 
Assessment as defined under Section Error! Reference source not found..  Asset 
Owners of Resources previously committed by a local transmission operator to address a 
Local Emergency Condition are eligible to receive a Day-Ahead Market make whole 
payment if such commitment is included in the Day-Ahead Market; except that, if the 
Market Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by 
the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment 
AE to the Tariff, and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, 
then such Resources are not eligible to receive a Day-Ahead Market make whole 
payment.    A payment is made to the Resource Asset Owner when the sum of the 
Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Transition State Offer 

                                                 
2 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a credit.  The charge is included here for the rare occasion 
when a charge may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 
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costs, Energy Offer Curve and Operating Reserve Offer costs associated with cleared DA 
Market amounts for Energy and Operating Reserve is greater than the Energy and 
Operating Reserve DA Market revenues received for that Resource over the Resource’s 
DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.   

(2) A Resource’s DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period is equal to a 
Resource’s DA Market Commitment Period except as defined below: 

(a) For Resources with an associated DA Market Commitment Period that begins in 
one Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two DA Market Make-
Whole-Payment Eligibility Periods are created.  The first period begins in the first 
Operating Day in the hour that the DA Market Commitment Period begins and 
ends in the last hour of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the 
first hour of the next Operating Day and ends in the last hour of the DA Market 
Commitment Period. 

(3) The following cost recovery eligible rules apply to each DA Market Make-Whole-The 
following cost recovery eligible rules apply to each DA Market Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period.   Offer costs are calculated using the DA Market Offer prices in effect 
at the time the commitment decision was made except under the situation described under 
Section (b)(i)(1) below.   

(a) There may be more than one DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period 
for a Resource in a single Operating Day for which a credit or charge is 
calculated.  A single DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is 
contained within a single Operating Day. 

(b) A Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the 
following DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods except as 
described in (i)(1) and (i)(2) below:   

(i) Any DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the 
Day-Ahead Market SCUC did not consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer 
in the commitment decision or any Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period that is adjacent to the end of a RUC Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period that was created subsequent to the Day-Ahead 
Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period during the day before the 
Operating Day for which the Day-Ahead Market Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period applies;  
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(1) As described under Section 4.5.9.8(3)(h), to the extent that the full 
amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the 
adjacent RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, any 
remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for 
recovery in the adjacent Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period. 

(2) Start-Up Offers associated with manual commitments as described 
under Sections Error! Reference source not found. and 
4.3.1.2(1)(b) are eligible for recovery. 

(ii) Any DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a 
DA Market Commitment Period that contains a DA Market Self-Commit 
Hour; and  

(iii) Any DA Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Resource is 
a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one 
hour prior to that Resource’s DA Market Commit Time less the 
Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time unless such time is within a contiguous 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period that is created subsequent 
to the DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period.   

(c) A Resource’s DA Market Transition State Offer costs are not eligible for recovery 
in the following DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods as 
described below, except when Transition State Offers are associated with manual 
commitments as described under Sections Error! Reference source not found. 
and 4.3.1.2(1)(b):   

(i) Any  DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the 
Day-Ahead Market SCUC did not consider the Resource’s Transition 
State Offer in the commitment decision or any Day-Ahead Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period that has an adjacent “Self” RUC Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period that is created subsequent to the DA Market 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period;  

(ii) Any Transition State Offers into or out of a configuration resulting from a 
DA Market Self-Commit Hour;  

(c)(d) For each DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period within an 
Operating Day, a Resource’s DA Market Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of 
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(1) the Resource’s Minimum Run Time rounded down to the nearest hour or (2) 
24 Hours, and that portion of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in each hour 
of the DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period until the sum of these 
hourly costs are equal to the DA Market Start-Up Offer or until the end of the DA 
Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, whichever occurs first.   

(d)(e) To the extent that the full amount of the DA Market Start-Up Offer is not 
accounted for in the last DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period in 
the Operating Day, any remaining DA Market Start-Up Offer costs are carried 
forward for recovery in the first DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility 
Period of the following Operating Day.  For example, consider a Resource that is 
committed starting at 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 that has a Minimum Run 
Time of 10 hours and a Start-Up Offer of $10,000.  The DA Market Commitment 
Period is from 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 through 8:00 AM of Operating Day 
2.  For DA Market Make-Whole Payment calculation purposes, the DA Market 
Commitment Period is split into two separate DA Market Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Periods as described in (2).b above.  The first DA Market Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period will include $1000/hour of Start-Up Offer costs 
($10,000 / 10 Hours) in hours 23 and 24.  The second DA Market Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period will include $1000/hour of Start-Up Offer costs in 
hours 1 through 8.   

(e)(f) If the Resource is an MCR that has registered under the option described under 
Section 6.1.7.1combined cycle Resource, additional any costs or revenue 
associated with situations in which the Resource has clearedclearing Operating 
Contingency Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market and must buying back that 
position in Real-Time at an average Real-Time MCP that is greater than the Day-
Ahead MCP, the Market Participant may be will be considered as an adjustment 
when determining whether the Market Participant is eligible for a make-whole 
payment.  To be eligible, tThese costs or revenues must be incurred during a time 
period in which the Resource is scheduled to transitioning between 
configurations, at the direction of SPP, such cost  is not due to any independent 
action of the Market Participant, and such cost is not incurred during a RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period. In such cases, the additional costs are 
equal to the difference between the Real-Time MCP and the Day-Ahead MCP 
multiplied by the Day-Ahead Market cleared ContingencyOperating Reserve MW 
amounts.  Recovery of these costsThis adjustment to DA make whole payments is 



limited to the time period defined as the Transition State Time submitted in the 
Resource Offer. 

(f)(g) If a Resource’s self-commitment period is less than the Resource’s Minimum Run 
Time, SPP will relax the Resource’s Minimum Run Time to equal the self-
commit period.  

(g)(h) If SPP clears a Resource with a Commitment Status of Market or 
Reliability for a period adjacent to a self-commitment period in the Day-Ahead 
Market, then the Resource will be eligible for recovery of Energy and No-Load 
offer costs for that period in the Day-Ahead Market Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period.   

(4) The amount to each Asset Owner (AO) for each eligible Resource Settlement Location 
for each hour in a given DA Market Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is 
calculated as follows: 

#DaMwpCpAmt a, s, c =  

Max (0, ∑
h

( DaMwpCostHrlyAmt a, h, s, c + DaMwpRevHrlyAmt a, h, s, c + 

DaCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c + DaCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c) ) * (-1) 

 (a) DaMwpCostHrlyAmt a, h, s, c =   

( DaStartUpEligHrlyFlg a, h, s, c * DaStartUpHrlyAmt a, h, s, c )  

+ ( DaTransEligHrlyFlg a, s, h, c, t  * DaTransitionHrlyAmt a, s, h, c, t ) 

+ DaClrdComStatHrlyFlg h, s, c  

 * [ DaRucRmndrStartUpHrlyAmt a, s, h, c  

+ DaTransitionHrlyAmt a, s, h, c 

+ DaCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h + DaCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h 

+ DaNoLoadHrlyAmt a, h, s, c  + DaIncrEnHrlyAmt a, h, s, c    
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+ DaRegUpAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s,  + DaRegDnAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s  

+ PotDaRegUpMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i  

+ PotDaRegDnMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i 

+  DaSpinAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c  + DaSuppAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c   

+ DaRegUpforCRSubAvailHrlyAmt a, s, h, c  ] 

Where, 

#DaIncrEnHrlyAmt a, h, s, c = ∫
) s h, a,yQty   (DaClrdHlr ABS

0

CurveOffer Energy Market DA  

(a.1) IF RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i  = 1 THEN  

DaCcSpinAdj5minAmt DaCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  

IF (RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i  >= 0, THEN 0, ELSE 1 )  

∑
i

 [ Max (DaTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c -∑
c

RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, 

i, c , 0) 

* (DaSpinHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtSpin5minAmt a, s, i  ]) 

ELSE 

DaCcSpin5minAmt a, s, h = 0 

∑
i

∑
i
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 (a.1.1)  DaCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  

 Max ( 0, ∑
i

 DaCcSpinAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c ) 

 (a.2) IF RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i  = 1 THEN  

DaCcSuppAdjHrly5minAmt a, s, ih, c =  

∑
i

 [ IF (RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i  >= 0, THEN 0, ELSE 1 ) 

Max(DaTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c -∑
c

RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c , 

0) 

* (DaSuppHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtSupp5minAmt a, s, i  ]) 

ELSE 

DaCcSupp5minAmt a, s, h = 0 

 (a.2.1)  DaCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h =  

 Max ( 0, ∑
i

 DaCcSuppAdj5minAmt a, s, i) 

(b)  DaMwpRevHrlyAmt a, h, s, c = DaClrdComStatHrlyFlg h, s, c 

* [ ( DaLmpHrlyPrc s, h * DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h )  

+ DaRegUpHrlyAmt a, h, s  + DaRegDnHrlyAmt a, h, s  

Field Code Changed

Field Code Changed
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+ DaRegUpUnusedMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i 

+ DaRegDnUnusedMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i 

+ DaSpinHrlyAmt a, h, s  + DaSuppHrlyAmt a, h, s ] 

 

(c) DaRegUpAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s   

= DaRegUpHrlyQty a, h, s  * DaRegUpOffer a, h, s   

(d) DaRegDnAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s   

= DaRegDnHrlyQty a, h, s  * DaRegDnOffer a, h, s   

(e) DaSpinAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c    

= ∑
i

 { ( [ 1 - Max (DaTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c -∑
c

RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c , 0 ) ] *  DaOffSpinHrlyQty a, h, s  * 
DaSpinOffer a, h, s  ) / 12 } 

(f) DaSuppAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c    

= ∑
i

 { ( [ 1 - Max (DaTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c -∑
c

RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c , 0 ) ] * DaOffSuppHrlyQty a, h, s  * 
DaSuppOffer a, h, s  ) / 12 } 

(g) DaRegUpforCRSubAvailHrlyAmt a, s, h, s, c    

=  DaRegUpforCRSubHrlyQty a, h, s  * DaRegUpCapOffer a, h, s   

(g.1)  DaRegUpforCRSubHrlyQty a, h, s   = DaOffRegUpHrlyQty a, h, s  - 
DaRegUpHrlyQty a, s, h   

∑
i

∑
i
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The above variables are defined as follows: 

Variable Unit Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

DaSpinAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c $ Hour Day-Ahead Spin Offer Cost Amount per AO per Settlement 
Location per Hour per  DA Market Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period - The Spinning Reserve Offer cost, excluding 
dispatch intervals during which a MCR is transitioning between 
configurations as part of a DA SPP directed transition, in dollars, 
associated with AO a’s eligible Resource at Settlement Location 
s for Hour h in DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility 
Period c.  

DaSuppAvailHrlyAmt a, h, s, c $ Hour Day-Ahead Supplemental Offer Cost Amount per AO per 
Settlement Location per Hour per DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period - The Supplemental Reserve Offer 
cost, excluding dispatch intervals during which a MCR is 
transitioning between configurations as part of a DA SPP 
directed transition, in dollars, associated with AO a’s eligible 
Resource at Settlement Location s for Hour h in DA Market 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period c.   

DaTransitionHrlyAmt a, s, h, c, t $ Eligibility 
Period 

Day-Ahead Transition Cost Amount per AO per Settlement 
Location per Hour in DA Market Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period - The DA Market Transition State Offer 
associated with AO a’s eligible combined cycle Resource at 
Settlement Location s in Hour h of DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period c in a single MCR transition period t 
that will be allocated to the first hour in the new configuration 
resulting from the transition. 



 

Variable Unit Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

DaCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Cost Adjustment 
per AO per Settlement Location per Hour for a DA Market 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – the additional charge 
or credit incurred by AO a at Combined Cycle Settlement 
Location s associated with the buying back of Day-Ahead 
Market Spinning Reserve position during transitions between 
configurations for Hour h and DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period c. 

DaCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Hour for a DA 
Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – the additional 
charge or credit incurred by AO a at Combined Cycle Settlement 
Location s associated with the buying back of Day-Ahead 
Market Supplemental Reserve position during transitions 
between configurations for Hour h and DA Market Make-
Whole-Payment Eligibility Period c. 

DaCcSpinAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Cost Adjustment 
per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch Interval  

DaCcSuppAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch 
Interval  
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Variable Unit Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

DaTranisitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c  None Dispatch 
Interval 

Day-Ahead Transition State Flag per AO per Settlement 
Location in DA Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – This 
flag is set to 1 in Dispatch Interval i for Asset Owner a’s 
combined cycle Resource at Settlement Location s when both of 
the following conditions are met: 

i) As indicated by its SCADA data, the Resource is actually 
transitioning into a configuration which is a part of a Day-
Ahead Market Commitment Period for which its 
Commitment Status was “Market” or “Reliability” and 

ii) The Dispatch Interval falls in the expected transition 
window as defined by the transition time, in minutes, prior 
to the start time of the Day-Ahead Market Commitment 
Period for the particular configuration.   

… for Day-Ahead Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility 
Period c 

RtTranisitionState5minFlg a, s, i None Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Transition State Flag per AO per Settlement Location 
in DA Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – The value 
defined under Section 4.5.9.8.   

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c None Dispatch 
Interval 

RUC Commitment Status Flag per AO per Resource Settlement 
Location per Dispatch Interval in RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period – The value defined under Section 4.5.9.8.   

DaTransEligHrlyFlg a, s, h, c, t None Hour Day-Ahead Transition Cost Recovery Eligibility Flag per 
Resource Settlement Location per DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period – This flag is set equal to 1 in each 
hour of a DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period 
where the Resource is eligible to recover transition costs, or 0 in 
each hour of the DA Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility 
Period where the Resource is not eligible to recover transition 
costs.   
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Variable Unit Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

t none none A single tagged Interchange Transaction, a single virtual energy 
transaction, a single Bilateral Settlement Schedule, a single 
contracted Operating Reserve transaction, a single TCR 
instrument, a single ARR award, or a single Reserve Sharing 
Event transaction or a single MCR transition period. 

…



 

4.5.9 Real-Time Balancing Market Settlement 

Settlement calculations for the Real-Time Balancing Market are performed on a Dispatch 
Interval basis for each Operating Day and are based upon the difference between the results of 
the RTBM process and the DA Market clearing for that Operating Day.  To calculate RTBM 
actual Energy in a Dispatch Interval for Asset Owners that have not directly submitted 5-minute 
interval meter data, SPP allocates the submitted hourly meter data for Resources and loads into 
5-minute values using 5-minute telemetered or State Estimator profiles for the corresponding 
hour.  The profiling of the hourly meter data maintains the shape of the 5-minute telemetered or 
State Estimator values even if there are both positive and negative values contained within the 12 
intervals.  All Dispatch Interval values are expressed in MW, not MWh.  Exhibit 4-23 shows an 
example of how the profiling will work for a Resource that submits an actual hourly meter 
amount of -80 MWh. 

Exhibit 1-23: Meter Profiling Example 
 

Interval (1) 
State Estimator 

MW 
 

(2) 
Absolute 
Value of 

Column (1) 
 

(3) 
Normalize 
Column (2) 

[Col (2) MW / 
Total Col (2) 

MW] 

(4) 
Profiled Hourly 

Meter 
(-80 – (-66.25)) * 
12 * Col (3) + Col 

(1) 
1 10 10 0.012 8 
2 5 5 0.006 4 
3 0 0 0.000 0 
4 -50 50 0.061 -60 
5 -60 60 0.073 -72 
6 -70 70 0.085 -84 
7 -80 80 0.097 -96 
8 -90 90 0.109 -108 
9 -100 100 0.121 -120 

10 -110 110 0.133 -132 
11 -120 120 0.145 -144 
12 -130 130 0.158 -156 

 -66.25 MWh 825 (total) 
1.000 

-80 MWh (Meter) 
(submitted) 

 

RTBM results are presented on an hourly basis but Market Participants and Asset Owners have 
access to the 5 minute data for verification purposes.  



 

(1) Each Market Participant with actual Resource output is charged or paid for each 
Settlement Location for the difference between the amount of actual RTBM physical 
Energy sold and the amount of physical Energy sold in the DA Market, net of Bilateral 
Settlement Schedules for Energy, at the associated RTBM LMP (see Section Error! 
Reference source not found.); 

(2) Each Market Participant with Import Interchange Transactions or Through Interchange 
Transactions (Resource Node) is charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the 
difference between the amount of actual RTBM physical import Energy scheduled and 
the amount of physical Energy sold in the DA Market, net of Bilateral Settlement 
Schedules for Energy, at the associated RTBM LMP (see Section Error! Reference 
source not found.); 

(3) Each Market Participant with virtual Energy purchased in the DA Market is paid  for the 
amount of virtual Energy purchased in the DA Market at the associated RTBM LMP (see 
Section Error! Reference source not found.); 

(4) Each Market Participant with cleared Operating Reserve Offers is: 

(a) charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the difference between the 
amount of Regulation-Up Service sold in the RTBM and the amount of 
Regulation-Up Service sold in the DA Market at the associated RTBM 
Regulation-Up Service MCP (see Section Error! Reference source not found.); 

(b) paid for each Settlement Location for Excess Regulation-Up Mileage at the 
associated Expected Regulation-Up Mileage MCP (see Section Error! Reference 
source not found.); 

(c) charged for each Settlement Location for Unused Regulation-Up Mileage at the 
associated Expected Regulation-Up Mileage MCP (see Section Error! Reference 
source not found.); 

(d) charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the difference between the 
amount of Regulation-Down Service sold in the RTBM and the amount of 
Regulation-Up Service sold in the DA Market at the associated RTBM 
Regulation-Down Service MCP (see Section Error! Reference source not 
found.); 

(e) paid for each Settlement Location for Excess Regulation-Down Mileage at the 
associated Expected Regulation-Down Mileage MCP (see Section Error! 
Reference source not found.); 



 

(f) charged for each Settlement Location for Unused Regulation-Down Mileage at 
the associated Expected Resource’s Regulation-Down Mileage MCP (see Section 
Error! Reference source not found.); 

(g) charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the difference between the 
amount of Spinning Reserve sold in the RTBM and the amount of Spinning 
Reserve sold in the DA Market at the associated RTBM Spinning Reserve MCP 
(see Section Error! Reference source not found.); and 

(h) charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the difference between the 
amount of Supplemental Reserve sold in the RTBM and the amount of 
Supplement Reserve sold in the DA Market at the associated RTBM 
Supplemental Reserve MCP (see Section Error! Reference source not found.). 

(5) Each Market Participant with actual load consumption is charged or paid for each 
Settlement Location for the difference between the amount of actual physical load 
purchased and the amount of physical Energy purchased in the DA Market, net of 
Bilateral Settlement Schedules for Energy, at the associated RTBM LMP (see Section 
Error! Reference source not found.); 

(6) Each Market Participant with Export Interchange Transactions or Through Interchange 
Transactions (Load Node) is charged or paid for each Settlement Location for the 
difference between the amount of actual physical export Energy scheduled and the 
amount of physical export Energy purchased in the DA Market, net of Bilateral 
Settlement Schedules for Energy, at the associated RTBM LMP (see Section Error! 
Reference source not found.); 

(7) Market Participants with SPP committed Resources in any of the RUC processes that 
were not committed in the DA Market and MCRs that were committed in the DA Market 
and committed by SPP into a higher configuration as part of the RUC processes may 
receive a make whole-payment if the total revenues received for Energy and Operating 
Reserve sales in the RTBM settlement are less than the Resource’s Offer costs.  See 
Section 4.5.9.8 for calculation details.  Certain costs are not eligible for recovery as 
follows: 

(a) If the Resource operates outside of its Operating Tolerance in a Dispatch Interval, 
costs associated with Energy provided in excess of the Resource’s Desired 
Dispatch are not eligible for recovery in that Dispatch Interval; 
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(b) If Resource is in “Manual” Control Status in a Dispatch Interval, costs associated 
with Energy provided in excess of the Resource’s Desired Dispatch are not 
eligible for recovery in that Dispatch Interval; and 

(c) If the Resource increases its minimum limits in a Dispatch Interval above the 
minimum limits used by SPP to make the commitment decision by more than the 
Resource’s Operating Tolerance, costs associated with Energy provided in excess 
of the Resource’s Desired Dispatch are not eligible for recovery in that Dispatch 
Interval. 

(8) Make-Whole payments for SPP committed Resources as described in (7) above are 
collected on a daily basis from Market Participants based upon their pro-rata share of the 
sum of following quantities for the Operating Day as described in detail under Section 
Error! Reference source not found.: 

(a) The absolute value of the net Settlement Location deviations from DA Market 
cleared amounts for load, virtual transactions and interchange transactions – 
excluding deviations resulting from actual load consumption that is less than DA 
Market cleared load MWh during capacity shortage condition Emergencies; 

(b) The positive difference between RTBM Resource minimum limits and DA 
Market Resource cleared Energy amount, subject to exclusion if certain criteria 
are met. Special rules apply if a Resource cleared regulation in real-time but did 
not clear regulation in the Day-Ahead Market; 

(c) The positive difference between the DA Market Resource cleared Energy amount 
and the RTBM Resource maximum limits, subject to exclusion if certain criteria 
are met. Special rules apply if a Resource cleared regulation in real-time but did 
not clear regulation in the Day-Ahead Market; 

(d) A Resource’s DA Market cleared amount if that Resource is off-line in the 
RTBM, subject to exclusion if certain criteria are met; 

(e) The absolute value of the difference between a Resource’s actual output and the 
Resource’s Desired Dispatch quantity if Resource is in “Manual” Control Status 
or is a MCR and is not in the committed configuration; 

(f) The actual Resource output for Resources that self-committed following the close 
of the DA Market, subject to exclusion if certain criteria are met; 



 

(g) A Resource’s Desired Dispatch quantity for Resources that were committed 
following the close of the DA Market if that Resource is off-line in the RTBM, 
subject to exclusion if certain criteria are met; and 

(h) The absolute value of a Resource’s Uninstructed Resource Deviation if that 
Resource operated outside of its Operating Tolerance, subject to exclusion if 
certain criteria are met. 

… 
 

4.5.9.8   RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount 

(1) The RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount is a credit or charge3 to a Resource Asset Owner 
and is calculated for each Resource with a RUC Commitment Period that was committed by 
SPP with an RTBM Resource Offer Commitment Status of “Market” or “Reliability” as 
defined under Section Error! Reference source not found.. Asset Owners of Resources 
committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency Condition are 
eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment, except that, if the Market Monitor 
determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by the local 
transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the 
Tariff, and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such 
Resources are not eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  For such eligible local 
transmission operator commitments, a manual process is employed for the calculations and 
the make-whole-payments will appear in the Miscellaneous Amount charge type defined in 
Section Error! Reference source not found..  The RUC Make-Whole-Payment Amount is 
also calculated for MCRs that have registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1combined cycle Resources with a RUC Commitment Period during which the 
Resource is moved into a configuration that incurs additional costs over the Resource 
configuration used in the DA Market Commitment Period for the corresponding time period.  
A payment is made to the Resource Asset Owner when the sum of the Resource’s eligible 
RTBM Start-Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve, Transition State 
Offer costs and Operating Reserve Offer costs associated with actual MWh amounts for 
Energy and cleared RTBM Operating Reserve is greater than the Energy and Operating 

                                                 
3 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a credit.  The charge is included here for the rare occasion 
when a charge may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 
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Reserve RTBM revenues received for that Resource over the Resource’s RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period.  Recovery of such compensation shall be collected in accordance 
with Section 8.6.7 of Attachment AE.   

(2) A Resource’s RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period is equal to the Resource’s RUC 
Commitment Period except as described below: 

(a) As shown in Exhibit 4-24, for Resources with a RUC Commitment Period that begins in 
one Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Periods are created.  The first period begins in the first Operating Day in the 
Dispatch Interval associated with the Resource’s RUC Commit Time and ends at the last 
Dispatch Interval of the first Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first 
Dispatch Interval of the next Operating Day and ends in the Dispatch Interval associated 
with the Resource’s RUC De-Commit Time. 

Exhibit 1-54: RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period – Multiple Operating Days 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

(b) If the Resource is an MCR that has registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1combined cycle Resource committed in the DA Market and then, during an RTBM 
hour within the DA Market Commitment Period, the Resource is moved into a 
configuration that is different from the configuration used in the DA Market Commitment 
period, and such configuration incurs a Transition State Offer cost and/or a No-Load 
Offer cost that is higher than the No-Load Offer cost associated with the configuration 
used in the DA Market, that RTBM hour will be considered the start of a  the RUC 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period is extended to those intervals preceding the 
RUC commitment for the purpose of including the buy-back of Energy and/or Operating 

Operating Day 1 Operating Day 2 

RUC 
Commitment 

Period 

Time 

Real-Time Make-
Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period 

Real-Time Make-
Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period 



 

Reserves while the Resource is transitioning to the RUC committed configuration as 
defined by the Transition State Time of the Resource’s offer parameters in Section 4.2.2.  
The end of this RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period will be defined by the 
RTBM hour when the configuration in that RTBM hour is the same configuration as the 
configuration used in the corresponding DA Market Commitment Period hour, the 
Resource’s De-Commit Time or the end of the Operating Day, whichever is less. 

(3) The following cost recovery eligible rules apply to each RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period.   Resource production costs are calculated using the RTBM Offer prices in 
effect at the time the commitment decision was made for start-up, transition, no-load, and 
minimum-energy; and the RTBM Offer prices in effect at the solving of a dispatch interval 
for incremental energy, Regulation-Up, Regulation-Down, Spin, and Supplement Reserves.   

(a) If SPP cancels a start-up order prior to the start of the associated RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period, the Asset Owner will receive reimbursement for a time-based 
pro-rata share of the Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer unless precluded by (e) below.  
Asset Owners may request additional compensation through submittal of actual cost 
documentation to the SPP.  SPP will review the submitted documentation and confirm 
that the submitted information is sufficient to document actual costs and that all or a 
portion of the actual costs are eligible for recovery. 

(b) In order to receive Start-Up Offer recovery within a RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource for at least one 
Dispatch Interval in the RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period.   

(c) In order to receive recovery of No-Load Offer costs in any Dispatch Interval in the RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period, the Resource must be a Synchronized Resource 
in that Dispatch Interval. 

(d) There may be more than one RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for a 
Resource in a single Operating Day for which a credit or charge is calculated.  A single 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is contained within a single Operating 
Day. 

(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the following 
RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods: 

(i) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the RUC SCUC did 
not consider the Resource’s Start-Up Offer in the commitment decision except 
that RTBM Start-Up Offers associated with manual commitments as described 
under Sections 4.3.2.2(3)(c), 4.3.2.2(3)(d), 4.4.1.2(3)(c) and 4.4.1.2(3)(d) are 
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eligible for recovery or when the subsequence RUC Make-Whole Payment 
Eligibility Period is contiguous and preceding a Day-Ahead Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period where the Day-Ahead Start-Up Offer was consider in 
which case the Day-Ahead Start-Up Offer is used;  

(ii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which a Resource is a 
Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment period at a time one hour prior 
to that Resource’s RUC Commit Time less the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; 
and 

(iii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a RUC 
Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the Resource Commitment 
Status is Self-Commit. 

(f) A Resource’s RTBM Transition State Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in the 
following RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods: 

(i) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period for which the RUC SCUC did 
not consider the Resource’s Transition State Offer in the commitment decision 
except that RTBM Transition State Offers associated with manual commitments 
as described under Sections 4.3.2.2(3)(c), 4.3.2.2(3)(d), 4.4.1.2(3)(c) and 
4.4.1.2(3)(d) are eligible for recovery;  

(ii) Any RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period resulting from a RUC 
Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the Resource Commitment 
Status is Self-Commit that resulted in a transition into or out of a configuration. 

(g) In order to receive Transition State Offer cost recovery within a RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period, the MCR must be a Synchronized Resource in the committed 
configuration for at least one Dispatch Interval in the corresponding RUC Commitment.   

(f)(h) For each RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period within an Operating Day, 
a Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of (1) the Resource’s 
Minimum Run Time multiplied by 12 rounded down to the nearest whole interval or (2) 
24 Hours multiplied by 12, and that portion of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in 
each interval of the RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period until the sum of these 
interval costs are equal to the RTBM Start-Up Offer or until the end of the RUC Make-
Whole Payment Eligibility Period, whichever occurs first.  If SPP cancels a start-up order 
prior to the start of the associated RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period, all of 
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the eligible pro rata share of the Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer is allocated into the 
first interval of the RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period. 

(g)(i) To the extent that the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted 
for in the last RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period in the Operating Day, any 
remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the first RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period of the following Operating Day provided that 
the Resource has not been committed in the DA Market in any hour of the first RUC 
Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period as described in (h) below.  For example, 
consider a Resource that is committed starting at 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 that has a 
Minimum Run Time of 10 hours and a Start-Up Offer of $12,000.  The RUC 
Commitment Period is from 10:00 PM in Operating Day 1 through 8:00 AM of Operating 
Day 2.  For RUC Make-Whole Payment calculation purposes, the RUC Commitment 
Period is split into two separate RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Periods as 
described in (2).a above.  The first RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period will 
include $100/interval of Start-Up Offer costs ($12,000 / 120 intervals) in hour 23 and 24 
intervals.  The second RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period will include 
$100/interval of Start-Up Offer costs in hours 1 through 8 intervals. 

(h)(j) If the Resource has been committed in the DA Market in a period adjacent to and 
following a RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period to the extent that the full 
amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not accounted for in the RUC Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period, any remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried 
forward for recovery in the Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period. 

(i)(k) If the Resource is a combined cycle ResourceMCR that has been registered as 
described under Section 6.1.7.1, additional costs or revenue associated with situations in 
which the Resource has cleared Operating Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market and must 
buy back that position in Real-Time at a Real-Time MCP that is greater than the Day-
Ahead MCP, the Market Participant may be will be considered as an adjustment when 
determining whether the Market Participant is eligible for a make-whole payment.  To be 
eligible, tThese costs or revenues must be incurred during a time period in which the 
Resource is ineligible to clear Operating Reserves due to transitioning between 
configurations, at the direction of SPP, and such cost is not due to any independent action 
of the Market Participant.    The Market Participant may also be eligible for a make-
whole payment for cost incurred during transition if the Resource is transitioned by a 
local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency Condition, except that, if the 
Market Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory manner by 
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the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment 
AE to the Tariff, and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, 
then such Resources are not eligible to recover any costs associated with the transition as 
part of  a RUC make whole payment. In such cases, the additional costs or revenue are 
equal to the difference between the average Real-Time MCP and the Day-Ahead MCP 
multiplied by the Day-Ahead Market cleared Operating Reserve MW amounts.  Recovery 
of these costsThe adjustment associated with Contingency Reserve is limited to the time 
period defined as the Transition State Time submitted in the Resource Offer.  Recovery 
of these costs The adjustment associated with Regulation-Up and/or Regulation-Down is 
limited to all Dispatch Intervals within the transition hour. 

(j)(l) If the Resource is a MCR that has been registered as described under Section 6.1.7.1, 
additional cost or revenue associated with situations in which the Resource has cleared 
Energy in the Day-Ahead Market and is committed into a configuration which causes the 
Resource to buy back all or a portion of that position in Real-Time will be considered as an 
adjustment when determining whether the Market Participant is eligible for a make-whole 
payment.  These costs or revenues must be incurred during a time period in which the 
Resource is transitioning between configurations, at the direction of SPP, and is not due to 
any independent action of the Market Participant.  In such cases, the additional costs or 
revenues are equal to the difference between the average Real-Time LMP and the Day-
Ahead LMP multiplied by the positive difference between Day-Ahead Market cleared 
Energy amount (positive value) and the actual output (positive value). 

(k)(m) If a Resource’s self-commitment period is less than the Resource’s Minimum Run Time, 
SPP will relax the Resource’s Minimum Run Time to equal the self-commit period.  

(l)(n) If SPP clears a Resource with a Commitment Status of Market or Reliability for a period 
adjacent to a self-commitment period in the RTBM, then the Resource will be eligible for 
recovery of Energy and No-Load offer costs for that period in the RUC Make-Whole 
Payment Eligibility Period. 

(4) The amount to each Asset Owner (AO) for each eligible Resource Settlement Location for a 
given RUC Make-Whole Payment Eligibility Period is calculated as follows:     

#RtMwpCpAmt a, s, c =  ( CncldStartAmt a, s, c 

+ Max (0, ( { IF ( CncldStartRatio a, s, c = 0, THEN 1, ELSE 0) }  
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* ∑
i

{ (RtStartUpElig5minFlg a, s, i, c  * RtStartUp5minAmt a, s, i, c ) 

+ (RtTransElig5minFlag a, s, i, c, t  * RtTransition5minAmt a, s, i, c, t ) 

+ RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c * [ RtMwpCost5minAmt a, s, i, c  + 
RtTransition5minAmt a, s, i, c  

+ RtMwpRev5minAmt a, s, i, c   

+ RtOom5minAmt a, s, i + RtRegAdj5minAmt a, s, i  

–  RtURDAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c – RtStatusAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c 

–  RtLimitAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c  ] }  

+∑
h

 ( RtCcRegUpAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c + RtCcRegDnAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c 

+ RtCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c + RtCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c )   

+ ∑
i

 RtCcEnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c ) ) ) * (-1) 

Where, 

 (a) #RtMwpCost5minAmt a, s, i, c =  RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  *  

[ { ( RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i  

+  Max ( 0,  [ RtNoLoad5minAmt a, s, i, c  

 - ∑
c

IF (DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h < 0, THEN DaNoLoadHrlyAmt a, s, h, c , ELSE 0 ) ] ) 

+ RtMinEn5minAmt a, s, i, c 

+ 
 
RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i + 

 
RtRegDnAvail5minAmt a, s, i, 
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+  RtSpinAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c + 
 
RtSuppAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c  

+ RtRegUpforCRSubAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c  ) / 12 } 

+ PotRtRegUpMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i + PotRtRegDnMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i ] 

(a.1) IF ABS (DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) > = ABS ( RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i ) 

THEN 

RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i = 0 

ELSE  

#RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i = ∫
y

x

CurveOffer Energy  Dispatched As RTBM
 

Where: 

X = Max (ABS (DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ), RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i ) 

AND 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i  = “Regulating” 

THEN 

RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i = Min ( 

RtComMinRegCapOL5minQtya, s, i , 

RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQtya, s, i , 

Max (0, (-1) * RtBillMtr5minQtya, s, i ) 

ELSE 
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RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i = Min ( 

RtComMinEconCapOL5minQtya, s, i , 

RtDispMinEconCapOL5minQtya, s, i , 

Max (0, (-1) * RtBillMtr5minQtya, s, i ) 

AND 

Y = Max ( (-1) * RtBillMtr5minQtya, s, i , 0) 

(a.2) IF ABS (DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) < RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i 

THEN 

#RtMinEn5minAmt a, s, i = ∫
y

x

CurveOffer Energy  Committed As RTBM

Where:
 

X = DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h 

Y = RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i 

ELSE 

RtMinEn5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

 (a.3) If RtOffRegUp5minQty a, s, i  > RtFixedRegUp5minQty a, s, i   

THEN 

RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i=  

( Max ( 0, [ RtRegUp5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )  
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* RtRegUpOffer a, s, i,  )  

- ( RtRegUpMileOffer5minPrc a, s, i  *  RtRegUpExcessMile5minQty a, s, i ) 

ELSE 

RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i,  =0 

IF RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i, c  = 1 THEN 

RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h  

* Max ( 0,  RtRegUpMcp5minPrc z, i  - DaRegUpMcpHrlyPrc z, h  ) 

ELSE 

RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c = RtRegUpAvail5minAmt a, s, i  = 0 

(a.4) If RtRegDn5minQty a, s, i  > RtFixedRegDn5minQty a, s, i   

THEN 

RtRegDnAvail5minAmt a, s, i =  

( Max ( 0, [ RtRegDn5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )  

* RtRegDnOffer a, s, i,   )  

- ( RtRegDnMileOffer5minPrc a, s, i  * RtRegDnExcessMile5minQty a, s, i ) 

ELSE 

RtRegDnAvail5minAmt a, s, i  =0 
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(a.5) If RtOffSpin5minQty a, s, i  > RtFixedSpin5minQty a, s, i   

THEN 

RtSpinAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

Max ( 0, [ RtOffSpin5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaOffSpinHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )  

* RtSpinOffer a, s, i, c    

ELSE 

RtSpinAvail5minAmt a, s, i,   =0 

(a.6) If RtOffSupp5minQty a, s, i  > RtFixedSupp5minQty a, s, c, i   

THEN 

RtSuppAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

Max ( 0, [ RtOffSupp5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaOffSuppHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )  

* RtSuppOffer a, s, i, c    

ELSE 

RtSuppAvail5minAmt a, s, i,   =0 

(a.7) If RtOffRegUp5minQty a, s, i  > RtFixedRegUp5minQty a, s, c, i   

THEN 

RtRegUpforCRSubAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c    
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= RtRegUpforCRSub5minQty a, i, s   * RtRegUpCapOffer a, s, i 

ELSE 

RtRegUpforCRSubAvail5minAmt a, s, i, c   = 0 

(a.7.1) RtRegUpforCRSub5minQty a, s, i  =  

RtOffRegUp5minQty a, i, s  - RtRegUp5minQty a, i, s   

-  DaRegUpforCRSubHrlyQty a, h, s   

(b) #RtMwpRev5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  * [ ( ( RtLmp5minPrc s, i  

* Min (0, [ RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i - DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ] ) ) / 12 ) 

+ RtRegUpRev5minAmt a, s, i, c + RtRegDnRev5minAmt a, s, i, c  

+ RtSpinRev5minAmt a, s, i, + RtSuppRev5minAmt a, s, i,  

+ RtRegUpUnusedMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i 

+ RtRegDnUnusedMileMwp5minAmt a, s, i ] 

(b.1) RtRegUpRev5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

(-1)  

* ( ( Max ( 0, [ RtRegUp5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )   

* RtRegUpMcp5minPrc z, i  ) / 12   )  + RtRegUpExcessMile5minAmt a, s, i 

 

(b.2) RtRegDnRev5minAmt a, s, i, c =  
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(-1)  

*( ( Max ( 0, [ RtRegDn5minQty a, z, s, i  - ∑
z

DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h] )  

* RtRegDnMcp5minPrc z, i   ) / 12 ) + RtRegDnExcessMile5minAmt a, s, i 

 (b.3) RtSpinRev5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

(-1) * RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  

*( Max ( 0, [ RtSpin5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaSpinHrlyQty a, z, s, h ] )  

* RtSpinMcp5minPrc z, i ) / 12   

(b.4) RtSuppRev5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

(-1) * RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  

*( Max ( 0, [ RtSupp5minQty a, z, s, i   - ∑
z

DaSuppHrlyQty a, z, s, h ] )  

* RtSuppMcp5minPrc z, i   ) / 12 

(c) #CncldStartAmt a, s, c =  

∑
i

( RtStartUp5minAmt a, s, i, c  * RtStartUpElig5minFlg a, s, i, c ) 

* CncldStartRatio a, s, c 

CncldStartRatio a, s, c = (ElapsedTime a, s, c  / StartUpTime a, s, c )  



 

(d) In any Dispatch Interval in which the Resource has operated outside of its Operating 
Tolerance and that Resource has not been exempted from URD per Section Error! 
Reference source not found., any incremental Energy costs associated with actual 
Energy output above the Resource’s Desired Dispatch is not eligible for recovery.  
The URD adjustment is calculated as follows: 

IF ABS (URD5minQty a, s, i ) > ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i AND 

( XmptDev5minFlg a, s, i =  0 ) 

THEN  

#RtURDAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  

* Max ( 0, ( RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i – RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i )) / 12  

ELSE  

RtURDAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(d.1) URD5minQty a, s, i =  

Max ( RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i * (-1), 0 ) - RtAvgSetPoint5minQty a, s, i 

(d.2) ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i =  

Min ( URDMaxTol5minQty i , Max (URDMinTol5minQty i , 

URDTol5minPct i * RtDispMaxEmerCapOL5minQty a, s, i ) ) 

(d.3) IF RtDesiredEn5minQty a, s, i < ABS (DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) 

THEN 

#RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i = RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i 

ELSE  

#RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i = ∫
y

x

CurveOffer Energy  Dispatched As RTBM
 



 

Where: 

X = Max (ABS (DaClrdHrlyQty a,  s, h ) , RtEffMin5minQty a, s, i ) 

Y = Max ( X, RtDesiredEn5minQtya, s, i ) 

 (e) In any Dispatch Interval in which a Resource is in “Manual” status, any incremental 
Energy costs associated with actual Energy output above the Resource’s Desired 
Dispatch is not eligible for recovery.  The status change adjustment is calculated as 
follows:  

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Manual”   

AND ABS (URD5minQty a, s, i ) <= ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN  

#RtStatusAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  

* Max ( 0, ( RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i – RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i )) / 12 

ELSE  

RtStatusAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

 (f) In any Dispatch Interval in which a Resource has increased its Minimum Economic 
Capacity Operating Limit (or its Minimum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit if 
the Resource has cleared for Regulation-Up Service or Regulation-Down Service) 
above the Resource’s minimum limits used by SPP in the commitment decision or the 
minimum limits used to move from one configuration to another in the case of a 
combined cycle ResourceMCR registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1 Resource, the Resource is not in “Manual” status and the increase in minimum 
limit is greater than the Resource’s Operating Tolerance, any incremental Energy 
costs associated with actual Energy output above the Resource’s Desired Dispatch is 
not eligible for recovery.  The limit change adjustment is calculated as follows: 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i < > “Regulating” AND 
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ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i  < > “Manual”  AND 

( RtDispMinEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i 

- RtComMinEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i ) > ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  AND 

ABS (URD5minQty a, s, i ) <= ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i 

THEN 

#RtLimitAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =   RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c 

* Max ( 0, ( RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i – RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i )) / 12 

ELSE IF 

ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i  = “Regulating”  AND 

 ( RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i 

- RtComMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i ) > ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  AND 

ABS (URD5minQty a, s, i ) < =ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i 

THEN 

#RtLimitAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =  RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c 

* Max ( 0, ( RtIncrEn5minAmt a, s, i – RtDesiredEn5minAmt a, s, i )) / 12 

ELSE  

RtLimitAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(g) In an hour containing a Dispatch Interval in which the Transition State is flagged for 
a MCR registered as described under Section 6.1.7.1 and the Resource must buy back 
its Day-Ahead Market cleared Regulation Service in the RTBM, the cost or revenue 
associated with buying back that Regulation Service is considered as an adjustment.  
The MCR Regulation Service buy-back adjustments are calculated as follows: 



 

If ∑
i

RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i, c > = 1 THEN 

RtCcRegUpAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  RtTransitionStateHrlyFlg a, s, h, c 

* Max ( [ 0, (DaRegUpHrlyAmt a, s, h + ∑
i

 ( RtCcRegUpAdj5minAmt a, s, i c  * 

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c )  RtRegUp5minAmt a, s, i ) ] 

ELSE 

RtCcRegUpAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c = 0 

(g.1h) RtCcRegUpAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =   

(DaRegUpHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtRegUp5minAmt a, s, i )  

ELSE  

RtCcRegUpAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(h) If ∑
i

RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i, c > = 1 THEN 

RtCcRegDnAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  RtTransitionStateHrlyFlg a, s, h, c 

* Max ( [ 0, (DaRegDnHrlyAmt a, s, h + ∑
i

 ( RtCcRegDnAdj5minAmt a, s, i c  * 

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c )  RtRegDn5minAmt a, s, i ) ] 

ELSE 

RtCcRegDnAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c = 0 



 

(h.1) RtCcRegDnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

(DaRegDnHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtRegUp5minAmt a, s, i )   

ELSE  

RtCcRegDnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(i) IF RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i, c  = 1 THEN 

(i) In a Dispatch Interval in which the Transition State is flagged for MCR registered as 
described under Section 6.1.7.1 and the Day-Ahead Market the Resource must buy 
back its Day-Ahead Market cleared Contingency Reserve in the RTBM, the cost or 
revenue associated with buying back the Contingency Reserve product is considered 
as an adjustment.  The MCR Contingency Reserve buy-back adjustments are 
calculated as follows: 

RtCcSpinAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c  * (DaSpinHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtSpin5minAmt 
a, s, i ) 

ELSE 

RtCcSpin5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(i.1)  RtCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  

 Max ([ 0, ∑
i

 RtCcSpinAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c ) ( RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c 

* (DaSpinHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtSpin5minAmt a, s, i ))] 

(h.1j)  (j) IF RtTranistionStateFlg a, s, i  = 1 THEN 



 

RtCcSuppAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c =  

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c * (DaSuppHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + 
RtSupp5minAmt a, s, i ) 

ELSE 

RtCcSupp5minAmt a, s, i, c = 0 

(j.1)  RtCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c =  

 Max ([ 0, ∑
i

 RtCcSuppAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c( RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c 

* (DaSuppHrlyAmt a, s, h / 12 + RtSupp5minAmt a, s, i ) )  

(ik) If, as a result of being instructed by a RUC Commitment to be in a transition in 
which it could not generate at least as much output as was cleared in the Day-Ahead 
Market, a combined cycle Resource registered as described under Section 6.1.7.1 
that has Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy that exceeds the actual Resource output 
quantity in a Dispatch Interval, the cost of buying back Day-Ahead Energy at a 
Real-Time LMP above the Day-Ahead LMP.  The MCR Energy buy-back 
adjustments are calculated as follows: 

RtCcEnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c  = RtCcEnAdj5minFlg a, s, i, c  

*  RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c  

* (Max (0, (-1) * Max (Min ( 0, RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i ) * (-1), 
RtAvgSetpoint5minQty a, s, i ) - DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  ) 

* (RtLmp5minPrc s, i  - DaLmpHrlyPrc s, h  )  / 12) 

(5) For each Asset Owner, a daily amount is calculated at each Settlement Location.  The daily 
amount is calculated as follows: 
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RtMwpDlyAmt a, s, d =  ∑
c

 RtMwpCpAmt a, s, c 

(6) For each Asset Owner associated with Market Participant m, a daily amount is calculated.  
The daily amount is calculated as follows: 

RtMwpAoAmt a, m, d = ∑
s

 RtMwpDlyAmt a, s, d 

(7) 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: 

RtMwpMpAmt m, d = ∑
a

 RtMwpAoAmt a, m, d 

(8) For FERC Electric Quarterly Reporting (“EQR”) purposes, SPP calculates RUC Make-
Whole Payment $ per RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period for each Asset Owner 
as follows: 

(a) #EqrRtMwp5minPrc a, s, c = (-1) * RtMwpCpAmt a, s, c 

(b) IF #EqrRtMwp5minPrc a, s, c > 0  
THEN 
#EqrRtMwp5minQty a, s, c = 1 



 

The above variables are defined as follows: 

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

DaTransitionHrlyAmt a, s, h, c, t $ Eligibility 
Period 

Day-Ahead Transition Cost Amount per AO per 
Settlement Location per Hour in DA Market Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period - The value as described under 
Section Error! Reference source not found.. 

RtTransition5minAmt a, s, i, c, t $ Eligibility 
Period 

Real-Time Transition Cost Amount per AO per Settlement 
Location in RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period 
- The incremental Transition State Offer cost associated 
RTBM Transition State Offer associated with AO a’s 
eligible combined cycle ResourceMCR at Settlement 
Location s in Dispatch Interval i in RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period c in a single MCR transition 
period t. This cost is allocated to the first Interval i of the 
‘To” configuration. Commented [njp78]: MPRR101 awaiting FERC filing 



 

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c  Flag Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Transition State Flag per AO per Settlement 
Location in RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period 
– This flag is set to 1 in Dispatch Interval i for Asset 
Owner a’s when a combined cycle Resource at Settlement 
Location s when both parts of either of the following pairs 
of conditions are met: 
1) Dispatch Intervals for which: 

i) As indicated by its SCADA data, the Resource 
is actually transitioning in to a configuration which is 
a part of a RUC Commitment Period for which its 
Commitment Status was “Market” or “Reliability” and 

ii) The Dispatch Interval falls in the expected transition 
window as defined by the transition time, in minutes, 
prior to the start time of the RUC Commitment Period 
for the particular configuration. 

or 
  2) Dispatch Intervals for which: 

i) As indicated by its SCADA data, the Resource 
is actually transitioning out of a configuration which is 
a part of a RUC Commitment Period for which its 
Commitment Status was “Market” or “Reliability” at 
the end of a RUC Commitment Period and returning 
to a configuration which is part of a Day-Ahead 
Commitment Period and 

ii) The Dispatch Interval falls in the expected transition 
window as defined by transition time, in minutes, 
following the end of the RUC Commitment Period 

is transitioning from one configuration to another infor 
RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period c. Commented [MPRR101.79]: MPRR101 awaiting FERC filing 



 

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

RtTransElig5minFlg a, s, i, c, t   None Hour Real-Time Transition Cost Recovery Eligibility Flag per 
Resource Settlement Location per RUC Market Make-
Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – This flag is set equal 
to 1 in each 5-minute interval of the RUC Make-Whole-
Payment Eligibility Period where the Resource is eligible 
to recover transition costs, or 0 in each 5-minute interval 
of the RUC Market Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility 
Period where the Resource is not eligible to recover 
transition costs.   

RtTransitionStateHrlyFlg a, s, h, c  None Hour Real-Time Transition State Flag per AO per Settlement 
Location in RUC Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period 
– This flag is set to 1 in hour h for Asset Owner a’s 
combined cycle Resource at Settlement Location s for 
each hour containing  a Dispatch Interval in which the 
RtTransitionState5minFlg a, s, i, c value = 1for RUC 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period c. 

DaNoLoadHrlyAmt a, s, h None Hour Day-Ahead No-Load Cost Amount per AO per Settlement 
Location per Hour per DA Market Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period - The value as described under Section 
Error! Reference source not found.. 

RtCcRegUpAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Real-Time Combined Cycle Regulation-Up Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Hour – 
the additional cost or revenue incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Regulation-Up 
positions during transitions between configurations for 
Hour h. 



 

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

RtCcRegDnAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Real-Time Combined Cycle Regulation-Down Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Hour – 
the additional cost or revenue incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Regulation-Down 
positions during transitions between configurations for 
Hour h. 

RtCcSpinAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Real-Time Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Hour – 
the additional cost or revenue incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Spinning Reserve 
position during transitions between configurations for 
Hour h. 

RtCcSuppAdjHrlyAmt a, s, h, c $ Hour Real-Time Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Hour – 
the additional cost or revenue incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Supplemental 
Reserve position during transitions between 
configurations for Hour h. 

RtCcRegUpAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Regulation-Up Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch 
Interval – the additional cost incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Regulation-Up 
position during transitions between configurations for 
Dispatch Interval i. Commented [MPRR101.80]: MPRR101 awaiting FERC filing 



 

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

RTCcRegDnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Regulation-Down Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch 
Interval – the additional cost incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Regulation-Down 
position during transitions between configurations for 
Dispatch Interval i. 

RtCcSpinAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch 
Interval – the additional cost incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Spinning Reserve 
position during transitions between configurations for 
Dispatch Interval i. 

RTCcSuppAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Cost 
Adjustment per AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch 
Interval – the additional cost incurred by AO a at 
Combined Cycle Settlement Location s associated with 
the buying back of Day-Ahead Market Supplemental 
Reserve position during transitions between 
configurations for Dispatch Interval i. 

RtCcEnAdj5minAmt a, s, i, c $ Dispatch 
Interval 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Energy Cost Adjustment per 
AO per Settlement Location per Dispatch Interval in RUC 
Make-Whole-Payment Eligibility Period – the additional 
cost or revenue incurred by AO a at Combined Cycle 
Settlement Location s associated with the buying back of 
Day-Ahead Market Energy position during RUC 
Commitment Periods instructing the Resource to be in a 
configuration in which it could not generate at least as 
much as output as was cleared in the Day-Ahead Market 
for Dispatch Interval i in RUC Make-Whole-Payment 
Eligibility Period c.   
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Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

RtCcEnAdj5minFlg a, s, i, cd none Dispatch 
Interval 

Combined Cycle Flag per AO per Settlement Location per 
Interval – A flag, when = 1, indicating AO a’s MCR at 
Settlement Location s is registered as an MCR Resource 
in Dispatch Interval i. 

ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i   None Dispatch 
Interval 

Resource De-Commitment Flag per AO per Dispatch 
Interval per Settlement Location – The value as described 
under Section Error! Reference source not found.. 

DispInstrucMaxHrlyFlg a, s, h   None Hour Dispatch instruction Maximum Flag per AO per Hour per 
Settlement Location – The value as described under 
Section Error! Reference source not found.. 

t none none A single tagged Interchange Transaction, a single virtual 
energy transaction, a single Bilateral Settlement Schedule, 
a single contracted Operating Reserve transaction, a single 
TCR instrument, a single ARR award, or a single Reserve 
Sharing Event transaction or a single MCR transition 
period. 

…



 

4.5.9.9 Real-Time Out-Of-Merit Amount 

(1) An RTBM credit or charge4 will be made to each Market Participant with a Resource that 
passes a primary Contingency Reserve deployment test as described under Section Error! 
Reference source not found.(3)(b)(i) and/or otherwise receives a Manual Dispatch 
Instruction from SPP or a local transmission operator that creates a cost to the Asset Owner 
or that adversely impacts the Asset Owner’s DA Market position and/or if a Market 
Participant must buy back its DA Market position for any Operating Reserve product at a 
RTBM MCP that is greater than that product’s DA Market MCP.  Resources issued Manual 
Dispatch Instructions by or at the request of a local transmission operator in order to solve a 
Local Emergency Condition or a Local Reliability Issue are eligible for out-of-merit credits 
as defined in this Section unless selection of the Resource by the local transmission operator 
was performed in a discriminatory manner as determined by the MMU and the Resource was 
an affiliated Resource; however, a manual process is employed for the calculation of the out-
of-merit credits and they will appear in the Miscellaneous Amount charge type defined in 
Section Error! Reference source not found..  The cost allocation of out-of-merit credits 
associated with Manual Dispatch Instructions issued by or at the request of a local 
transmission operator will be determined hourly by multiplying an Asset Owner’s RTBM 
actual load in the impacted Settlement Area by a rate determined by dividing the daily sum of 
all out-of-merit credits applicable to the impacted Settlement Area by the daily sum of all 
Asset Owners’ RTBM actual load in the impacted Settlement Area.  A manual process is also 
employed for these calculations and the charges will appear in the Miscellaneous Amount 
charge type defined in Section Error! Reference source not found.. Out-of-merit credits 
associated with Manual Dispatch Instructions issued directly by SPP  to address a reliability 
issue other than a Local Reliability Issue will be recovered under Section Error! Reference 
source not found.. The amount will be calculated on a Dispatch Interval basis under the 
following conditions: 

(a) If the Manual Dispatch Instruction is for Energy in the up direction and the 
Energy Offer Curve cost associated with the Out-Of-Merit-Energy (OOME) MW 
is greater than the RTBM LMP, the Asset Owner will receive a credit equal to the 
difference multiplied by the OOME MW.  The OOME MW is calculated as Max 
(0, or the difference between (i) (lesser of the the absolute value of the actual 

                                                 
4 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a credit.  The charge is included here for the rare occasion 
when a charge may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 

 



 

Resource output or the Resource’s Manual Dispatch Instruction MW) and (ii) the 
Resource’s Desired Dispatch); 

(b) If the Manual Dispatch Instruction is for Energy in the down direction, including 
a Resource de-commitment or movement of a DA Market committed MCR to a 
lesser configuration and the RTBM LMP is greater than the DA Market LMP, the 
Asset Owner will receive a credit for the difference multiplied by the OOME 
MW.  The OOME MW is calculated as Max (0, or the difference between (i) the 
absolute value of the Resource’s DA Market cleared Energy MW and (ii) the 
(greater of the absolute value of the actual Resource output or the Resource’s 
Manual Dispatch Instruction MW));  and/or 

(c) If a Manual Dispatch Instruction for Energy or Operating Reserve, or a Resource 
de-commitment instruction or movement of a DA Market committed MCR to a 
lesser configuration, causes the RTBM cleared amount of an Operating Reserve 
product to be less than the DA Market cleared amount of the corresponding 
Operating Reserve product and the RTBM MCP is greater than the DA Market 
MCP, the Asset Owner will receive a credit for the difference multiplied by the 
Out-Of-Merit-Operating Reserve (OOMOR) MW.  The OOMOR MW is 
calculated as Max (0, or the difference between the Resource’s DA Market 
cleared Operating Reserve MW and the Resource’s RTBM cleared Operating 
Reserve MW). 

To the extent that additional costs are incurred as a direct result of a Manual Dispatch Instruction 
through the compensation mechanisms described above, Market Participants may request 
additional compensation through submittal of actual cost documentation to SPP.  SPP will 
review the submitted documentation and confirm that the submitted information is sufficient to 
document actual costs and that all or a portion of the actual costs are eligible for recovery. 

The amount to each Asset Owner (AO) for each eligible Resource Settlement Location for each 
Dispatch Interval is calculated as follows:     

... 
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4.5.9.10 RUC Make-Whole-Payment Distribution Amount 

(1) An RTBM system-wide charge or credit5 will be calculated at each Settlement Location 
for each Asset Owner for each hour in order to fund the payments made under Section 4.5.9.8 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 Asset Owners within 
each Settlement Area in order to fund the payments made under Section 4.5.9.8 and 4.5.8.12 to 
Resources 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.  The 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 4.5.9.8 and 4.5.8.12 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.. 

The system-wide hourly amount is calculated as follows: 

#RtMwpDistHrlyAmt a, s, h =  RtMwpSppDistRate d *  RtDevHrlyQty a, s, h 

Where, 

(a) RtDevHrlyQty a, s, h =  RtNetSlDevHrlyQty a, s, h + RtMinLimitDevHrlyQty a, s, h  

+ RtMaxLimitDevHrlyQty a, s, h+ RtOutageDevHrlyQty a, s, h  

+ RtStatusDevHrlyQty a, s, h + RtRucScDevHrlyQty a, s, h  

+ RtRucCommitDevHrlyQty a, s, h + RtURDDevHrlyQty a, s, h 

(a.1) An Asset Owner’s Settlement Location deviation is calculated as the Absolute Value 
of the sum of (1) (RTBM actual load MWh - DA Market cleared load MWh) – 
excluding deviations resulting from actual load consumption that is less than DA 

                                                 
5 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. 
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Market cleared load MWh during capacity shortage condition Emergencies, (2) 
(RTBM actual Export Interchange Transactions – DA Market cleared Export 
Interchange Transactions), (3) (RTBM actual Import Interchange Transactions – DA 
Market cleared Import Interchange Transactions), (4) (RTBM actual Through 
Interchange Transactions (sink only) – DA Market cleared Through Interchange 
Transactions (sink only)), and (5) DA Market cleared Virtual Energy Offers * (-1).  
An Asset Owner’s Settlement Location deviation is calculated as follows. 

RtNetSlDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ABS ∑
i

RtNetSlDev5minQty a, s, i 

 

#RtNetSlDev5minQty a, s, i =  

{ [ IF XmptDev5minFlg a, s, i = 0 THEN 1 ELSE 0 ] * [Max ( 0, RtBillMtr5minQty a, 

s, i   )  – Max ( 0, DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) ] 

+ ∑
t

 { [Max ( 0, RtImpExp5minQty a, s, i, t, dir  ) 

- Max ( 0, DaImpExp5minQty a, s, i, t, dir  )  

+ [ IF DIR <> “THROUGH”, THEN  

 Min ( 0, RtImpExp5minQty a, s, i, t, dir  ) 

- Min ( 0, DaImpExp5minQty a, s, i, t, dir  ), ELSE 0 ] ]  

* (1 – RsgCrdFlgt ) } - ∑
t

Min (0, DaClrdVHrlyQty a, s, h, t ) } / 12 

(a.2) For a Resource with DA Market cleared MW in an hour the difference between the 
Resource’s applicable minimum limit and its DA Market cleared MW is included as a 
deviation if the Resource’s Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or 
Minimum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit if cleared for Regulation-Up Service or 
Regulation-Down Service) in the RTBM is (1) greater than the comparable limits used 
to clear the Resource in the DA Market by more than the Resource Operating Tolerance 



 

except that, for MCRs combined cycle Resources that were committed by SPP or a 
local transmission operator  into a higher configuration in the RUC are excluded from 
this calculation unless the Market Monitor determines such MCR Resources were 
selected in a discriminatory manner by the local transmission operator, as determined 
pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff, and such MCR Resources 
were affiliated with the local transmission operator; (2) is greater than its DA Market 
cleared MW; and (3) the Resource’s Dispatch Instruction in any Dispatch Interval 
within the Hour is less than or equal to the Resource’s applicable minimum limit, where 
the applicable minimum limit is equal to the Resource’s RTBM Minimum Economic 
Capacity Operating Limit if the Resource is not regulating or is equal to the sum of the 
Resource’s RTBM Minimum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit and the amount of 
Regulation-Down Service cleared on that Resource if the Resource is regulating.  In the 
case where the Resource has cleared Regulation-Up Service or Regulation Down 
Service in the RTBM and has not cleared Regulation-Up Service or Regulation Down 
Service in the DA Market, the deviation is the lesser of the (1) the difference between 
the Resource’s RTBM regulation minimum limit and its DA Market cleared MW or (2) 
the difference between the Resource’s RTBM regulation minimum limit the its DA 
Market regulation minimum limit. 

RtMinLimitDevHrlyQty a, s, h  =   ∑
i

RtMinLimitDev5minQty a, s, i   

Where, 

IF DispInstrucMinHrlyFlg a, s, h= “1” AND DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  < 0  

AND RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c < > “1”  

AND RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c < > “0” 

THEN 

** Regulation is not cleared in RTBM ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i <> “Regulating” AND 

 ( RtDispMinEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i - DaComMinEconCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h)  

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

Commented [MPRR101.88]: MPRR101 awaiting FERC filing 



 

THEN 

#RtMinLimitDev5minQty a, s, i =  

Max [ ( RtDispMinEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i +  DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ), 0 ] / 12 

ELSE IF 

** Regulation is cleared in both DA Market and RTBM ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Regulating” AND  

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h + DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h > 0 AND  

( RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i - DaComMinRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h)  

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN 

#RtMinLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  =  

Max [ ( RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i +  DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ), 0 ] / 12 

ELSE IF 

** Regulation is cleared in RTBM and not cleared in DA Market ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Regulating” AND 

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h + DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h = 0 AND  

( RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i - DaComMinRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h)  

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN 

#RtMinLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  =  

Max { RtDispMinRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i  



 

– Max [ ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) , DaComMinRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h ] , 0 } / 12 

ELSE 

RtMinLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  = 0 

 (a.3) For a Resource with DA Market cleared MW in an hour, the difference between the 
Resource’s DA Market cleared MW and its applicable maximum limit is included as a 
deviation if the Resource’s Maximum Economic Capacity Operating Limit (or 
Maximum Regulation Capacity Operating Limit if cleared for Regulation-Up Service 
or Regulation-Down Service) in the RTBM is (1) less than the comparable limits used 
to clear the Resource in the DA Market by more than the Resource Operating Tolerance 
except that, MCRs that were committed by SPP or by a local transmission operator into 
a lower configuration in the RUC are excluded from this calculation; (2) is less than its 
DA Market cleared MW; and (3) the Resource’s Dispatch Instruction in any Dispatch 
Interval within the Hour is greater than or equal to the Resource’s applicable maximum 
limit, where the applicable maximum limit is equal to the Resource’s RTBM Maximum 
Economic Capacity Operating Limit if the Resource is not regulating or is equal to the 
difference between the Resource’s RTBM Maximum Regulation Capacity Operating 
Limit and the amount of Regulation-Up Service cleared on that Resource if the 
Resource is regulating.  In the case where the Resource has cleared Regulation-Up 
Service or Regulation Down Service in the RTBM and has not cleared Regulation-Up 
Service or Regulation Down Service in the DA Market, the deviation is the lesser of the 
(1) the difference between the Resource’s DA Market cleared MW and its RTBM 
regulation maximum limit or (2) the difference between the Resource’s DA Market 
regulation maximum limit and its RTBM regulation maximum limit. 

RtMaxLimitDevHrlyQty a, s, h  =   ∑
i

RtMaxLimitDev5minQty a, s, i   

Where, 

IF DispInstrucMaxHrlyFlg a, s, h= “1” AND DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  < 0 

THEN 

** Regulation is not cleared in RTBM ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i <> “Regulating” AND  



 

 ( DaComMaxEconCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h - RtDispMaxEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i)  

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN 

#RtMaxLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  =  

Max [ (ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) - RtDispMaxEconCapOL5minQty a, s, i), 0 ] / 12 

ELSE IF 

** Regulation is cleared in both DA Market and RTBM ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Regulating” AND 

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h + DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h > 0 AND  

( DaComMaxRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h - RtDispMaxRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i )   

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN 

#RtMaxLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  =  

Max [ (ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) - RtDispMaxRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i), 0 ] / 12 

ELSE IF 

** Regulation is cleared in RTBM and not cleared in DA Market ** 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Regulating” AND 

DaRegUpHrlyQty a, z, s, h + DaRegDnHrlyQty a, z, s, h = 0 AND  

( DaComMaxRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h - RtDispMaxRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i )  

> ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  

THEN 



 

#RtMaxLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  =  

Max { Min [ ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) , DaComMaxRegCapOLHrlyQty a, s, h ] 

- RtDispMaxRegCapOL5minQty a, s, i  , 0 } / 12 

ELSE 

RtMaxLimitDev5minQty a, s, i  = 0 

 (a.4)  For Resources with DA Market cleared MW in an hour, if the Resource is off-line in 
the RTBM and it has not been de-committed by SPP the Resource DA Market cleared 
MW is included as a deviation.  An Asset Owner’s outage deviation is calculated as 
follows. 

RtOutageDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i 

IF DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  < 0 AND 

RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i  >= 0 AND 

ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i, c  < > “1”  

THEN 

#RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i =  ABS ( DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h ) / 12  

ELSE  

RtOutageDev5minQty a, s, i =  0 

(a.5) For Resources with DA Market cleared MW in an hour, for each Dispatch Interval the 
Resource is in “Manual” status, including a MCR not in the committed configuration, a 
deviation is calculated that is equal to one-twelfth of the difference between the 
Resource actual output and the Resource’s Desired Dispatch.  An Asset Owner’s status 
change deviation is calculated as follows. 

RtStatusDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

 RtStatusDev5minQty a, s, i  



 

IF ControlStatus5minFlg a, s, i = “Manual” AND 

DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  < 0  

THEN 

#RtStatusDev5minQty a, s, i =  

ABS ( RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i + RtDispDesiredEn5minQty a, s, i ) / 12  

ELSE  

RtStatusDev5minQty a, s, i = 0 

(a.6) For Resources that Self-Committed following the Day-Ahead Market, including 
combined cycle Resource that was committed in the DA Market and then Self-
Committed into a higher configuration in RUC and the Resource’s Dispatch Instruction 
in any Dispatch Interval within the Hour is less than or equal to the Resource’s 
applicable minimum limit, a deviation is included in an amount equal to the Resource 
actual output.  The applicable minimum limit is equal to the Resource’s RTBM 
Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit if the Resource is not regulating or is 
equal to the sum of the Resource’s RTBM Minimum Regulation Capacity Operating 
Limit and the amount of Regulation-Down Service cleared on that Resource if the 
Resource is regulating.  Resources that were offered into the DA Market for SPP 
commitment and not committed in the DA Market and then Self-Committed prior to the 
Day-Ahead RUC are exempted from this calculation.  In addition, MCRs are exempted 
from this calculation for the hours cleared in the DA Market.  An Asset Owner’s Self-
Commit deviation is calculated as follows. 

RtRucScDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

 RtRucScDev5minQty a, s, i 

IF RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c = “0” AND 

DispInstrucMinHrlyFlg a, s, h = “1” AND 

 RtRucScDevXmpt5minFlg a, s, i <> “1” 

THEN 
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#RtRucScDev5minQty a, s, i =  

ABS ( Min (RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i  - DaClrdHrlyQty a, s, h  , 0 ) / 12 ) 

ELSE  

RtRucScDev5minQty a, s, i = 0  

(a.7) For Resources that are either Self-Committed or committed by SPP following the DA 
Market and that are off-line in the RTBM and have not been de-committed by SPP, the 
greater of the Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit at the time of 
commitment or the Resource’s Desired Dispatch will be included as a deviation. An 
Asset Owner’s RTBM commitment outage deviation is calculated as follows. 

RtRucCommitDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

 RtRucCommitDev5minQty a, s, i 

IF [ RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c = “0”  OR  

RtRucComStat5minFlg a, s, i, c = “1” ] AND 

∑
i

RtBillMtr5minQty a, s, i   >= 0 AND 

 ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i, c  < > 1  

THEN 

#RtRucCommitDev5minQty a, s, i   =  RtDesiredEn5minQty a, s, i  / 12  

ELSE 

RtRucCommitDev5minQty a, s, i   = 0 

(a.8) In any Dispatch Interval in which a Resource operates outside of its Operating 
Tolerance and the Resource has not been exempted from URD per Section Error! 
Reference source not found., one-twelfth of the Absolute Value of the Resource’s 
Uninstructed Resource Deviation is included as a deviation.  An Asset Owner’s URD 
deviation is calculated as follows. 



 

RtURDDevHrlyQty a, s, h = ∑
i

 RtURDDev5minQty a, s, i 

IF ABS (URD5minQty a, s, i ) > ResOpTol5minQty a, s, i  AND 

( XmptDev5minFlg a, s, i =  0 ) 

THEN 

#RtURDDev5minQty a, s, i = ABS ( URD5minQty a, s, i ) / 12 

ELSE  

RtURDDev5minQty a, s, i = 0 

(b) #RtMwpSppDistRate d =  

( RtMwpSppDlyAmt d / RtDevSppDlyQty d ) * (-1) 

(b.1)  RtMwpSppDlyAmt d = ∑
m

 RtMwpMpAmt m, d 

(b.2)  RtDevSppDlyQty d = ∑
a
∑

s
∑

h
 RtDevHrlyQty a, s, h 

(2) For each Asset Owner, a daily amount is calculated at each Settlement Location.  The 
daily amount is calculated as follows: 

RtMwpDistDlyAmt a, s, d = ∑
h

RtMwpDistHrlyAmt a, s, h 

(3) For each Asset Owner associated with Market Participant m, a daily amount is calculated.  
The daily amount is calculated as follows: 

RtMwpDistAoAmt a, m, d = ∑
s

 RtMwpDistDlyAmt a, s, d 

(4) 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: 



 

RtMwpDistMpAmt m, d = ∑
a

 RtMwpDistAoAmt a, m, d 
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The above variables are defined as follows:  

Variable 

 

Unit 

 

Settlement 
Interval 

Definition 

ResDeCommit5minFlg a, s, i , c  none Dispatch 
Interval 

Resource De-Commitment Flag per AO per Dispatch 
Interval per Settlement Location – A flag set by SPP 
indicating that AO a’s Resource has been de-committed by 
SPP, including MCRs that are committed to a lesser 
configuration than cleared in the DA Market, at Resource 
Settlement Location s in Dispatch Interval i in RUC Make-
Whole-Payment Eligibility Period c.  

DispInstrucMinHrlyFlg a, s, h none Hour Dispatch Instruction Minimum Flag per AO per Hour  per 
Settlement Location – A flag associated with AO a’s 
Resource that is set equal to “1” if the Resource receives a 
Dispatch Instruction that is less than or equal to the 
Resource’s applicable minimum limit at any time in Hour h 
except for MCRs that were committed by SPP into a higher 
configuration in the RUC are excluded from this calculation. 

DispInstrucMaxHrlyFlg a, s, h none Hour Dispatch Instruction Maximum Flag per AO per Hour per 
Settlement Location – A flag associated with AO a’s 
Resource that is set equal to “1” if the Resource receives a 
Dispatch Instruction that is greater than or equal to the 
Resource’s applicable maximum limit at any time in Hour h 
except for MCRs that were committed by SPP into a lower 
configuration in the RUC are excluded from this calculation. 
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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 1. 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”); 

(3) Dispatchable Demand Response (“DDR”) Resource; 

(4) Block Demand Response (“BDR”) Resource; 

(5) Combined Cycle (“CC”) Resource (if the MCR option described under Section 6.1.7.1 is 
not selected); 

(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) Multi-Configuration Combined Cycle Resource (“MCR”) (represents Combined Cycle 
Plant for Resources selecting the modeling option described under Section 6.1.7.1); 

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. 

Commented [RR99.90]: RR99. Awaiting Implementation 
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6.1.7 Combined Cycle Resource 

In addition to the responsibilities described under Section Error! Reference source not found., 
Market Participants registering a Resource as a combined cycle Resource shall register their 
Resources for Commercial Modeling purposes using one of the four options described below. 

(1) Each combustion turbine and steam turbine may be registered as a separate Resource 
asset. Each individual Resource asset will be assigned a unique Settlement Location and 
each Resource asset must be registered to the same Asset Owner.   

(a) Each Resource asset will be committed and dispatched as an independent 
Resource.  Each individual Resource asset will be settled at its Settlement 
Location.  Telemetering and Settlement meter data must be submitted for each 
registered Resource asset. 

(b) The Market Participant may optionally request that all Resource assets be 
registered at a Common Bus. 

(2) An aggregate unit configuration may be registered as a single Resource asset in the 
Commercial Model and is assigned an APNode Settlement Location.   

(a) The aggregate Resource asset will be committed and dispatched as a separate 
Resource and will be settled at its APNode Settlement location.   

(b) Settlement meter data must be submitted for the aggregate Resource; 

(c) Telemetering must be submitted for each component of the aggregate Resource 
that is modeled in the Network Model.   

(3) The combined cycle Resource may be registered in the Commercial Model as several 
“pseudo” unit assets, each unit representing a combination of one combustion turbine and 
a portion of a steam turbine. Each pseudo unit asset is assigned an APNode Settlement 
Location. 

(a) Each pseudo unit asset will be committed and dispatched as a separate Resource 
and will be settled at its APNode Settlement location.    

(b) Settlement meter data must be submitted for each individual pseudo unit asset. 

(c)  Telemetering must be submitted for each component - of each individual pseudo 
unit asset that is modeled in the Network Model.   
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(d) The Market Participant may optionally request that all pseudo unit assets be 
registered at a Common Bus. 

(4) The combined cycle Resource may be registered in the Commercial Model as a MCR as 
described in Section 6.1.7.1. 

6.1.7.1(4)  Multi-Configuration Combined Cycle Resource   

The combined cycle Resource registered as a MCR may shall be registered as a single parent 
Resource Asset with associated separate Resources,each representing a valid operating 
configurations.   

(a) Market Participants using thise combined cycle configuration based modeling 
option shall register the physical units that are part of the combined cycle 
Rresource as well as the logical operational configuration modes representing a 
“logical unitvalid operating configuration” of the combined cycle Resource.  Each 
logical unitvalid operating configuration is treated as a separate Resource in the 
Commercial Modelmarket systems and may have Resource Offers submitted 
using the same Offer parameters as any other Resource.  The physical unit data 
are referenced by the Network Model that needs detailed unit physical 
characteristics and parameters as inputs.   

(b) Configuration Based modeling is only available for registered MCRs that are 
combined cycle Resources thatwhich can operate in more than one mode.  SPP 
may limit tThe mostnumber of logical operational configurations that can be 
submittedregistered per an MCR is three if needed to address software 
performance issues. 

(c) Market Participants shall supply operating characteristics for each logical 
operational configuration of an MCR, including, but not limited to:  location of 
physical Resource, Legal owner, Resource type set to combined cycleMCR (see 
section Error! Reference source not found.), and all of the non-price related 
operating parameters listed under Section 1 for each logical operational 
configuration; 

(d) Market Participants shall define which operational configurations can be used 
when starting up or shutting down the combined cycle Resource.  As an example, 
Exhibit 6-2 illustrates that the combined cycle Resource can only be started on 
configurations 1 and 3, while it can only be shutdown once it is operating in 
configuration 1 mode; 
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Exhibit 6-2: Combined Cycle Configuration Enabled Start/Shutdown Capability 

 
 Configuration  

1 
Configuration 

 2 
Configuration  

3 
Configuration  

4 
Startup 

(Yes/No): Yes No Yes No 
Shutdown 
(Yes/No): Yes No No No 

 

(de) Market Participants shall supply a state transition matrix for each logical 
operational configuration. The state transition matrix describes the state transition 
relationship between the individual logical operational configurations, and 
includes the following: 

(i) Transition Enabled: a flag describing whether a configuration transition 
is allowed between two given configurations, in the direction of ‘From’ 
configuration towards ‘To’ configuration; 

(ii) Transition Cost: the additional operational cost associated with a 
configuration transition, in the direction of ‘From’ configuration towards 
‘To’ configuration; 

(iii) Transition Time: the additional time needed to prepare for a 
configuration transition, in the direction of ‘From’ configuration towards 
‘To’ configuration.  During Transition Time, the Resource will not be 
eligible for clearing Operating Reserve; 

Exhibit 6-3 provides an example of a state transition matrix for Transition Costs which 
indicates that switching to configuration 2 will result in a transition cost of $300.00, 
assuming the plant is operating in configuration 1 mode when the transition occurs. 

 
Exhibit 1-32: Combined Cycle ConfigurationMCR Transition Cost Matrix 

 
From > To Configuration 

1 
Configuration 

2 
Configuration 

3 
Configuration 

4 
Configuration 

1   300 2,000 600 
Configuration 

2 0   1,500 3,000 



 

Page 87 of 130 
 

Configuration 
3 0 0   6,000 

Configuration 
4 0 0 0   

 

(ef) Market Participants shall submit a ConfigurationMCR cCapability acArray.  The 
capability array stores information on the physical units that can participate in the 
operational state described by a logical operational configuration.  Exhibit 6-4 
provides an example  sample of a configuration capability array, where a ‘P’ 
represents a primary resource available for the configuration and an ‘A’ 
represents an alternate resource that can participate in the configuration. 
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Exhibit 1-43: Combined Cycle Configuration MCR Capability Array 
 

3 X 1 MCR Capability Array 

Configuration 1 X 1 Configuration 2 X 1 Configuration 3 X 1 

CT-1, ST CT-1, CT-2, ST CT-1, CT-2, CT-3, ST 

CT-2., ST CT-2, CT-3, ST  

CT3, ST CT-1, CT-3, ST  

 
 

3x1 CC Configuration Capability 
Array 

 1 2 3 
CT-1 P P P 
CT-2  P P 
CT-3 A A P 
ST-1 P P P 

 (g) Market Participants may optionally define groups of operational configurations to 
which a Group Minimum Run Time will apply.  The Group Minimum Run Time, 
if Groups are defined, will be used in addition to the Plant Minimum Run Time 
for more accurate operational modeling of the plant.  Exhibit 6-45 shows an 
example of how a group definition might be defined for a 2 x 1 plant.  
Configuration 1 is CT1; Configuration 1 X 1 A2 is (CT1, ST); Configuration 1 X 
1 B3 is (CT2, ST) and Configuration 42 X 1 C is (CT1, CT2, ST). 

Exhibit 1-54: Combined Cycle Configuration MCR Group Definition 
Group Definition 

 Configuration 1 X 1 
A 

Configuration 1 X 1 
B2 

Configuration 32 X 
1 C 

4 

Group 1 Yes YesNo Yes Yes 
Group 2 No Yes Yes  

 
Exhibit 6-6 shows the impact of the use of Plant Minimum Run Time and Group 
Minimum Run Time on how the combined cycle plant is committed through 
various configurations. 
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Exhibit 1-65: Combined Cycle Configuration Group Definition 
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6.1.11.2     Supplemental Qualified Resources 

There are no specific testing requirements for an off-line Resource to become a Supplemental 
Qualified Resource. A Market Participant will self-certify that its off-line Resource is capable of 
deploying Supplemental Reserve during the registration process. In such case, that Resource will 
become a Supplemental Qualified Resource. However, in order to verify that any cleared 
Supplemental Reserve is capable of being deployed, SPP may perform Supplemental Reserve 
deployment tests as follows:  

(1) SPP will only perform a Supplemental Reserve deployment test on an off-line Quick-
Start Resource that has cleared Real-Time Supplemental Reserve or on a MCR that has 
registered under the option described under Section 6.1.7.1 that has cleared Real-Time 
Supplemental Reserve on a higher configuration;   

… 
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8.2.2.6 Mitigation Measures for Transition State Offers 

(1) The mitigation measures in this section apply only to Resources registered using the 
combined cycle configuration based modeling option as described in Section 
4.2.2.5.3(4)6.1.7.1. A Mitigated Transition State Offer shall be submitted daily by the 
Market Participant in accordance with the Mitigated Offer Development Guidelines for 
each potential transition state change. The Mitigated Transition State Offer may be 
updated up to the close of the Day-Ahead Market for use in the Day- Ahead Market.  In 
the case a Resource inis not committed by the Day-Ahead Market, the Mitigated 
Transition State Offer may be updated until the Day-Ahead RUC process begins. The 
Mitigated Transition State Offer submitted at the time the Day-Ahead RUC process 
begins will apply to the Day-Ahead RUC process on the day before the Operating Day 
and the Intra-Day RUC processes on the Operating Day.  

(2) The Transition State Offer conduct thresholds are as follows: 

(a) For Resources with local market power as described in Section 8.2.2.7, the 
conduct threshold is a 10% increase above the mitigated Transition State Offer; 

(b)  For all other Resources, the conduct threshold is a 25% increase above the 
Mitigated Transition State Offer.   

(3) The Transmission Provider shall apply mitigation measures by replacing the Transition 
State Offer with the applicable Mitigated Transition State Offer if: 
(a) The Resource’s Transition State Offer exceeds the applicable conduct threshold; 

and 
(b) The Resource is subject to mitigation measureshas local market power as 

determined in Section 8.2.2.28.2.2.7; and 
(c) The Resource fails the Market Impact Test as described in Section Error! 

Reference source not found., or (b) has local market power as determined in 
Section 8.2.2.7(3). 

 

Appendix D 
 

12. Real Time Data Reporting to SPP Balancing Authority  
In addition to the data reporting requirements specified under SPP Criteria 7, all Resources, other 
than Demand Response Resources, are to submit the following data via ICCP to SPP.   
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(1) Unit power output (MW); 

(2) Unit MVar output; 

(3) Current on/off line status; 

(4) Current AGC status (on/off). 

Additionally, MCRs that have registered under the option described under Section 
6.1.7.1Resources that are registered under the combined cycle Resource configuration option in 
Section 4.2.2.5.3 (4) are required to submit the following information via ICCP to SPP: 

(1) Unit power output for each physical individual component (with the exception of non-
telemeterable pieces such as duct burners); 

(2) The current configuration; 
(3) Transition state status (in transition or not in transition). 

Appendix G 
5. Combined Cycle (CC) Guidelines 

This section contains information pertaining to Combined Cycle Cost development.   

Combined Cycle - An electric generating technology in which electricity is generated by both a 
combustion turbine Resource (the Brayton Cycle) and a steam turbine Resource (the Rankine 
Cycle) hence the name combined cycle.  The CT exhaust heat flows to a conventional boiler or 
to a heat recovery steam Resource (HRSG) to produce steam for use by a steam turbine Resource 
in the production of electricity.   

Heat Recovery Steam Resource (HRSG) – A CT exhaust feeds hot gas into a heat to steam 
exchanger installed on combined-cycle power plants designed to utilize the heat in the 
combustion turbine exhaust to produce steam to drive a conventional steam turbine Resource. 
The HRSG may or may not also include a supplemental source of heat, e.g. duct firing.  

5.1 Heat Rate  

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic Heat Rate information relevant for all unit types including 
combined cycle units.   
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5.2 Performance Factors  

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic Performance Factor information relevant for all unit types 
including combined cycle units.   

5.3 Fuel Cost  

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not 
found.contains basic Fuel Cost information relevant for all unit types 
including combined cycle units.   

5.4 Mitigated Start-Up Offer 

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic Mitigated Start-Up Offer information relevant for all unit 
types.  The following additional information only pertains to combined 
cycle units.   

Start costs for Combined Cycle (CC) plants shall include only the following components and 
shall never be less than zero: 

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆($ 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆⁄ ) = 
(𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶(𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑚𝑚𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆⁄ ) ∗ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝐹𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶($ 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑚𝑚𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹⁄ ) ∗ 𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹 𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆)

+ �𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹(𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀ℎ) ∗ 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹($ 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀ℎ⁄ )�
+ 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑀𝑀 𝐴𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆($ 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆⁄ ) + 𝐼𝐼𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹 𝐿𝐿𝑆𝑆𝐿𝐿𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆($ 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆⁄ ) 

 

Start cost can be calculated and offered for Hot, Intermediate and Cold Start conditions. 

Start Fuel is the amount of fuel consumed from first CT fire to breaker closing for the steam 
turbine Resource, as measured during a normal start sequence, and the amount of fuel consumed 
from breaker opening for the steam turbine Resource to fuel valve closure.  Additionally, for 
Combined Cycle Resources not registered under MCR configuration based option, this includes 
the amount of fuel consumed from CT first fire to the point where heat recovery steam Resource 
(HRSG) steam pressure matches steam turbine inlet pressure of the operating steam turbine, for 
any CT unit/HRSG combinations started after synchronization of the steam turbine Resource.   

Station service is included from initiation of start sequence of initial combustion turbine to 
breaker closing of the steam turbine Resource (total station use minus normal base station use) 
priced at the Station Service Rate.   
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Add to this (+) station service after breaker opening of the last component when finished 
operating as a combined cycle unit, priced at the Station Service rate.  (Station service during 
shutdown should be that associated with the normal unit auxiliary equipment operated during 
shutdown in excess of base unit use.  This station service is not to include VOM or non-normal 
uses.  ) 

Minus (-) the integration of net generation from CT synchronization to steam turbine Resource 
synchronization or to HRSG steam output at line pressure, priced at the actual cost of the unit.   

Minus (-) the integration of net generation during the shutdown period, priced at the actual cost 
of the unit.   

Additional labor costs for start-up and shutdown due to SPP market commitment/dispatch run 
time above normal station manning levels including travel time between then on-work location 
and the work location not otherwise included in the Start VOM.  A different value may be 
submitted for on-peak versus off-peak periods.   

Start VOM Adder -the value stated in Section 2.4 or such other SPP Market Monitor approved 
value.  Such expenses attributed to starts-based or hours-based inspection and maintenance 
activities associated with an OEM recommended or similar program to maintain equipment may 
be included whether such expense is through contract labor or Market Participant labor 
associated with these activities that would not otherwise be incurred.   

5.5 Mitigated Transition State Offer 

𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹 𝑉𝑉𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆($ 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶⁄ ) = 
(𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶(𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑚𝑚𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶⁄ ) ∗ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝐹𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶($ 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑚𝑚𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹⁄ )

∗ 𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝐹𝐹 𝐹𝐹𝑆𝑆𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆) + 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑀𝑀 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆($ 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶⁄ )
+ 𝐼𝐼𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝐹𝐹𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐹𝐹 𝐿𝐿𝑆𝑆𝐿𝐿𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆($ 𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶⁄ ) 

Transition Fuel Consumed is the amount of additional fuel consumed moving from the current 
configuration to another configuration (i.e. moving from a 1 X 1 to a 2 X 1)    

Incremental transition labor costs in excess of normal station manning requirements (only 
when necessary to transition the CC to a different configuration) 

Transition VOM Cost - this quantity includes Transition VOM $ incurred moving from the 
current configuration to another configuration (i.e. moving from a 1 X 1 to a 2 X 1) 
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5.6 Mitigated No Load Offer 

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic No Load information relevant for all unit types including 
combined cycle units.   

5.7 VOM Cost  

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic VOM Cost information relevant for all unit types including 
combined cycle units.   

Combined Cycle VOM Cost – Fixed costs are costs that do not vary based on the use of the 
Resource for the production of energy, such as supervisory and engineering salary, office 
supplies, training, depreciation, and employee expenses. Such expenses attributed to starts-based 
or hours-based inspection and maintenance activities associated with OEM recommendations or 
similar programs to maintain equipment may be included as VOM costs whether such expense is 
through contract labor or market participant labor associated with these activities that would not 
otherwise be incurred.  FERC accounts 502, 505, 512, 513, 553, 554 are examples of accounts 
that contain VOM cost components that can be included, exclusive of fixed costs in these 
accounts, and used for VOM cost calculation under Section Error! Reference source not 
found..   

5.8 Mitigated Spinning Reserve Offer 

Note: The information in Section Error! Reference source not found. 
contains basic Spinning Reserve information relevant for all unit types.   

5.9 Mitigated Supplemental Reserve Offer 

Note: The information in Section 2.9 contains basic Supplemental Reserve information 
relevant for all unit types including combined cycle units.   

5.10 Mitigated Regulation Offers 

Note: The information in SectionError! Reference source not found. 
contains basic Regulation information relevant for all unit types including 
combined cycle units.   
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SPP Tariff (OATT) 

 
Attachment AE 

Bolded blue text is BOD approved language from RR1_MPRR101 that has not been filed 
with FERC yet.  

4.1 Offer Submittal 

Beginning seven (7) days prior to the Operating Day, Market Participants may 

begin to submit Offers for use in the Day-Ahead Market and Offers for use in the RTBM.  

Day-Ahead Market Offers may be updated up to the close of the Day-Ahead Market and 

RTBM Offers may be updated thirty (30) minutes prior to each Operating Hour.  Offer 

submittals shall conform to the following: 

(1) Offers submitted in the Day-Ahead Market are independent from Offers 

submitted in the RTBM; 

(2) Market Participants may specify that the Offers submitted in the Day-Ahead 

Market also apply in the RTBM; 

(a) Such an Offer shall be rejected in the RTBM if the Market Participant has 

submitted a Resource commitment status of “not participating” as 

described in Section 4.1(10)(e) of this Attachment AE and the Resource is 

not participating in the Day-Ahead Market.  

(3) Submitted Resource Offers will automatically roll forward hour to hour until 

changed within each respective market; 

(4) Offers may be submitted that vary for each hour of the Operating Day, except the 

Offer parameters related to unit commitment as defined in the Market Protocols 

for which a single value is submitted.  These unit commitment Offer parameters 

will automatically roll forward in each hour until updated; 

(5) Offers submitted for use in the RTBM are also used in the RUC; 

(6) Resource Offers may only be submitted at Resource Settlement Locations, Import 

Interchange Transaction Offers may only be submitted at External Interface 
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Settlement Locations and Virtual Energy Offers may be submitted at any 

Settlement Location, including a Market Hub; 

(7) For Regulation Qualified Resources and Regulation-Up Qualified Resources, 

Market Participants may submit Resource Offers for Regulation-Up, Spinning 

Reserve and Supplemental Reserve.  For Regulation-Down Qualified Resources 

and Regulation Qualified Resources, Market Participants may submit Resource 

Offers for Regulation-Down.  For Spin Qualified Resources, Market Participants 

may submit Resource Offers for Spinning Reserve and Supplemental Reserve.  

For Supplemental Qualified Resources, Market Participants may submit Resource 

Offers for Supplemental Reserve.  Resource qualifications are verified by the 

Transmission Provider as part of the registration process as follows: 

(a) A Regulation Qualified Resource, Regulation-Up Qualified Resource or 

Regulation-Down Qualified Resource must pass a specific regulation test 

as defined in Section 2.10.3 of this Attachment AE and must be capable of 

deploying one hundred percent (100%) of cleared Regulation-Up and/or 

Regulation-Down within the Regulation Response Time for a continuous 

duration of sixty (60) minutes and provide telemetered output data that 

meets the technical requirements specified in the Market Protocols. 

(b) A Spin Qualified Resource must self-certify that the Resource is capable 

of deploying one hundred percent (100%) of cleared Spinning Reserve or 

cleared Supplemental Reserve within the Contingency Reserve 

Deployment Period for a continuous duration of sixty (60) minutes and 

provide telemetered output data that meets the technical requirements 

specified in the Market Protocols. 

(c) A Supplemental Qualified Resource must self-certify that the Resource is 

capable of deploying one hundred percent (100%) of cleared 

Supplemental Reserve from an off-line state or if the combined cycle 

Resource, that is registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, is capable of 

deploying 100% of cleared Supplemental Reserve by transitioning to a 
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higher configuration within the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period 

for a continuous duration of sixty (60) minutes and provide telemetered 

output data that meets the technical requirements specified in the Market 

Protocols. 

(8) Resource Offers are limited by the Offer caps and floors specified in Section 4.1.1 

of this Attachment AE; 

(9) The Resource Offer parameters that constitute a valid Offer for use in either the 

Day-Ahead Market or RTBM are submitted using the data formats, procedures, 

and information defined in the Market Protocols and will include the following 

(as further defined in the Market Protocols): 

• Resource Name 

• Resource Type 

• Start-up Offer 

• No-Load Offer 

• Energy Offer Curve 

• Transition State Offer (for a configuration based combined cycle 

Resource that is registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE) 

• Transition State Time (for a configuration based combined cycle 

Resource that is registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE) 

• Regulation–Up and Regulation-Down Offers 

• Spinning and Supplemental Reserve Offers 

• Sync-To-Min and Min-To-Off Times 

• Start-Up Time 

• Hot to Intermediate and Hot to Cold Times 

• Maximum Daily and Weekly Starts 

• Maximum Daily Energy 

• Maximum and Minimum Run Times 
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• Plant Minimum Run Time (for a configuration based combined cycle 

Resourceonly that is registered in accordance with the offer submission 

option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE) 

• Group Minimum Run Time (for a configuration based combined cycle 

Resourceonly that is registered in accordance with the offer submission 

option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE) 

• Minimum Down Time 

• Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit and Run Time 

• Minimum Normal, Economic, and Regulation Capacity Operating Limits 

• Maximum Normal, Economic, and Regulation Capacity Operating Limits 

• Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limits and Run Time 

• Maximum Quick-Start Response Limit 

• Maximum Transition State Supplemental Reserve Resource Response 

Limit (for a configuration based combined cycle Resource that is 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE) 

• Ramp-Rate-Up and Ramp-Rate-Down 

• Turn-Around Ramp Rate Factor 

• Regulation Ramp Rate 

• Contingency Reserve Ramp Rate 

• Resource Status 

• JOU Ownership Share 

• Mitigated Transition State Offer (for a configuration based combined 

cycle Resourceonly that is registered in accordance with the offer 

submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment 

AE) 

(10) Market Participants must specify a Resource commitment status as part of the 

Resource Offer using the data formats, procedures, and information defined in the 

Market Protocols.  Market Participants use the commitment status to indicate; 
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(a) Whether they are self-committing a Resource; 

(b) Whether the Resource may be committed by the Transmission Provider;   

(c) Whether the Resource may be committed by the Transmission Provider 

only to alleviate an anticipated Emergency Condition or local reliability 

issue; or 

(d) Whether the Resource is unavailable. 

(11) Market Participants must specify a Resource dispatch status as part of the 

Resource Offer using the data formats, procedures and information defined in the 

Market Protocols.  Market Participants use the dispatch status to notify the 

Transmission Provider whether the Resource is: 

(a) Eligible for Energy Dispatch; 

(b) Eligible for Operating Reserve clearing; or 

(c) Self-scheduled for Operating Reserve. 

(12) Resource limits submitted as part of the Resource Offer must pass the validation 

rules defined in the Market Protocols, otherwise, the Resource Offer will be 

rejected; and 

(13) The Market Participant must comply with the must-offer requirements as defined 

in Section 2.11 of this Attachment AE. 
 
4.1.2.2 Combined Cycle Resource  

Market Participants shall select from one of the four following options 

regarding submitting Resource Offers for their registered combined cycle 

Resources, which will be declared during asset registration as described under 

Sections 2.2 and 2.9 of this Attachment AE: 

(1) A Resource Offer may be submitted for a single aggregate combined cycle 

Resource, where the aggregate will represent a Market Participant selected 

operating configuration of combustion turbines and steam turbines.  Under 

this option, the combined cycle Resource will be committed, dispatched 

and settled the same as any other Resource;  
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(2) A Resource Offer may be submitted for each combined cycle Resource 

combustion turbine and/or steam turbine and each component will be 

committed and dispatched independently and settled the same as any other 

single Resource;  

(3) A Resource Offer may be submitted for each pseudo combined cycle 

Resource, where each pseudo combined cycle Resource will represent the 

combination of one combustion turbine and a portion of the steam turbine.  

Under this option, each pseudo combined cycle Resource must be capable 

of being committed and dispatched independently the same as any other 

Resource and each pseudo combined cycle Resource will be settled the 

same as any other Resource; or 

(4) For a configuration based combined cycle Resource, aA Resource Offer 

may be submitted for multiple combined cycle configurations, with 

each configuration being treated as a separate Resource.  Under this 

option, Market Participants must define valid start up and shutdown 

configurations and valid configurations during asset registration, 

including valid transitions between configurations as defined in the 

Market Protocols.  The Transmission Provider will determine the 

most economic commitment configuration, if requested to do so by the 

Market Participant as part of the submitted Resource Offer, and, 

once committed, the most economic configuration to transition to on 

an hourly basis for use in both the Day-Ahead Market and Real-Time 

Balancing Market.   Each valid combined cycle Resource 

configuration will be committed and dispatched and/or transitioned 

and dispatched the same as any other Resource. Settlement for a 

combined cycle Resource submitting offers in this manner will occur in 

the same manner as any other Resource except that Transition State 

Offer costs, adjustments for Contingency Reserve during transitions as 

described under Section 8.5.9 of this Attachment AE and adjustments for 
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Operating Reserves and Energy during transitions will also be eligible for 

recovery as described under Section 8.6.5 of this Attachment AE. 

6.3 Energy and Operating Reserve Deployment 

The Transmission Provider will deploy Energy, Regulation-Up Service, 

Regulation-Down Service, Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve 

simultaneously through the issuance of Setpoint Instructions to each Resource in 

accordance with the technical requirements specified in the Market Protocols.  

Deployment of Supplemental Reserve from off-line Quick-Start Resources or from 

combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with the offer submission 

option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, that have cleared 

Supplemental Reserve on a higher configuration is accomplished through the 

Transmission Provider issuance of a Commitment Instruction to start-up following a 

Contingency Reserve event.   

(1) The Setpoint Instruction for a Resource that has indicated that it is dispatchable is 

equal to the sum of: 

(a) The Resource MW Dispatch Instruction for the current Dispatch Interval 

either as developed by SCED or by Manual Dispatch Instruction; 

(b) Regulation-Up Service deployment instruction for Resources with cleared 

Regulation-Up Service; 

(c) Regulation-Down Service deployment instruction for Resources with 

cleared Regulation-Down Service;  

(d) Spinning Reserve deployment instruction for Resources with cleared 

Spinning Reserve; and 

(e) On-Line Supplemental Reserve deployment instruction for Resources with 

cleared on-line Supplemental Reserve. 

(2) The Setpoint Instruction for a Resource that has indicated that it is non-

dispatchable shall be equal to the most recently recorded actual telemetered 

Resource output. 
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6.3.2 Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Contingency Reserve procured in the RTBM will be deployed through a 

Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction following a Reserve Sharing Event in 

accordance with the following rules: 

(1) Contingency Reserve is deployed on Resources with cleared Contingency 

Reserve and Export Interchange Transactions providing Supplemental Reserve in 

the Dispatch Interval immediately following system events;  

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

Supplemental Reserve;  

(3) If the amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared is 

greater than or equal to the Contingency Reserve amount required in response to a 

contingency, no off-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed;  

(4) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed in proportion to 

the amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared on 

each Resource, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability; and 

(5) Supplemental Reserve from off-line Quick-Start Resources or from combined 

cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with the offer submission 

option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, that have 

cleared Supplemental Reserve on a higher configuration is deployed on Resources 

in merit order of Start-Up Offer, Transition Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer 

Curves and Minimum Run Time, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability.  For 

the purposes of deploying Supplemental Reserve supplied from Export 

Interchange Transactions, the merit order cost will be equal to zero (0). 

(6) If a Resource fails all four of the tests described under Section 6.4.3 and the 

smallest Shortfall Quantity is greater than 25% of the Contingency Reserve 

Deployment Instruction, the amount of Contingency Reserve available to be 

cleared on that Resource will be reduced based on the current Contingency 

Reserve Ramp Rate, for online deployment, or Maximum Quick-Start Response 

Limit for offline deployments, or Maximum Transition State Supplemental 
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Reserve Resource Response Limit for a combined cycle Resources, that are 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option described under Section 

4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, supplying offline Supplemental Reserve by 

transitioning to a higher configuration, for the remainder of the Operating Day. 

6.4.3 Contingency Reserve Deployment Failure Charges 

A Market Participant receiving a Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction 

must pass one of four tests described below in order to be in full compliance with the 

instruction.  Each of these tests is performed by the Transmission Provider, either at the 

individual Resource level, or at a Common Bus level if the Market Participant’s Resource 

receiving the Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction is registered at a Common 

Bus or if the Resource is a combined cycle Resource.  A Resource that fails all four tests 

will receive a Contingency Reserve deployment failure charge as described in Section 

8.6.13 of this Attachment AE.  The Setpoint Instructions used in these tests are calculated 

in accordance with Section 6.3(1). 

(1) Test 1 compares the Resource expected output or Common Bus expected output 

at the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period to the Resource actual 

output or Common Bus actual output as measured at the end of the Contingency 

Reserve Deployment Period using the instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction.  

(2) Test 2 is the same as Test 1 except that the expected output is calculated using the 

instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction instead of the instantaneous ramped 

Setpoint Instruction. 

(3) Test 3 compares the change in Resource expected output or Common Bus 

expected output between the beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve 

Deployment Period to the change in Resource actual output or Common Bus 

actual output between the beginning and the end of the Contingency Reserve 

Deployment Period using the instantaneous ramped Setpoint Instruction. 

(4) Test 4 is the same as Test 3 except that the expected output is calculated using the 

instantaneous stepped Setpoint Instruction instead of the instantaneous ramped 

Setpoint Instruction. 
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8.5.9 Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Amount 

(1) The Day-Ahead make whole payment amount is a payment to an Asset Owner 

and is calculated for each Resource with an associated Day-Ahead Market 

Commitment Period that was committed by the Transmission Provider with a 

Day-Ahead Market Resource Offer commitment status as defined under Sections 

4.1(10)(b) and (c) of this Attachment AE, or was committed as part of the Multi-

Day Reliability Assessment as defined under Section 4.5.3 of this Attachment AE.  

Asset Owners of Resources previously committed by a local transmission operator 

to address a Local Emergency Condition are eligible to receive a Day-Ahead 

Market make whole payment if such commitment is included in the Day-Ahead 

Market; except that, if the Market Monitor determines such Resources were 

selected in a discriminatory manner by the local transmission operator, as 

determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, and such Resources 

were affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such Resources are not 

eligible to receive a Day-Ahead Market make whole payment. A payment is made 

to the Asset Owner when the sum of the Resource’s costs is greater than the Day-

Ahead Market revenues received for that Resource over the Resource’s Day-

Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period.  The make whole payment 

is equal to this difference between these costs and revenues. 

(2) A Resource’s Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period is equal 

to a Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period except as defined herein. 

For Resources with an associated Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period that 

begins in one Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two (2) Day-

Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility periods are created.  The first 

period begins in the first Operating Day in the hour that the Day-Ahead Market 

Commitment Period begins and ends in the last hour of the first Operating Day.  

The second period begins in the first hour of the next Operating Day and ends in 

the last hour of the Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period.  

(3) The following cost recovery rules apply to each Day-Ahead Market make whole 

payment eligibility period.  Offer costs are calculated using the Day-Ahead 
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Market Offer prices in effect at the time the commitment decision was made 

except under the situation described under Section (b)(i) below. 

(a) There may be more than one Day-Ahead Market make whole payment 

eligibility period for a Resource in a single Operating Day for which a 

charge or payment is calculated.  A single Day-Ahead Market make whole 

payment eligibility period is contained within a single Operating Day. 

(b) A Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for 

recovery in the following Day-Ahead Market make whole payment 

eligibility periods: 

(i) For any Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period 

that is adjacent to the end of a RUC make whole payment 

eligibility period except as described under Section 8.6.5(3)(h); 

(ii) For any Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period 

resulting from a Day-Ahead Market Commitment Period that 

contains a Day-Ahead Market self-commit hour; or 

(iii) For any Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility period for 

which a Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this 

commitment period at a time one (1) hour prior to that Resource’s 

Day-Ahead Market Commit Time less the Resource’s Sync-To-

MinTime. 

(c) A Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Transition State Offer costs that are 
related to a combined cycle Resource, that is registered in accordance with 
the offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 
Attachment AE, are not eligible for recovery in the following Day-Ahead 
Market make whole payment eligibility periods as described in (i) and (ii) 
below, except when Transition State Offers are associated with manual 
commitments as described under Sections 4.5.2 and 5.1.2 of this Attachment 
AE:   

(i) Any  Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period 
for which the Day-Ahead Market SCUC did not consider the 
Resource’s Transition State Offer in the commitment decision or 
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any Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility period that has an 
adjacent self-committed RUC make whole payment eligibility 
period that is created subsequent to the Day-Ahead Market make 
whole payment eligibility period;  

(ii) Any Transition State Offers into or out of a configuration resulting 
from a Day-Ahead Market self-committed Hour;  

(cd) For each Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period 

within an Operating Day, a Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer 

is divided by the lesser of (1) the Resource’s Minimum Run Time rounded 

down to the nearest hour or (2) twenty-four (24) hours, and that portion of 

the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in each hour of the Day-Ahead 

Market make whole payment eligibility period until the sum of these 

hourly costs are equal to the Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer or until the 

end of the Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period, 

whichever occurs first. 

(de) To the extent that the full amount of the Day-Ahead Market Start-Up 

Offer is not accounted for in the last Day-Ahead Market make whole 

payment eligibility period in the Operating Day, any remaining Day-

Ahead Market Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in the 

first Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period of the 

following Operating Day. 

(f) For combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with the 

offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 

Attachment AE, additional costs or revenues are associated when the 

Resource has cleared Contingency Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market and 

must buy back that position in Real-Time at an average hourly Real-Time 

MCP. The costs or revenues will be considered as an adjustment when 

determining whether the Market Participant is eligible for a make-whole 

payment. These costs or revenues must be incurred during time periods in 

which the Resource is transitioning between configurations, at the 
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direction of the Transmission Provider, and such cost or revenue are not 

due to any independent action of the Market Participant.  The Market 

Participant may also be eligible for a make-whole payment for costs or 

revenues  incurred during transition if the Resource is transitioned by a 

local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency Condition, 

except that if the Market Monitor determines such Resources were 

selected in a discriminatory manner by the local transmission operator, as 

determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE of the Tariff, 

and such Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, 

then such Resources are not eligible to receive a Day-Ahead make whole 

payment for these costs or revenues.  In such cases, the additional costs or 

revenues are equal to the Real-Time MCP multiplied by the Day-Ahead 

Market cleared Contingency Reserve MW amounts.  Recovery of these 

costs or revenue are limited to the dispatch interval time periods defined 

by the Transition State Time submitted in the Resource Offer.   

(4) The payment to each Asset Owner for each eligible Settlement Location for a 

given Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility period is calculated as 

follows: 

Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Amount =  

Maximum of [Either Zero or Sum of ((Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment 

Cost Amount in the Day-Ahead Market Make Whole Payment Eligibility 

Period) + (Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Revenue Amount in the 

Day-Ahead Market Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period) + (Day-

Ahead Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Adjustment) + (Day-Ahead 

Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Adjustment))] * (-1) 

(a) An Asset Owner’s Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Cost Amount for 

each eligible Resource is equal to the sum for all hours in the Day-Ahead 

Market Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period of: 

(i) Day-Ahead Market Start-Up Offer, 

(ii) Day-Ahead Market No-Load Offer, 
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(iii) Day-Ahead Transition State Offer, (for a configuration based 

combined cycle Resource that is registered in accordance with the 

offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 

Attachment AE) 

(iiiv) Energy cost associated with cleared Resource Energy from 

Resource Energy Offers as described under Section 5.1.3 of this 

Attachment AE, as calculated by multiplying cleared Resource 

Energy by the cost of such Energy as calculated from the 

Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Energy Offer Curve, 

(iv) Regulation-Up Service cost associated with cleared Regulation-Up 

Service from Regulation-Up Service Offers as described under 

Section 5.1.3 of this Attachment AE, as calculated by multiplying 

cleared Regulation-Up Service by the cost of such Regulation-Up 

Service cost as calculated from the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market 

Regulation-Up Service Offer, 

(vi) Regulation-Down Service cost, associated with cleared 

Regulation-Down Service from Regulation-Down Service Offers 

as described under Section 5.1.3 of this Attachment AE, as 

calculated by multiplying cleared Regulation-Down Service by the 

cost of such Regulation-Down Service cost as calculated from the 

Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Regulation-Down Service Offer, 

(vii) Spinning Reserve cost, associated with cleared Spinning Reserve 

from Spinning Reserve Offers as described under Section 5.1.3 of 

this Attachment AE, as calculated by multiplying cleared Spinning 

Reserve by the cost of such Spinning Reserve cost as calculated 

from the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market Spinning Reserve Offer 

excluding Spinning Reserve costs associated with a combined 

cycle Resource, that is registered in accordance with the offer 

submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 

Attachment AE, during a scheduled transition time when the 
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combined cycle Resource is transitioning in the Real-Time 

Balancing Market,  

(viii) Supplemental Reserve cost, associated with cleared Supplemental 

Reserve from Supplemental Reserve Offers as described under 

Section 5.1.3 of this Attachment AE, as calculated by multiplying 

cleared Supplemental Reserve by the cost of such Supplemental 

Reserve cost as calculated from the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market 

Supplemental Reserve Offer excluding Supplemental Reserve 

costs associated with a combined cycle Resource, that is registered 

in accordance with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, during a scheduled 

transition time when the combined cycle Resource is transitioning 

in the Real-Time Balancing Market, 

(ix) Day-Ahead Potential Unused Regulation-Up Mileage Make Whole 

Payment as calculated under Section 8.6.19(1)(b), and  

(x) Day-Ahead Potential Unused Regulation-Down Mileage Make 

Whole Payment as calculated under Section 8.6.20(1)(b), and 

(viiixi) For combined cycle Resources that are registered in 

accordance  with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, additional costs 

associated when the Resource has cleared Contingency Reserve 

in the Day-Ahead Market and must buy back that position in 

Real-Time at an average hourly Real-Time MCP that is 

greater than the Day-Ahead MCP, the Market Participant may 

be eligible for a make-whole payment if such costs are not 

otherwise eligible for recovery under Section 8.6.5 of this 

Attachment AE.  To be eligible, these costs must be incurred 

during time periods in which the Resource is transitioning 

between configurations, at the direction of the Transmission 

Provider, and such cost is not due to any independent action of 
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the Market Participant.  In such cases, the additional costs are 

equal to the difference between the average hourly Real-Time 

MCP and the Day-Ahead MCP multiplied by the Day-Ahead 

Market cleared Contingency Reserve MW amounts.  Recovery 

of these costs is limited to the time period defined as the 

Transition State Time submitted in the Resource Offer.   

 (b) An Asset Owner’s Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Revenue Amount 

for each eligible Resource is equal to the sum for all hours in the Day-

Ahead Market Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period of: 

(i) Energy revenue associated with cleared Resource Energy from 

Resource Energy Offers as described under Section 5.1.3 of this 

Attachment AE, calculated by multiplying Resource Energy by 

Day-Ahead LMP at that Resource Settlement Location, and 

(ii) The sum of the revenues calculated under Section 8.5.2, 8.5.3 and 

8.5.4, 8.6.19(1) and 8.6.20(1) for that eligible Resource. 

(c) Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Spinning Reserve Adjustment is the 

additional charge or credit incurred by the Asset Owner at a Resource 

Settlement Location associated with a combined cycle Resource, that is 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, associated with the buying back 

at the Real-Time MCP of cleared Day-Ahead Market Spinning Reserve 

during a transitions between configurations in the Day-Ahead Market 

make whole payment eligibility period. 

 (d) Day-Ahead Combined Cycle Supplemental Reserve Adjustment is the 

additional charge or credit incurred by the Asset Owner at a Resource 

Settlement Location associated with a combined cycle Resource, that is 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, associated with the buying back 

at the Real-Time MCP of cleared Day-Ahead Market Supplemental 
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Reserve during a transitions between configurations in the Day-Ahead 

Market make whole payment eligibility period. 

 

8.6.5 Reliability Unit Commitment Make Whole Payment Amount 

(1) Asset Owners of Resources committed by the Transmission Provider with an 

RTBM Resource Offer commitment status as defined under Sections 4.1(10)(b) 

and (c) of this Attachment AE or committed by a local transmission operator that 

the Transmission Provider determines were selected in a non-discriminatory 

manner by the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 

6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, are eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment.  

A RUC make whole payment is made to the Asset Owner when the sum of a 

Resource’s eligible RTBM Start-Up Offer costs, No-Load Offer costs, Transition 

State Offer costs, Energy Offer Curve and Operating Reserve Offer costs 

associated with actual Energy and cleared RTBM Operating Reserve is greater 

than the Energy and Operating Reserve RTBM revenues received over the 

Resource’s RUC make whole payment eligibility period.  Recovery of such 

compensation shall be collected in accordance with Section 8.6.7 of this 

Attachment AE.  Resources that are committed by a local transmission operator 

that the Transmission Provider determines were selected in a discriminatory 

manner by the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to Section 

6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, are not eligible to receive a RUC make whole 

payment. 

(2) A Resource’s RUC make whole payment eligibility period is equal to that 

Resource’s RUC Commitment Period unlessexcept; 

(a) For Resources with a RUC Commitment Period that begins in one 

Operating Day and ends in the next Operating Day, two RUC make whole 

payment eligibility periods are created.  The first period begins in the first 

Operating Day in the Dispatch Interval associated with the Resource’s 

RUC Commit Time and ends at the last Dispatch Interval of the first 
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Operating Day.  The second period begins in the first Dispatch Interval of 

the next Operating Day and ends in the Dispatch Interval associated with 

the Resource’s RUC De-Commit Time; or 

(b) For combined cycle Resources, that were registered in accordance 

with the offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2.(4) of 

this Attachment AE, that cleared in the Day-Ahead Market and that 

were transitioned by the Transmission Provider into a different 

configuration in Real-Time, that Resource’s RUC make whole 

payment eligibility period is extended to those intervals preceding the 

RUC commitment for the purpose of including the buy-back of Energy 

and/or Operating Reserves while the Resource is transitioning to the RUC 

committed configuration as defined by the Transition State Time of the 

Resource’s offer parameters in Section 4.1(9) of this Attachment AE that 

(i) begins in the first Dispatch Interval for the hour in which the 

transition to the selected configuration is to be completed, as 

calculated based upon when the Transmission Provider issues the 

order to transition and the Resource’s Transition State Time, and (ii) 

ends in the Dispatch Interval in which the Transmission Provider 

issues an order to transition to same configuration used in the Day-

Ahead Market clearing, or the Dispatch Interval in which the 

combined cycle Resource no longer has Day-Ahead Market cleared 

MWs or the end of the Operating Day, whichever is earliest. 

(3) The following cost recovery rules apply to each RUC make whole payment 

eligibility period.  Offer costs are calculated using the RTBM Offer prices in 

effect at the time the commitment decision was made. 

(a) If the Transmission Provider cancels a Commitment Instruction prior to 

the start of the associated RUC make whole payment eligibility period and 

the Resource is not a Synchronized Resource, the Asset Owner will 

receive reimbursement for a time-based pro-rata share of the Resource’s 

RTBM Start-Up Offer.  Asset Owners may request additional 
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compensation through submittal of actual cost documentation to the 

Transmission Provider.  The Transmission Provider will review the 

submitted documentation and confirm that the submitted information is 

sufficient to document actual costs and that all or a portion of the actual 

costs are eligible for recovery. 

(b) In order to receive the full amount of Start-Up Offer recovery within a 

RUC make whole payment eligibility period, the Resource must be a 

Synchronized Resource in at least one Dispatch Interval in the RUC make 

whole payment eligibility period. 

(c) In order to receive recovery of No-Load Offer costs in any Dispatch 

Interval in the RUC make whole payment eligibility period, the Resource 

must be a Synchronized Resource in that Dispatch Interval. 

(d) There may be more than one RUC make whole payment eligibility period 

for a Resource in a single Operating Day.  A single RUC make whole 

payment eligibility period is contained within a single Operating Day. 

(e) A Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are not eligible for recovery in 

the following RUC make whole payment eligibility periods: 

(i) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period that is adjacent 

to the end of a Day-Ahead Market make whole payment eligibility 

period;  

(ii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which a 

Resource is a Synchronized Resource prior to this commitment 

period at a time one (1) hour prior to that Resource’s RUC Commit 

Time less the Resource’s Sync-To-Min Time; and 

(iii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period resulting from a 

RUC Commitment Period that contains an hour for which the 

Resource was self-committed. 

(f) A Resource’s RTBM Transition State Offer costs that are related to a 
combined cycle Resource, that is registered in accordance with the offer 
submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment 
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AE, are not eligible for recovery in the following RUC make whole 
payment eligibility periods: 

(i) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period for which the 
RUC SCUC did not consider the Resource’s Transition State Offer 
in the commitment decision except that RTBM Transition State 
Offers associated with manual commitments as described under 
Sections 5.2.2(3), 6.1.2(3) and 6.1.2(4) of this Attachment AE are 
eligible for recovery;  

(ii) Any RUC make whole payment eligibility period resulting from a 
RUC commitment period that contains an hour for which the 
Resource is self-committed that resulted in a transition into or out 
of a configuration. 

(g) In order to receive Transition State Offer cost recovery within a RUC 
make whole payment eligibility period, the combined cycle Resource, that 
is registered in accordance with the offer submission option described 
under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, must be a Synchronized 
Resource in the committed configuration for at least one Dispatch Interval 
in the corresponding RUC Commitment.   

(fh) For each RUC make whole payment eligibility period within an Operating 

Day, a Resource’s RTBM Start-Up Offer is divided by the lesser of (1) the 

Resource’s Minimum Run Time multiplied by twelve (12), rounded down 

to the nearest whole interval, or (2) twenty-four (24) hours multiplied by 

twelve (12), and that portion of the Start-Up Offer is included as a cost in 

each interval of the RUC make whole payment eligibility period until the 

sum of these interval costs are equal to the RTBM Start-Up Offer or until 

the end of the RUC make whole payment eligibility period, whichever 

occurs first. 

(gi) To the extent that the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not 

accounted for in the last RUC make whole payment eligibility period in 

the Operating Day, any remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried 

forward for recovery in the first RUC make whole payment eligibility 

period of the following Operating Day provided that the Resource has not 
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been committed in the Day-Ahead Market in any hour of the first RUC 

make whole payment eligibility period as described in (h) below. 

(hj) If the Resource has been committed in the Day-Ahead Market in a period 

adjacent to and following a RUC make whole payment eligibility period to 

the extent that the full amount of the RTBM Start-Up Offer is not 

accounted for in the RUC make whole payment eligibility period, any 

remaining RTBM Start-Up Offer costs are carried forward for recovery in 

the Day-Ahead make whole payment eligibility period. 

(ik) If a Resource has operated outside of its Operating Tolerance in any 

Dispatch Interval, any cost associated with energy output above the 

Resource’s economic operating point is not eligible for recovery for that 

Dispatch Interval where such cost is calculated as described under 

Subsection 4(c) below. 

(jl) If a Resource becomes non-dispatchable in any Dispatch Interval, any cost 

associated with energy output above the Resource’s economic operating 

point is not eligible for recovery for that Dispatch Interval where such cost 

is calculated as described under Subsection 4(c) below. 

(km) If a Resource’s minimum operating limit is increased above the 

Resource’s minimum operating limit that was used to make the 

commitment decision, the increase is greater than the Resource’s 

Operating Tolerance and the Resource remains dispatchable in any 

Dispatch Interval, any cost associated with energy output above the 

Resource’s economic operating point is not eligible for recovery for that 

Dispatch Interval where such cost is calculated as described under 

Subsection 4(c) below. 

(ln) For combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with 

the offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 

Attachment AE, additional costs or revenues associated when the 

Resource has cleared Operating Reserve in the Day-Ahead Market 

and must buy back that position in Real-Time will be considered as an 
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adjustment when determining whether at an average hourly Real-Time 

MCP that is greater than the Day-Ahead MCP, the Market 

Participant may beis eligible for a make-whole payment.  Theseo be 

eligible, the costs or revenues must be incurred during time periods in 

which the Resource is ineligible to clear Operating Reserves due to 

transitioning between configurations, at the direction of the 

Transmission Provider, and such cost is not due to any independent 

action of the Market Participant.  The Market Participant may also be 

eligible for a make-whole payment for cost or revenue incurred during 

transition if the Resource is transitioned by a local transmission operator 

to address a Local Emergency Condition, except that if the Market 

Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory 

manner by the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to 

Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff, and such Resources were 

affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such Resources are not 

eligible to recover any costs or revenues associated with the transition as 

part of a RUC make whole payment.  In such cases, the additional costs 

or revenue are equal to the sum of the cleared Day-Ahead Market 

Operating Reserve revenue as calculated from the Day-Ahead Operating 

Reserve MCP and the cleared incremental RTBM Operating Reserve cost 

or revenue as calculated from the RTBM Operating Reserve 

MCPdifference between the average hourly Real-Time MCP and the 

Day-Ahead MCP multiplied by the Day-Ahead Market cleared 

Operating Reserve MW amounts.  For Contingency Reserve, recovery 

of the cost the adjustment is limited to the time period defined as the 

Transition State Time submitted in the Resource Offer.  For 

Regulation-Up and/or Regulation-Down, recovery of the costthe 

adjustment is limited to all Dispatch Intervals within the hours in which 

the Resource is transitioning between configurations hour.  
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(mo) For combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with the 

offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this 

Attachment AE, additional cost or revenue associated when the Resource 

has cleared Energy in the Day-Ahead Market and is committed into a 

lesser configuration which causes the Resource to buy back all or a portion 

of that position in Real-Time will be considered as an adjustment when 

determining whether that Market Participant is eligible for a make whole 

payment.  These costs or revenues must be incurred during time periods in 

which the Resource is transitioning between configurations, at the 

direction of the Transmission Provider, and is not due to any independent 

action of the Market Participant.  The Market Participant may also be 

eligible for a make whole payment for costs or revenues incurred during 

transition if the Resource is transitioned by a local transmission operator 

to address a Local Emergency Condition, except that if the Market 

Monitor determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory 

manner by the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant to 

Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff, and such Resources were 

affiliated with the local transmission operator, then such Resources are not 

eligible to receive a RUC make whole payment for these costs or 

revenues.  In such cases, the additional costs or revenues are equal to the 

difference between the average hourly Real-Time LMP and the Day-

Ahead LMP multiplied by the positive difference between the Resource’s 

Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy MW amount and the actual Resource 

output. 

 

(4) The payment to each Asset Owner for each eligible Settlement Location for a 

given RUC make whole payment eligibility period is calculated as follows: 

RUC Make Whole Payment Amount =  

Maximum of [Either Zero or (RUC Make Whole Payment Cost Amount in the 

RUC Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period + RUC Make Whole Payment 
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Revenue Amount in the RUC Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period – 

Uninstructed Resource Deviation Cost Disallowance – Non-Dispatchable Cost 

Disallowance – Minimum Limit Cost Disallowance + Real-Time Combined 

Cycle Operating Reserve Adjustment Amounts + Real-Time Combined Cycle 

Energy Adjustment Amount)] 

(a) An Asset Owner’s RUC Make Whole Payment Cost Amount for each 

eligible Resource is equal to the sum for all Dispatch Intervals in the RUC 

Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period of:  

(i)  Start-Up Offer used to make the commitment decision 

(ii)  No-Load Offers used to make the commitment decision, except 

when a combined cycle Resource, that is registered in accordance 

with the offer submission option described under Section 

4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Market that was transitioned by the Transmission Provider 

into a different configuration in Real-Time, in which case the 

positive difference between the hourly RTBM No-Load Offers 

used to make the combined cycle Resource transition decision 

and the hourly Day-Ahead Market No-Load Offers used to 

make the commitment decision is utilized;  

(iviii)  The Transition State Offer used to make the transition decision 

for combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance 

with the offer submission option described under Section 

4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Market that were transitioned by the Transmission Provider 

into a different configuration in Real-Time;  

(iv)  Energy cost at minimum output as calculated from the Energy 

Offer Curve used to make the commitment decision except when 

a combined cycle Resource, that is registered in accordance with 

the offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of 

this Attachment AE, is cleared in the Day-Ahead Market that 
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was transitioned into a different configuration in Real-Time, in 

which case the cost shall  be calculated based on the positive 

difference between  the Resource’s Real-Time Balancing 

Market applicable minimum limit and the Resource’s Day-

Ahead Market cleared quantity, where the Resource’s Real-

Time Balancing Market applicable minimum limit is equal to 

the lesser of the minimum limits submitted as part of the Real-

Time Balancing Market Resource Offer or the Resource’s 

actual output; 

(vi)  Energy cost above minimum output as calculated from the Energy 

Offer Curve that applied to the current Dispatch Interval except 

when a combined cycle Resource, that are registered in 

accordance with the offer submission option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, is cleared in the Day-

Ahead Market that was transitioned into a different 

configuration in Real-Time, in which case the cost shall  be 

calculated based on the positive difference between the actual 

Resource output and the greater of (i) Resource’s Day-Ahead 

Market cleared Energy quantity, and (ii) Resource’s RTBM 

applicable minimum limit;   

(vii)  For Resources other than combined cycle Resources, that are 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, cleared 

in the Day-Ahead Market that were transitioned into a 

different configuration in Real-Time, Operating Reserve cost 

associated with cleared Real-Time Operating Reserve as calculated 

from the Operating Reserve Offers except that Operating Reserve 

costs associated with self-scheduled Operating Reserve where such 

self-schedules are less than or equal to the amount of Operating 

Reserve cleared shall be set equal to zero; and 
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(viii)  For combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance 

with the offer submission option described under Section 

4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Market that were transitioned into a different configuration in 

Real-Time, the Operating Reserve cost associated with cleared 

Real-Time Operating Reserve in excess of cleared Day-Ahead 

Market Operating Reserve as calculated from the Real-Time 

Operating Reserve Offers except when self-scheduled 

Operating Reserve is less than or equal to the amount of Real 

Time Operating Reserve cleared then the  Operating Reserve 

cost shall be set equal to zero.; and 

 (ix)  For combined cycle Resources cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Market that were transitioned into a different configuration in 

Real-Time and are transitioning into that configuration, the 

Operating Reserve cost associated with cleared Day-Ahead 

Market Operating Reserve shall be equal to the maximum of 

(1) zero or (2) the difference between the applicable Real-Time 

MCP and the applicable Day-Ahead MCP multiplied by the 

cleared Day-Ahead Market Operating Reserve. 

(b) An Asset Owner’s RUC Make Whole Payment Revenue Amount for each 

eligible Resource is equal to the sum for all Dispatch Intervals in the 

RUC Make Whole Payment Eligibility Period of:  

(i)  Dispatch Interval revenue associated with Energy calculated by 

multiplying actual Dispatch Interval Energy output, in MW, by 

Real-Time LMP, except that for combined cycle Resources, that 

are registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, cleared 

in the Day-Ahead Market that were transitioned into a 

different configuration in Real-Time, in which case it is 

calculated by multiplying Real-Time LMP by the incremental 
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increase of the actual Dispatch Interval Energy output from the 

Day-Ahead Market cleared EnergyDispatch Interval revenue 

associated with Energy is equal to Real-Time LMP multiplied 

by one-twelfth of the positive difference between actual 

Dispatch Interval Energy output, in MW, and Energy cleared 

on that Resource in the Day-Ahead Market;  

(ii)  the sum of the revenues calculated under Section 8.6.2, 8.6.3 and 

8.6.4 of this Attachment AE for that eligible Resource;  

(iii)  Energy revenue associated with payments made under Section 

8.6.6 of this Attachment AE; and 

(iv)  amounts associated with settlement made under Section 8.6.15 of 

this Attachment AE. 

(c) An Asset Owner’s Uninstructed Resource Deviation Cost Disallowance, Non-

Dispatchable Cost Disallowance, or Minimum Limit Cost Disallowance is equal 

to the positive difference between the Resource’s Energy cost at actual output as 

calculated from the Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve and 

the Resource’s Energy cost at the Resource’s economic operating point as 

calculated from the Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve. 

(d) A Resource’s economic operating point is the MW output where the cost on the 

Resource’s current Dispatch Interval Energy Offer Curve is equal to the Real-

Time LMP for that Resource. 

(e) For combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with the offer 

submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, the 

Real-Time Combined Cycle Operating Reserve Adjustment Amounts are equal to 

cleared Operating Reserve products in the Day-Ahead Market that were 

transitioned into a different configuration in Real-Time and are transitioning into 

that configuration, the Operating Reserve adjustment shall be equal to the sum of 

the cleared Day-Ahead Market Operating Reserve revenue as calculated from the 

Day-Ahead Operating Reserve MCP and the cleared incremental RTBM 
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Operating Reserve cost or revenue as calculated from the RTBM Operating 

Reserve MCP. 

(f) The Real-Time Combined Cycle Energy Adjustment Amount for combined cycle 

Resources, that are registered in accordance with the offer submission option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE,  that cleared in the 

Day-Ahead Market and are transitioning into a lesser configuration  in Real-Time  

shall be equal to the maximum of (1) zero or (2) positive difference between 

cleared Day-Ahead Market Energy and (the maximum of (i) absolute value of the 

actual Resource output, and (ii) Real-Time setpoint) multiplied by the difference 

between the applicable Real-Time LMP and the applicable Day-Ahead LMP. 

8.6.6 Real-Time Out-of-Merit Amount 

An RTBM OOME payment will be made for each Asset Owner with a Resource 

that passes a primary Contingency Reserve deployment test as described in Section 

2.10.1 of this Attachment AE and/or receives a Transmission Provider Manual Dispatch 

Instruction that creates a cost to the Asset Owner or that adversely impacts the Asset 

Owner’s Day-Ahead Market position for Energy and/or Operating Reserve.  Resources 

issued a Manual Dispatch Instruction by a local transmission operator that the Market 

Monitor determines were selected in a discriminatory manner by the local transmission 

operator, as determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of this Attachment AE, and such 

Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator are not eligible to receive a 

RTBM OOME payment.  RTBM OOME payments made to Asset Owners that received a 

Manual Dispatch Instruction to address a Local Reliability Issue including Local 

Emergency Condition shall be recovered locally as described under Section 8.6.7(B). 

RTBM OOME payments made to Asset Owners that received a Manual Dispatch 

Instruction to address a reliability issue other than a Local Reliability Issue shall be 

recovered regionally under Section 8.8.  The amount will be calculated on a Dispatch 

Interval basis as follows: 

(1) If the Manual Dispatch Instruction is for Energy in the up direction and the 

Energy Offer Curve cost associated with the Resource’s additional output 
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attributable to its response (“OOME MW”) is greater than the RTBM LMP, the 

Asset Owner will receive a payment for the difference multiplied by the OOME 

MW.  The payment shall be limited to the amount necessary to compensate the 

Asset Owner for any under-recovery resulting from its Resource’s response to the 

Manual Dispatch Instruction.  The OOME MW is calculated as the positive 

difference between (i) the lesser of the actual Resource output or the Resource’s 

Manual Dispatch Instruction MW and (ii) the Resource’s economic operating 

point.  The Resource’s economic operating point is calculated as described under 

Section 8.6.5(4)(d); 

(2) If the Manual Dispatch Instruction is for Energy in the down direction, including 

a Resource de-commitment or movement of a combined cycle Resources, that are 

registered in accordance with the offer submission option described under Section 

4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, to as lesser configuration and the RTBM LMP 

is greater than the Day-Ahead Market LMP, the Asset Owner will receive a 

payment equal to the  difference multiplied by the Resource’s reduction in output 

attributable to its response (“OOME MW”).  The payment shall be limited to the 

amount necessary to compensate the Asset Owner for any increase in net 

settlement costs resulting from its response to the Manual Dispatch Instruction.  

The OOME MW is calculated as the maximum of zero (0) or the difference 

between the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy MW and the greater 

of (i) actual Resource output or (ii) the Resource’s Manual Dispatch Instruction 

MW;  

(3) If the Manual Dispatch Instruction or a Resource de-commitment instruction or 

movement of combined cycle Resources, that are registered in accordance with 

the offer submission option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment 

AE, to a lesser configuration, causes the RTBM cleared amount of an Operating 

Reserve product to be less than the Day-Ahead Market cleared amount of the 

corresponding Operating Reserve product and the RTBM MCP is greater than the 

Day-Ahead Market MCP, the Asset Owner will receive a payment for the 

difference multiplied by the OOME Operating Reserve MW.  The OOME 
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Operating Reserve MW is calculated as the maximum of zero (0) or the difference 

between the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market cleared Operating Reserve MW and 

the Resource’s RTBM cleared Operating Reserve MW. 

(4) To the extent that additional costs are incurred as a direct result of a Manual 

Dispatch Instruction that are not addressed through the compensation mechanisms 

described in (1) through (3) above, Asset Owners may request additional 

compensation through submittal of actual cost documentation to the Transmission 

Provider.  The Transmission Provider will review the submitted documentation 

and confirm that the submitted information is sufficient to document actual costs 

and that all or a portion of the actual costs are eligible for recovery. 

 

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 Resources 

committed to address a Local Reliability Issue or a Local Emergency Condition.  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 Local 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)] 
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(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, other than 

combined cycle Resources, that have registered under the 

option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment 

AE, that have been transitioned in Real-Time, by the 

Transmission Provider or local transmission operator, except that 

if the Market Monitor determines such Resources were selected in 

a discriminatory manner by the local transmission operator, as 

determined pursuant to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the 
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Tariff, and such Resources were affiliated with the local 

transmission operator, into a configuration with higher 

minimum limits, (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 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, other than 

combined cycle Resources, that have registered under the option 

described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, that 

have been transitioned in Real-Time, by the Transmission Provider 

or local transmission operator, except that if the Market Monitor 

determines such Resources were selected in a discriminatory 

manner by the local transmission operator, as determined pursuant 

to Section 6.1.2.1 of Attachment AE to the Tariff, and such 

Resources were affiliated with the local transmission operator, into 

a configuration with lower maximum limits, (a) the positive 
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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, including combined cycle 

Resources, that have registered under the option described under 

Section 4.1.2.2(4) of this Attachment AE, that are not in the 

committed configuration, the absolute value of the difference 

between a 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); 
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(f) For Resources that were not offered in the Day-Ahead Market and 

that self-committed following the close of the Day-Ahead Market, 

inexcluding the hours of combined cycle Resources, that have 

registered under the option described under Section 4.1.2.2(4) 

of this Attachment AE, that have cleared in the Day-Ahead 

Marketself-committed into a configuration with higher 

minimum limits, 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 Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount shall be 

calculated as follows: 

Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount = 

[(Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate) * (Local 

Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume)] 

(1) 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 
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the request of a local transmission operator or by a local transmission 

operator to address a 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. 

(2) 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 

SPP-MISO Potential Interregional Projects  

 
 
 
Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Southwest Power Pool: 

Carl Monroe, Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 
Lanny Nickell, Vice President, Engineering 
David Kelley, Director, Interregional Relations  

 
 
Background 
The 18 month SPP-MISO Coordinated System Plan (CSP) Study concluded in June 2015 resulting in the 
SPP-MISO Joint Planning Committee recommending three potential Interregional Projects. The 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee (IPSAC), the joint stakeholder group which 
oversees joint studies, endorsed three projects to move from the CSP to the Regional Review process.  
The three projects approved were all economic projects providing APC benefit.  A part of the CSP is to 
determine the cost allocation between SPP and MISO of these projects.  The cost allocation determined 
was based on the share of benefits identified through the CSP.    

• South Shreveport to Wallace Lake Rebuild  
o 20% SPP Funded  

• Elm Creek to NSUB 345kV 
o 80% SPP Funded   

• Alto to Swartz Series Reactor 
o 14% SPP Funded    

SPP staff evaluated these three projects in the Regional Review process using SPP’s own models, 
assumptions and metrics in order to determine the benefit to SPP for each of the projects. For this analysis, 
SPP utilized a previously approved version of an ITP-10 model updated with the most recent topology and 
dispatch changes provided by SPP stakeholders. The Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) was the 
stakeholder group responsible for overseeing the process, and they approved the Regional Review Scope 
at their meeting on June 18, 2015. Based on the analysis performed, SPP staff recommends that the MOPC 
recommend approval of the South Shreveport to Wallace Lake Rebuild as an Interregional Project to the 
SPP Board of Directors.     

 
Analysis 
 
South Shreveport to Wallace Lake 138 kV Rebuild  
 

Categories  Values  



 
 

Adjusted Production Cost (APC) $39,328,392 
Wheeling Through and Out Metric $0 
Transmission Outages Metric  $4,444,108 
Avoided or Delayed Reliability Metric  $31,898,861 
40 Year PV Benefits  $75,671,361 
40 Year PV Cost  $6,379,772 
Net Present Value (NPV) $69,291,589 
Benefit to Cost Ration (B/C)  11.86 

 
 
Recommendation 
MOPC requests the Board of Directors approve the South Shreveport to Wallace Lake 138 kV Rebuild as 
an Interregional Project.    

APPROVED: MOPC      October 13, 2015 
Passed unanimously with two abstentions (Entergy Asset Management and 
Midwest Gen) 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 

 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Group of SPP Transmission Owners 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

October 27, 2015 

MISO Settlement Revenue Distribution  

 
 
 
Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Southwest Power Pool: 

Carl Monroe, Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 
David Kelley, Director, Interregional Relations  

 
The following Transmission Owners represent the Group of SPP Transmission Owners making this 
recommendation: 
 Kansas City Power & Light Company 
 KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 
 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
 American Electric Power 
 Western Area Power Administration 
 Westar Energy 
 Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
 Heartland Consumers Power District 
 Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
 Mid-Kansas Electric Company 
 Nebraska Public Power District 
 Omaha Public Power District 
 Empire District Electric Company 
 Southwestern Power Administration 
 City Utilities of Springfield 
  
 
Background 
On Tuesday, October 13, SPP filed with FERC a Settlement Agreement which, if accepted and approved 
by FERC, resolves the dispute between SPP, MISO, and the Joint Parties1 regarding MISO’s use of the 
others transmission system when transferring power between MISO Midwest and MISO South in excess of 
MISO’s 1,000 MW contract path. Upon FERC’s acceptance of the Settlement Agreement MISO will pay 
SPP and the Joint Parties a total of $16 million for usage during the period of January 29, 2014 through 
January 31, 2016. 60% will be paid to SPP and 40% will be paid to the collective Joint Parties. To 
compensate SPP and the Joint Parties for the future usage of their respective transmission systems when 
MISO exceeds the 1,000 MW contract path, MISO will pay SPP and the Joint Parties based on the amount 
of transfers between MISO Midwest and MISO South as described in the Settlement Agreement. That value 
is expected to be between $16,000,000 and $38,000,000 annually with 50% being paid to SPP and 50% 
to the collective Joint Parties. Payments for future usage will be made monthly. 

Analysis 
                                                           
1 The Joint Parties are comprised of Associated Electric Cooperative, Southern Company, Tennessee 

Valley Authority, Louisville Gas and Electric, and Kentucky Utilities. 



 
 

A subset of SPP Transmission Owners who participated in the settlement proceedings discussed 
potential options for how to distribute revenue from the Settlement Agreement.  Options considered 
include a 100% flow-based approach, a 50% ATRR-ratio and 50% flow-based approach, and a 100% 
load-ratio share approach. 
 
The Group of SPP Transmission Owners listed on this Recommendation agree with utilizing a flow-based 
analysis that would be performed by SPP Staff at least annually to estimate the impact of flows under the 
Settlement Agreement on each SPP Transmission Owner and to allocate all revenues received from 
MISO pursuant to the Settlement Agreement based on that estimated impact of flows with the following 
exceptions: 

i) $250,000 per year would be applied to Schedule 1A to account for the cost to SPP Staff of 
administering the Settlement Agreement including performing the flow-based analysis, 
accounting and settlements activities, and representing SPP on the Operating Committee. 
Lincoln Electric System and Southwest Public Service Company, while opposing the 100% 
flow based approach, agree with allocating $250,000 to Schedule 1A.  

ii) A one-time allocation of a total of $456,000 would be made to the SPP Transmission Owners 
who incurred joint and common legal expenses due to litigation in this docket.  There has been 
no opposition to this one-time allocation raised by any of the SPP Transmission Owners who 
participated in the settlement proceedings. 

This 100% flow-based approach utilizes a MW-Mile calculation. A power flow analysis is performed to 
estimate how much of the power transferred between the MISO Midwest region and MISO South region 
flows across each transmission facility within SPP. Revenues are then distributed based on the ratio to 
which each Transmission Owner’s facilities are used. This methodology will be codified through a new 
tariff schedule specific to this settlement. 
 
Recommendation 
This Group of SPP Transmission Owners requests the SPP Board of Directors approve that revenues 
received pursuant to the Settlement Agreement be distributed to SPP Transmission Owners based on the 
100% flow-based approach with the exception of $250,000 annually which will be allocated towards 
Schedule 1A and the one-time allocation of $456,000 to reimburse SPP Transmission Owners for joint 
and common legal expenses due to litigation in this docket.   

Additionally the Group of SPP Transmission Owners requests the SPP Board of Directors direct SPP 
Staff to work with the RTWG to develop a new Tariff schedule to implement this recommendation 
including a requirement that the revenue be credited by SPP Transmission Owners to the benefit of all 
customers taking SPP transmission service in the same manner in which Point-to-Point revenue is 
credited. 

Supported By:  Kansas City Power & Light Company 
   KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 
   Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
   American Electric Power 
   Western Area Power Administration 
   Westar Energy 
   Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
   Heartland Consumers Power District 
   Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
   Mid-Kansas Electric Company 
   Nebraska Public Power District 



 
 

   Omaha Public Power District 
   Empire District Electric Company 
   Southwestern Power Administration 
   City Utilities of Springfield 
 

Opposed By: Lincoln Electric System 
Southwest Public Service Company 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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