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Background, Goals & Drivers  
 
In July 2019, the SPP board of directors approved a recommendation from the Holistic Integrated 
Tariff Team for SPP to draft a white paper to help the organization understand electric storage 
resources (ESRs), their expected role and impact, and how SPP can effectively plan for and utilize 
this technology moving forward. 
 
The white paper identified a number of initial ESR issues that need to be resolved. Many, if not 
most, of these issues must be resolved in concert with each other, requiring efforts across working 
groups. The recommendations were categorized as technical, cost allocation or other issues.  
Technical issues must be resolved to incorporate ESRs in SPP’s short- and long-term processes 
and operations. Cost allocation must be resolved to use ESRs as transmission, including the impact 
of ESRs also used for energy or capacity. Other considerations capture miscellaneous issues. 
 
This recommendation letter summarizes the Regional Tariff Working Group’s (RTWG) and Market 
Working Group’s (MWG) recommendation to the Market and Operations Policy Committee 
(MOPC) addressing whether to require and invoice transmission service for ESR transmission 
facilities. 
 

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & ROADMAP  

The Holistic Integrated Tariff Team strategic initiative to create an energy storage white paper is 
a high priority item on the 2020 strategic roadmap.   
 
ESR White Paper Issue Tx7 - Decide whether to require and invoice transmission service for ESR 
transmission facilities 
 

Generally, load pays transmission service charges. ESRs are viewed as a load when 
charging. When an ESR is a transmission-only facility, it is operating not to provide 
energy but to provide reliability. It is not a “sale for resale” activity.  
 
A transmission-only ESR is held by a transmission owner, not a market participant. SPP 
needs to determine if transmission owners should be billed for providing transmission 
service via transmission-only ESRs, and if so, allow for appropriate recovery of such costs. 

 
Recommendation: The RTWG and MWG are to address whether a transmission-only ESR 
should pay for transmission service related to the charging activity. 

 

 
 
 



 
Supporting Analysis 
 
Within the FERC Policy Statement (FERC Docket No. PL17-2), FERC noted that for a resource to 
participate as transmission it must address four (4) areas of concern: 1) it must be cost competitive 
with transmission, 2) must avoid double recovery for providing the same service, 3) cannot 
suppress market bids, and 4) cannot jeopardize ISO/RTO independence.  
 
In the Nevada Hydro case (FERC Docket No. ER06-278), FERC denied the request with one of the 
main reasons being it would not maintain ISO independence.  
 
The Western Grid project (FERC Docket No. EL10-19) was determined to eliminate the concerns 
FERC had with Nevada Hydro. FERC noted, similar to other transmission assets, Western Grid 
would be operated under the direction of the ISO, and Western Grid would be responsible for all 
operating functions (including the energizing of the batteries), therefore maintaining the 
independence of the ISO.  
 
Order 841 (FERC Docket No. ER19-460) required RTOs/ISOs to revise their Tariffs to establish a 
storage participation model. However, Order No. 841 does not address how electric storage 
resources may qualify as transmission. No guidance, at this time, has been provided by FERC 
addressing the specific question in the ESR Tx7 issue of whether a transmission-only ESR should 
pay for transmission service related to the charging activity.  
 
FERC recently accepted a MISO proposal that allows energy storage resources to be selected as 
transmission-only assets as part of the grid operator’s annual grid expansion plans (FERC Docket 
ER20-588).  In this filing, MISO stated their proposal incorporated guidance from the FERC Policy 
Statement and the Western Grid proposal.  Storage-as-transmission-only-assets (SATOAs) would 
be prohibited from directly participating in the market; this would prevent SATOAs from setting 
market prices, and would require SATOA owners to maintain SATOAs readiness and operating 
function. These safeguards help maintain MISO’s independence.  MISO’s proposed tariff language 
states that no transmission service charges would apply to the operation of a SATOA. 
 
The recommendation being brought to the MOPC today focuses on ensuring just, reasonable, 
and not unduly discriminatory treatment for ESRs as to other transmission assets providing similar 
services for which do not pay transmission service charges.  Stakeholder discussions uncovered 
additional policy concerns in other areas of storage that may not be directly related to Tx7, but 
are key pieces of the overall process and should be addressed in the other ESR policy discussions. 
These policy concerns are as follows: 

• Classification – Transmission-only ESRs need to be delineated from other assets through 
registration or other process to be clearly identified as transmission-only, including 
identification of any exemptions or allowances. Proper identification will ensure, for 
settlement purposes, that the appropriate charges are billed/not billed and for ATRR 
recovery purposes under the Tariff (and properly recorded in RRR File). 



 
• Indifference to charging/discharging activity – Policies need to be decided on whether a 

transmission-only ESR is to be indifferent to when it is charged versus discharged and 
who makes the decision. For a transmission-only ESR that is not going to be a market-
based product, will it be dispatchable by SPP and indifferent to its use, if not could it 
create a situation where the owner can use it to impact its load at peak (peak-shave) and 
also to impact congestion, causing cost impacts to others.  

• Minimum capacity – Policies need to be decided surrounding any minimum size/capacity 
required to qualify as a transmission-only ESR. 

  
With this understanding and based on the review and discussion of the working groups, the RTWG 
and the MWG bring the following recommendation for MOPC consideration. 
 
 
Recommendation  
 
The RTWG and the MWG recommend the MOPC approve the ESR Tx7 Issue Recommendation:  
A transmission-only ESR should not pay transmission service and/or ancillary charges related to 
its charging activity. 
 
MWG is amenable to the RTWG’s recommendation with the understanding that transmission-
only ESRs may be subject to transmission service and/or ancillary charges for any charging 
activity outside of preparing to follow SPP’s instruction for the specific purpose for which they 
were built.  The RTWG stated the MWG’s concern will be addressed and covered in the 
definition and policy established.   
 
 
 
Approved  RTWG        7/23/2020 
   Approved, two abstaining (CUS, GSEC)   

 
MWG        8/9/2020 
Approved, unanimously 
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