
 

 
April 24, 2012 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20246 

Re: Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. EL12-_____-000 
Joint Petition for Declaratory Order and Request for Shortened Notice Period and For 
Expedited Treatment 

Dear Secretary Bose: 

 Pursuant to Section 207(a)(2) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission” or “FERC”), 18 C.F.R. § 385.207, Southwest 
Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), Western Area Power Administration (“Western”), Basin Electric 
Power Cooperative (“Basin Electric”) and Heartland Consumers Power District (“Heartland”) 
(collectively, the “Petitioners”) hereby submit this Petition for Declaratory Order, Request for 
Shortened Notice Period, and Request for Expedited Treatment. 

 The Petitioners respectfully request waiver of the requirement to include a filing fee with 
the Petition.  Western is exempted from the filing fee requirement pursuant to 18 C.F.R. 
381.108(a) because as explained on page 2 and 3 of the Petition, it is engaged in the official 
business of the United States.  See Western Area Power Administration, 133 FERC ¶ 61,193, P 9 
(2010).    Heartland is exempt from the filing fee requirement pursuant to 18 C.F.R. 381.108(a) 
because as explained on page 3 of the Petition, it is a political subdivision of the State of South 
Dakota.  See California Public Utilities Commission, 132 FERC ¶ 61,047, P 11 (2010).  Basin 
Electric is a non-public utility, as explained on page 3 of the Petition, and the Commission’s 
policy is to waive the filing fees applicable to petitions for declaratory orders that are filed by 
non-public utilities.  Big Rivers Electric Corporation, 128 FERC ¶ 61,264, P 109 (2009).  Only 
SPP is a public utility, but the Commission should waive the filing fee as to SPP because it is a 
non-profit corporation.   If the Commission denies the Petitioners’ request for waiver, they will 
submit the filing fee within 30 days of the Commission’s determination, as provided by 18 C.F.R. 
381.101(b).   

 In addition to its normal stakeholder distribution list and posting on its website, SPP is 
sending copies of this Petition via email to the Midwest Independent Transmission System 
Operator, Inc. 

Please contact the undersigned with any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 
      /s/ Matthew Harward 

Matthew Harward     



 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.   )   
Western Area Power Administration ) Docket No. EL12-___-000 
Basin Electric Power Cooperative  ) 
Heartland Consumers Power District 

JOINT PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER AND REQUEST FOR SHORTENED 
NOTICE PERIOD AND FOR EXPEDITED TREATMENT OF SOUTHWEST POWER 

POOL, INC., WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION, BASIN ELECTRIC 
POWER COOPERATIVE AND HEARTLAND CONSUMERS POWER DISTRICT 

Pursuant to Section 207(a)(2) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission” or “FERC”), 18 C.F.R. § 385.207, Southwest 

Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), United States Department of Energy, Western Area Power 

Administration (“Western”), Basin Electric Power Cooperative (“Basin Electric”) and Heartland 

Consumers Power District (“Heartland”) (collectively, the “Petitioners”) hereby submit this 

Petition for Declaratory Order (“Petition”) seeking Commission confirmation that the terms of 

the Congestion Management Process (“CMP”) contained in a Joint Operating Agreement 

between SPP and the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”)1 (“the 

MISO-SPP JOA”) apply to the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates (“RCF”) of a third party who 

has entered into a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement with SPP.  The Petitioners also request 

the Commission to confirm that Western’s termination of Congestion Management Coordination 

Service (“Seams Service”) under Part II of Module F of the MISO Open Access Transmission 

                                                 
1  The Joint Operating Agreement between SPP and MISO was executed by the parties at 

the direction of FERC to ensure better coordination of power flows and improve “seams” 
management between the two entities. See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 109 FERC ¶ 
61,008 (2004), reh’g denied, 110 FERC ¶ 61,031 (2005). The MISO-SPP JOA is 
designated as “Midwest ISO Second Revised Rate Schedule FERC No. 6” and 
“Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Second Revised Rate Schedule FERC No. 9.” 
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Tariff (“MISO Tariff”) does not affect MISO’s obligation to honor the RCFs that were 

established pursuant to that service because Western on behalf of the Integrated System of 

Western, Basin Electric and Heartland (the “IS Parties”) has entered into a Joint Operating 

Agreement with SPP (the “SPP-Western JOA”) that contains essentially the same CMP that is 

contained in MISO’s Tariff.  The Commission’s resolution of this issue is important to 

maintaining the reliability of the transmission system and the efficient operation of markets 

because MISO has asserted that it will not honor the flowgates between MISO and the IS Parties 

after Western ceases taking Seams Service on behalf of the IS Parties on April 30, 2012.  In 

support, the Petitioners state as follow: 

I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PETITIONERS 

 A. SPP 

SPP is a Commission-approved Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”).  It is an 

Arkansas non-profit corporation with its principal place of business in Little Rock, Arkansas.  

SPP has 66 Members, including 14 investor-owned utilities, 11 municipal systems, 12 generation 

and transmission cooperatives, 4 state authorities, 8 independent power producers, 10 power 

marketers and 7 independent transmission companies. As an RTO, SPP administers a 

Commission-approved Open Access Transmission Tariff (“SPP Tariff”) on behalf of its 

transmission owning members and currently administers transmission service over portions of 

Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas, serving 

more than 6 million households in a 370,000 square-mile area. 

B. Western 

 Western is a Federal Power Marketing Administration (“PMA”) that markets Federal 

power and owns and operates transmission facilities throughout 15 western and central states, 

encompassing a geographic area of 1.3 million square miles.  Western was established pursuant 
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to section 302 of the DOE Organization Act.2  Western’s Upper Great Plains Customer Service 

Region (“UGPR”) markets federally generated hydroelectric power within the Pick-Sloan 

Missouri Basin Program -- Eastern Division (“PSMB-ED”) from eight power plants located in 

Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

 Western also owns and operates an extensive system of high-voltage transmission 

facilities in the PSMB-ED and performs the functions of a Balancing Authority.  Western’s 

UGPR manages two Balancing Authorities; “WAUW” located within the Western Electricity 

Coordinating Council and “WAUE” located within the Midwest Reliability Organization.  

Consequently, Western’s marketing area and transmission facilities reside within both the 

Midwest Reliability Organization (“MRO”) and the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

(“WECC”).  Western operates and administers these facilities from the Watertown Operations 

Office (“WOO”) located in Watertown, South Dakota.  Western’s UGPR marketing area and 

transmission facilities are located in Montana east of the Continental Divide, North and South 

Dakota, eastern Nebraska, western Iowa, and western Minnesota.   

This Petition reflects the views of Western and does not necessarily reflect the views of 

the Department of Energy (“DOE”) or other agencies within DOE. 

C. Basin Electric 

Basin Electric is one of the largest electric generation and transmission cooperatives in 

the United States.  Incorporated in 1961, Basin Electric provides supplemental power to a 

consortium of rural electric cooperatives that serve over 2.8 million customers. Basin Electric’s 

core business is generating and transmitting wholesale bulk electric power to customers, 

primarily to its 134 member rural electric systems, which are located over 540,000 square miles 

                                                 
2 42 U.S.C. § 7152(a). 
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in nine states: Colorado, Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, 

South Dakota, and Wyoming.   

D. Heartland 

Created in 1969 under the Consumers Power District Law, Heartland is a public 

corporation and political subdivision of the state of South Dakota. Headquartered in Madison, 

South Dakota, Heartland provides low-cost, reliable power as well as energy services and 

community development programs to customers in a three-state region.  

Heartland operates under the Consumers Power District Law to finance, own and operate 

anywhere, singly or jointly, any electric light and power plants, lines or systems for the 

generation, transmission or transformation of electric power and energy. Heartland is authorized 

to sell, transmit and deliver electric power and energy at wholesale to distributors within and 

outside the boundaries of South Dakota.  Heartland provides wholesale electric service to 

twenty-seven municipal electric systems in South Dakota, Minnesota and Iowa, as well as six 

state institutions and a portion of the service area of Northern Electric Power Cooperative in 

South Dakota.  Heartland also provides service to a joint action agency that serves thirteen 

municipal electric utilities in Iowa. 

E. The Integrated System Agreement 

 Western’s UGPR transmission facilities are included within an integrated transmission 

system called the Integrated System (“IS”) along with portions of the transmission facilities of 

Basin Electric and Heartland.  The IS Parties manage the IS under the terms of the IS 

Agreement. The IS Agreement provides the operational terms and conditions for the joint use 

and each party’s use of the other parties’ transmission facilities. The IS Agreement is 

administered by Western on behalf of Western, Basin Electric and Heartland.  Western’s WOO 

operates the IS facilities on behalf of the three IS owners.  The IS owners offer transmission 
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service over these facilities under Western’s Open Access Transmission Tariff that is on file with 

the Commission.3 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. The MISO-SPP JOA and implementation of the CMP 

Both SPP and MISO are Commission-approved Regional Transmission Organizations 

(“RTO(s)”). The Commission required SPP to enter into a seams agreement with MISO as part 

of the Commission’s approval of SPP as an RTO.4  By order issued January 21, 2005 the 

Commission accepted the MISO-SPP JOA for filing.5  The Commission intended its decision to 

benefit transmission customers by ensuring that boundaries between adjacent RTOs are managed 

in a reliable and equitable manner.6  The MISO-SPP JOA is a bilateral agreement between SPP 

and MISO that contains the terms and conditions whereby SPP and MISO (the “JOA Parties”) 

coordinate operations and planning activities that impact the seam between the JOA Parties.  By 

Commission order, the MISO-SPP JOA fully addresses market to non-market protocols, 

congestion management and coordinated flowgates.7 The CMP that is contained in the MISO-

SPP JOA is very similar to the CMP that is included in Attachment LL of MISO’s Tariff and the 

CMP that is included in the Joint Operating Agreement that MISO has with the PJM 

                                                 
3  United States Department of Energy – Western Area Power Administration, 133 FERC ¶ 

61,193 (2010).  This order conditionally approved Western’s Tariff, subject to several 
requirements.  On March 2, 2011, Western submitted revised tariff sheets in compliance 
with the December 2, 2010 Order, and the Commission issued a letter Order accepting 
that filing on April 25, 2011. 

4  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 106 FERC ¶ 61,110, P 201 (2004); Southwest Power Pool, 
Inc., 109 FERC ¶ 61,008 (“RTO Order”) (2004). 

5  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 110 FERC ¶ 61,031 (2005). 

6  Id. at P 3. 

7  See RTO Order at P 33. 
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Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”) (the “MISO-PJM JOA”).8  The MISO-SPP JOA is included as 

Attachment A to this Petition.  

The CMP is Attachment 1 to the MISO-SPP JOA.  The CMP is the result of discussions 

between multiple Operating Entities,9 and numerous entities, including MISO, SPP, PJM and 

Western on behalf of the IS Parties, have adopted it in largely identical form in their seams 

agreements.  The CMP recognizes that one of the primary seams issues that must be resolved is 

how different congestion management methodologies will interact to ensure that parallel flows 

and impacts are recognized and controlled in a manner that ensures system reliability.10  The 

CMP provides that participating Operating Entities will agree to observe limits on an extensive 

list of coordinated external flowgates.  It also provides that additional Operating Entities may 

choose to enter similar Reciprocal Coordination Agreements11 that describe how certain 

functions and calculations will be performed.12  The CMP is intended to allow participating 

Operating Entities to address reliability aspects of congestion management seams issues among 

all parties, including seams between market-to-non-market operations and market-to-market 

operations.13 

                                                 
8  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. ER04-1096-000 (December 2, 2004). 

9  See CMP at Executive Summary. An Operating Entity is “an entity that operates and 
controls a portion of the bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring reliable 
energy interchange between generators, loads and other operating entities.”  MISO-SPP 
JOA § 2.2.39.  SPP, MISO and Western are Operating Entities.   

10  CMP at Executive Summary. 

11  The MISO-SPP JOA defines a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement as “an agreement 
between Operating Entities to implement the reciprocal coordination procedures defined 
in the Congestion Management Process.”  MISO-SPP JOA, §2.2.43. 

12  Id. at bullet points 1, 10. 

13  Id. at 11. 
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Since Commission approval of the CMP as part of the MISO-SPP JOA, SPP coordinates 

real-time functions and future-looking management of flowgate capability pursuant to the terms 

and conditions of the CMP.  This coordination includes respecting the RCFs of third parties that 

meet the definition of Reciprocal Entity14 by virtue of those parties having a Reciprocal 

Coordination Agreement with another Operating Entity. Therefore, consistent with the terms of 

the CMP, SPP has not only respected the allocations of its Coordinated Flowgates with MISO, 

but has also respected allocations of RCFs of third parties that have a contractual relationship 

with MISO, including the RCFs of PJM and the RCFs that were established between MISO and 

Western on behalf of the IS Parties pursuant to MISO’s Seams Service Agreement with Western 

on behalf of the IS Parties under MISO’s Tariff.  In turn, PJM honors the flowgates of SPP 

although SPP and PJM have not entered into a seams agreement. In addition, in an effort to 

promote reliability on an interregional level, SPP and the Tennessee Valley Authority (“TVA”) 

honor each other’s flowgates consistent with the CMP, even though SPP and TVA have not 

incorporated the CMP into SPP/TVA’s joint reliability coordination agreement. Similarly, it is 

the Petitioners’ understanding that MISO and TVA respect each other’s flowgates under the 

terms of the CMP even though their joint reliability coordination agreement does not contain the 

CMP.  

As the Commission is aware, the purpose of these agreements is to foster joint operations 

and to promote reliability of the transmission systems of the participants. Respecting the 

flowgates of parties to the CMP, whether through a contractual arrangement such as a seams 

agreement or by virtue of a third party’s participation in the CMP through a Reciprocal 

                                                 
14  The MISO-SPP JOA defines a Reciprocal Entity as “any entity that coordinates the 

future-looking management of Flowgate capability in accordance with a reciprocal 
agreement as described in the [CMP].” MISO-SPP JOA §2.2.45  
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Coordination Agreement, not only furthers the objectives and design of the CMP but promotes 

reliability and effective congestion management of the bulk power grid.  

B. Termination of Congestion Management Services under the MISO Tariff 

 As of the startup of the MISO Market, the IS Parties were parties to a Seams Operating 

Agreement between the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (“MAPP”) and MISO.  In January of 

2007, MISO informed the MAPP utilities that it was terminating the Seams Operating 

Agreement effective February 22, 2008, and that it would only offer a replacement seams 

agreement to the IS Parties under Part II of Module F of the MISO Tariff.  MISO subsequently 

agreed to extend the Seams Operating Agreement until the effective date of Module F Part II 

Service as established by the Commission.  On June 13, 2008 the Commission issued an order in 

Docket No. ER08-637-000, accepting MISO’s Module F, Part II, Interconnected Operations and 

Congestion Management Service (“Seams Service”), effective June 1, 2008.  Subsequently, 

MISO agreed to again extend the Seams Operating Agreement to accommodate the departure of 

certain Nebraska utilities to join SPP. The Seams Operating Agreement terminated at midnight 

of March 31, 2009.  Western, on behalf of the IS Parties and as the administrator of the IS, 

executed a Seams Service Agreement under MISO’s Tariff that became effective on April 1, 

2009.   

After the IS Parties began taking Seams Service from MISO, MISO made unilateral 

changes to Seams Service that the IS Parties determined would advantage MISO‘s market 

operations at the expense of the IS Parties.  The IS Parties protested MISO’s filing on that 

ground, and they also asserted that seams coordination should be accomplished by bilateral 

agreements rather than through tariff amendments that are unilaterally filed by only one of the 
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two operators of the transmission systems that comprise the seam.15  The Commission accepted 

MISO’s modifications over the objections of the IS Parties, stating that if the IS Parties were 

dissatisfied with the revisions, they could terminate their Seams Service Agreement.16  Pursuant 

to Section 88.1 of the MISO Tariff, Western provided written notice of termination of the Seams 

Service Agreement effective on March 31, 2012, by letter to MISO dated March 30, 2011.  

Western and MISO mutually agreed to extend the effective date of the termination to midnight 

on April 30, 2012, to allow the IS Parties additional time to decide whether or not to continue 

taking Seams Service as well as allow MISO additional time to develop procedures to respond to 

the termination of the Seams Service Agreement.  The IS Parties ultimately determined that they 

should allow the Seams Service with MISO to terminate on April 30, 2012, and advised MISO of 

such by letter.     

 The IS Parties advised MISO on February 16, 2012 that prior to or concurrent with the 

termination of their Seams Service with MISO, they would execute a JOA with SPP that would 

include the CMP and that therefore Western would continue as a Reciprocal Entity under the 

CMP.  The IS Parties requested that MISO meet with them and with SPP on February 28, 2012 

to resolve any coordination issues.  MISO provided a written response to the IS Parties and SPP 

dated February 27, 2012, in which it advised the IS Parties and SPP that it will not continue to 

honor reciprocal flowgates between the IS Parties and MISO regardless of whether Western 

becomes a Reciprocal Entity under the CMP unless the IS Parties continue Seams Service under 

                                                 
15  Western also informed the Commission that to the best of its knowledge the Seams 

Operating Agreement is the only bilateral seams agreement that MISO has unilaterally 
decided to terminate and that the parties to the other bilateral agreements were not 
required to take Seams Service under the terms of Part II of Module F of the MISO 
Tariff. 

 
16  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 135 FERC ¶ 61,205 at P 42, 

47 (2011).  



 
10 

the MISO Tariff.  A copy of MISO’s response is included as Attachment B to this Petition.  

MISO staff confirmed this position to the IS Parties and SPP during a meeting between the 

parties on February 28, 2012.   

Western submitted notice to MISO by letter dated March 26, 2012 that it would not 

withdraw its notice of termination of Seams Service and that its Seams Service would terminate 

on April 30, 2012.  In this March 26th notice, Western noted its strong objection to MISO’s 

stated position that it would not honor flowgates that are reciprocal between the IS Parties and 

MISO unless the IS Parties continued Seams Service under the MISO Tariff.  Western also 

advised MISO that it is Western’s belief that MISO’s position violates the CMP as contained in 

the MISO-SPP JOA, which provides for the parties to respect the RCFs of Reciprocal Entities, 

and would constitute discriminatory and non-comparable treatment by MISO.  Western also 

expressed its continued desire to negotiate and execute a mutually acceptable seams agreement 

between Western, on behalf of the IS Parties, and MISO.  Western’s letter is included as 

Attachment C to this Petition.   

C. The Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between SPP and the IS Parties 

SPP and Western, on behalf of the IS Parties, have negotiated and entered into a Joint 

Operating Agreement (the SPP-Western JOA), and SPP tendered the agreement for filing with 

the Commission on April 20, 2012 in Docket No. ER12-1586-000.  A copy of the SPP-Western 

JOA is included as Attachment D to this Petition.  The SPP-Western JOA is a “Reciprocal 

Coordination Agreement” as defined by the MISO-SPP JOA.17  The Western JOA includes the 

CMP as Attachment 2 and provides for Western and SPP’s coordination of Coordinated 

Flowgates and RCFs with each other and any third parties that have entered into unilateral 

                                                 
17  See supra Footnote 11. 
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Reciprocal Coordination Agreements with Western, the IS Parties, SPP or any other Operating 

Entity.  Subject to the Commission’s order on this Petition, the Petitioners intend to interpret the 

terms of the CMP to provide for the coordination of RCFs with third parties and to respect other 

CMP parties’ flowgates pursuant to the CMP.  

III. STATEMENT OF POSITION 
 

A. The MISO-SPP JOA and the CMP require MISO and SPP to respect each 
other’s flowgate allocations, including their allocations pursuant to 
agreements with third parties.   

 
The MISO-SPP JOA is replete with provisions that provide for MISO and SPP to respect 

each other’s flowgate allocations, including allocations between one of the parties to the MISO-

SPP JOA and third parties.  The JOA defines an Operating Entity as “An entity that controls a 

portion of the bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring reliable energy interchange 

between generators, loads and other operating entities.”18  Therefore, an Operating Entity 

includes a non-party to the JOA.  This is consistent with the JOA’s definition of “Third Party 

Operating Entity.”19 The JOA also defines “Coordinated Flowgate” as “a Flowgate impacted by 

an Operating Entity as determined by one of the four studies detailed in Section 3 of the attached 

document entitled “Congestion Management Process” and states that “A Coordinated Flowgate 

may be under the operational control of a Third Party.”20   

The JOA also defines a “Reciprocal Coordination Agreement” as “an agreement between 

Operating Entities to implement the reciprocal coordination procedures defined in the 

                                                 
18  JOA § 2.2.39. 

19  See JOA § 2.2.54.   

20  JOA § 2.2.10. 
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Congestion Management Process.”21  Also, the JOA defines “Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate” 

as including “a Flowgate that is subject to reciprocal coordination by Operating Entities, under 

… a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between one or more Parties [to the JOA] and one or 

more Third Party Operating Entities.”22  A RCF includes “A Coordinated Flowgate that is (a) 

affected by the transmission of energy by one or more Parties and one or more Third Party 

Operating Entities, and (b) expressly made subject to Congestion Management Process 

reciprocal coordination procedures under a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between or 

among such Parties and Third Party Operating Entities.”23    

 The CMP that is incorporated into the MISO-SPP JOA also provides for recognition of 

flowgate allocations with third parties.  Section 6.1 of the CMP provides that “Operating Entities 

may agree to respect each other’s flowgate limitations” and that such entities are Reciprocal 

Entities.  Section 6.1 of the MISO-SPP JOA implements this provision by providing that “Each 

Party agrees to respect the allocations defined by the allocation process set forth in the 

Congestion Management Process.”  Section 6.2 of the CMP provides that by virtue of executing 

a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement “a Flowgate Allocation can occur between two Reciprocal 

Entities as well as all other Reciprocal Entities that have executed Reciprocal Coordination 

Agreements with at least one of these two Reciprocal Entities.”   

B. The SPP-Western JOA Is a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement, and MISO 
must respect flowgate allocations under that Agreement.   
 

The SPP-Western JOA constitutes a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement as defined in the 

JOA.  The SPP-Western JOA is between two Operating Entities – SPP and Western – and it 

                                                 
21  JOA § 2.2.43. 

22  JOA § 2.2.44. 

23  Id. 
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incorporates the CMP as Attachment 2.  Therefore, it meets the definition of a Reciprocal 

Coordination Agreement as set out in Section 2.2.43 of the MISO-SPP JOA.       

MISO must respect the RCFs and flowgate allocations that are established pursuant to the 

SPP-Western JOA.  SPP’s agreement with Western concerning flowgate allocations results in the 

requirement for MISO to respect the creation of RCFs between SPP and Western, and to 

continue to respect the RCFs between MISO and Western, as that term is defined in Section 

2.2.44 of the MISO-SPP JOA.  Consequently, MISO is obligated by Section 6.1 of the MISO-

SPP JOA to respect SPP’s determinations of transmission capability pursuant to the CMP, and to 

respect the flowgate allocations on the RCFs between MISO and Western.   

C. The public interest requires MISO to respect the flowgate allocations established 
by agreement of SPP and Western. 

 
The Commission has expressed a strong interest in ensuring the coordination of 

operations across major seams.  In its order conditionally accepting SPP’s RTO status, the 

Commission required SPP to enter into a seams agreement with MISO.  It stated that a seams 

agreement is important to assure effective interregional coordination, and that “RTOs must 

coordinate their practices with neighboring regions to ensure that market activity is not limited 

because of different regional practices. The reliability practices affect how markets interface with 

each other, and the market interface practices affect reliability.”24  The Commission emphasized 

its concern with interregional coordination in Order No. 1000, in which it required neighboring 

transmission planning regions to develop consistent language describing their interregional 

coordination procedures.25   

                                                 
24  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 106 FERC ¶ 61,110, P 201, 202 (2004).   

25  Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating 
Public Utilities, 136 FERC ¶ 61,051, P 475 (2011).   
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An essential element of interregional coordination is that neighboring utilities, and in 

particular neighboring RTOs, adopt coordinated flowgate allocations and congestion 

management practices.  The importance of such coordination is demonstrated by the fact that 

SPP and MISO, MISO and PJM, and SPP and Western have adopted essentially the same 

Congestion Management Process in their bilateral seams agreements.  Moreover, each of the 

parties to those seams agreements has respected the flowgate allocations of the other 

transmission operators, regardless of whether there is a bilateral agreement between them.  For 

instance, there is no seams agreement between SPP and PJM; the CMP is not included in the 

seams agreements between MISO and TVA or between SPP and TVA; and until last week there 

was no seams agreement between SPP and Western.  Nonetheless, all of those entities have 

applied the CMP, and in so doing they have respected each other’s flowgate allocations, because 

of the importance of interregional coordination to maintain reliability and ensure efficient market 

operations26 and because the CMP and their seams agreements require them to do so.   

If MISO were able to disregard the flowgate allocations at its seam with Western on the 

ground that Western has terminated Seams Service under the MISO Tariff, even though Western 

has entered the SPP-Western JOA that incorporates the CMP, it would undercut an essential 

element of the interregional coordination that currently exists.  A transmission operator would be 

able to disregard flowgate allocations of any entity with which it does not have a seams 

agreement, regardless of whether the entity has adopted the CMP or has a seams agreement with 

                                                 
26  The course of performance of the parties to each of the seams agreements provides an 

additional basis for interpreting the JOA as requiring MISO to respect the flowgate 
allocations under the Western JOA.  The Commission has previously placed substantial 
weight on the course of performance to parties to seams agreements in interpreting the 
JOA.  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, 136 FERC ¶ 61,010, at P 63 
(2011).    
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another entity in the region.  The lack of coordination of flowgate allocations would inevitably 

have an adverse impact on transmission reliability and market operations.   

D. MISO’s stated justification for not honoring the flowgate allocations is not 
persuasive.   

 
MISO’s February 27, 2012 response to Western’s questions concerning the coordination 

of operations after April 30, 2012 does not provide a persuasive basis for MISO’s refusal to 

honor the RCFs between MISO and Western under the CMP process.  MISO’s response, which 

is Attachment B to this Petition, stated that “The execution of a subsequent JOA with SPP would 

not restore the rights and obligations that existed between MISO and Western to coordinate the 

use of their respective transmission systems under Attachment LL (the CMP).”  However, MISO 

did not explain why had reached that conclusion and also did not explain why the provisions of 

the MISO-SPP JOA, which require the parties to respect Reciprocal Coordination Agreements 

such as the SPP-Western JOA, do not apply. Instead, MISO stated that Western’s only options 

are to continue taking Seams Service under the MISO Tariff or to become a transmission-owning 

member of PJM or SPP.  While MISO also stated that it believes that “it is Good Utility Practice 

for a Transmission Service Provider to have a seams coordination agreement in place with each 

of the operating entities with which it has interconnections,” it did not explain why it has singled 

out the IS Parties as the only entities that it is requiring to take Seams Service under its Tariff, 

which gives MISO the right to unilaterally modify the way the MISO-IS Parties’ seam is 

managed, while continuing to operate its other seams pursuant to mutually-negotiated Joint 

Operating Agreements.   

E. Request for Interpretation 

 For the reasons stated herein, the Commission should find that MISO is required by the 

MISO-SPP JOA to respect the RCFs of a third party that has executed a Reciprocal Coordination 
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Agreement with SPP. The Commission also should find that Western’s termination of the Seams 

Service Agreement under the MISO Tariff does not affect MISO’s obligation to honor the CMP 

as it applies to its seam with the Integrated System because SPP and Western have entered into 

the SPP-Western JOA, which constitutes a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement under the MISO-

SPP JOA.  

V. REQUEST FOR SHORTENED COMMENT PERIOD AND EXPEDITED 
TREATMENT 

 As set forth herein, SPP and the IS Parties have filed this Petition as soon as possible 

after learning of MISO’s intent regarding MISO’s implementation of the CMP in relation to the 

IS Parties’ RCFs. The IS Parties’ termination of congestion management service under the MISO 

Tariff is effective April 30, 2012, and there is much uncertainty concerning how the IS Parties’ 

flowgates should be managed post termination and the obligations that MISO has under the CMP 

contained in the JOA. As discussed, supra, SPP and the IS Parties have a substantial interest in 

the proper interpretation of Section 6.2 of the CMP and its applicability to the IS Parties’ RCFs, 

and reliability and market operations could be adversely affected during the period in which this 

issue is unresolved.    

Therefore, the Petitioners request expedited Commission action. To facilitate this 

expedited action, the Petitioners respectfully request a shortened twenty-one (21) day period be 

established for interventions and comments on this Petition. The shortened comment period will 

not unfairly prejudice any party in interest because the issues presented in this Petition have been 

extensively discussed between the Petitioners and MISO prior to the filing of this Petition and 

the parties’ positions have been clearly defined. The Petitioners have served MISO with 

electronic copies of this Petition in order to ensure that MISO’s has sufficient time to respond to 
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the Petition within the 21–day period. Answers to this Petition should be easily prepared within 

the requested comment period. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

On the basis of the information provided herein the Petitioners respectfully request that 

the Commission promptly issue a declaratory order confirming that 1) MISO is obligated by the 

MISO-SPP JOA to respect the RCFs of a third party that has executed a Reciprocal Coordination 

Agreement with SPP; 2) the SPP-Western JOA is a Reciprocal 

Coordination Agreement under the MISO-SPP JOA; and 3) MISO is obligated by the MISO-SPP 

JOA to respect the IS Parties’ RCFs.  

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Paul Suskie   
      Paul Suskie 
      Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
      415 N. McKinley, Suite 140 
      Little Rock, AR 72205 
 

Senior Vice President Regulatory Policy and 
General Counsel for Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 
/s/ Ronald J. Klinefelter 

      Ronald J. Klinefelter 
      Western Area Power Administration 
      Attorney 
      Office of General Counsel 
      12155 W. Alameda Parkway 
      P. O. Box 281123 
      Lakewood, CO  80228-8213 
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/s/ Thomas L. Blackburn 
      Thomas L. Blackburn 
      Bruder, Gentile & Marcoux, L.L.P. 
      1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
      Suite 900 
      Washington, D.C. 20006-5807 
      Telephone: 202/296-1500 
      Facsimile: 202/296-0627 
 

Counsel for Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
 

 
/s/ Jeffrey C. Genzer  

 Jeffrey C. Genzer 
 Thomas L. Rudebusch 
 Duncan, Weinberg, Genzer 
   & Pembroke, P.C. 
 1615 M Street, NW 
 Suite 800 
 Washington, DC  20036 
 
 Counsel for Heartland Consumers Power District 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I hereby certify that I have served this day, by electronic service, a copy of the foregoing 
Petition for Declaratory Order on the following persons:   
 
Mr. Todd Ramey 
Executive Director of Forward Operations  
Midwest ISO 
720 City Center Drive 
Carmel, IN 46032 
tramey@misoenergy.org  
 
Mr. Richard Doying 
Vice President of Operations 
Midwest ISO 
720 City Center Drive 
Carmel, IN 46032 
rdoying@misoenergy.org 
 
Mr. Clair Moeller 
Vice President of Transmission Asset Management  
Midwest ISO 
1125 Energy Park Drive 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
cmoeller@misoenergy.org 
 
Mr. Gregory Troxell 
Assistant General Counsel 
Midwest ISO 
720n City Center Drive  
Carmel, IN  46032 
gtroxell@midwestiso.org 
 
 
 Dated at Little Rock, Arkansas, this 24th day of April, 2012. 
 
       /s/ Matthew Harward  

     Matthew Harward  
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
415 N. McKinley, Suite 140 
Little Rock, AR 72205 
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Joint Operating Agreement 

Between the 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 

And 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 

ARTICLE I RECITALS Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

This Joint Operating Agreement (“Agreement”) dated this 1st day of December, 2004, by 

and between Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) an Arkansas not-for-profit corporation having 

a place of business at 415 North McKinley, Suite 140, Little Rock, AR 72205, and the Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (“Midwest ISO”), a Delaware non-stock 

corporation having a place of business at 701 City Center Drive, Carmel, Indiana 46032.  SPP 

and Midwest ISO may be individually referred to herein as “Party” or collectively as “Parties”. 

WHEREAS, SPP is a North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) 

Regional Reliability Organization and an independent provider of reliability coordination, tariff 

administration, and scheduling services to its customers and interconnected member electric 

systems in the Southwest part of the United States; 

WHEREAS, SPP has filed a petition with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(“FERC”) for recognition as a Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”), and is developing 

processes and systems to operate energy imbalance, congestion management, and other ancillary 

service markets in a phased approach; 

WHEREAS, the Midwest ISO is the RTO that provides operating and reliability 

functions in portions of the Midwest and Canada.  The Midwest ISO also administers the 

Midwest ISO Tariff for transmission and other services on its grid, and is developing processes 

and systems to operate markets to facilitate day-ahead and real-time energy transactions and 

financially firm transmission rights; 

WHEREAS, FERC has ordered each Party to develop mechanisms to address inter-

regional coordination; 

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2004, the Parties entered into the System Operation, 

Planning and Market Development Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), which provides 

for the establishment of a Seams Agreement Coordinating Committee to develop 

recommendations on coordination activities that will improve reliability and reduce barriers to 

electricity trading within the regions and to negotiate a Joint Operating Agreement that will 

contractually bind the Parties to these coordination activities; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with good utility practice and in accordance with the 

directives of FERC, the Parties seek to establish exchanges of information and establish or 

Page 12 of 120



confirm other arrangements and protocols in furtherance of the reliability of their systems and 

efficient market operations, and to give effect to other matters required by FERC; 

NOW, THEREFORE, for the consideration stated herein, and for other good and 

valuable consideration, the receipt of which hereby is acknowledged, the Parties hereby agree as 

follows: 

 

ARTICLE II ABBREVIATIONS, ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS Version: 0.0.0 
Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 2.1 Abbreviations and Acronyms. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

2.1.1 “AC” shall mean Alternating Current. 

 

2.1.2 “AFC” shall mean Available Flowgate Capability. 

 

2.1.3 “BA” shall mean Balancing Authority. 

 

2.1.4 “BAA” shall mean Balancing Authority Area. 

 

2.1.5 “CBM” shall mean Capacity Benefit Margin. 

 

2.1.6 “CFR” shall mean Code of Federal Regulations. 

 

.1.7 “CIM” shall mean Common Information Model. 

 

.1.8 “DC” shall mean Direct Current. 

 

.1.9 “EHV” shall mean Extra High Voltage. 

 

2.1.10 “EMS” shall mean the Energy Management Systems utilized by the Parties to 

manage the flow of energy within their RC Areas. 

 

2.1.11 “ERAG” shall mean the Eastern Interconnection Reliability Assessment Group 

that is charged with multi-regional modeling 

 

2.1.12 “FERC” shall mean the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or any successor 

agency thereto. 

 

2.1.13 “ICCP”, “ISN” and “ICCP/ISN” shall mean those common communication 

protocols adopted to standardize information exchange. 

 

2.1.14 “IPSAC” shall mean Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee. 
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2.1.15 “IROL” shall mean Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit. 

 

2.1.16 “JPC” shall mean Joint Planning Committee. 

 

2.1.17 “kV” shall mean kilovolt of electric potential. 

 

2.1.18 “LBA” shall mean Local Balancing Authority. 

 

2.1.19 “LBAA” shall mean Local Balancing Authority Area. 

 

2.1.20 “MMWG” shall mean the NERC working group that is charged with multi-

regional modeling. 

 

2.1.21 “MVAR” shall mean megavolt amp of reactive power. 

 

2.1.22 “MW” shall mean megawatt of real power. 

 

2.1.23 “MWh” shall mean megawatt hour of energy. 

 

2.1.24 “NAESB” shall mean the North American Energy Standards Board or its 

successor organization. 

 

2.1.25 “NERC” shall mean the North American Electricity Reliability Corporation or its 

successor organization. 

 

2.1.26 “NSI” shall mean net scheduled interchange. 

 

2.1.27 “OASIS” shall mean the Open Access Same-Time Information System required 

by FERC for the posting of market and transmission data on the Internet. 

 

2.1.28 “OATT” shall mean the applicable Open Access Transmission Tariff. 

 

2.1.29 “PMAX” shall mean the maximum generator real power output reported in MWs 

on a seasonal basis.  

 

2.1.30 “PMIN” shall mean the minimum generator real power output reported in MWs 

on a seasonal basis.  

 

2.2.31 “PSS/E” shall mean Power System Simulator for Engineering. 

 

2.1.32 “QMAX” shall mean the maximum generator reactive power output reported in 

MVARs at full real power output of the unit.   

 

2.1.33 “QMIN” shall mean the minimum generator reactive power output reported in 

MVARs at full real power output of the unit. 
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2.1.34 “RC” shall mean Reliability Coordinator. 

 

2.1.35 “RCF” shall mean Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

2.1.36 “RCIS” shall mean the Reliability Coordinator Information System. 

 

2.1.37 “RTO” shall mean Regional Transmission Organization. 

 

2.1.38 “SACC” means the Seams Agreement Coordinating Committee, established in the 

Memorandum of Understanding between the Parties. 

 

2.1.39 “SCADA” shall mean Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition. 

 

2.1.40 “SDX System” shall mean the system used by NERC to exchange system data. 

 

2.1.41 “SOL” shall mean System Operating Limit. 

 

2.1.42 “TFC” shall mean Total Flowgate Capability. 

 

2.1.43 “TLR” shall mean Transmission Loading Relief. 

 

2.1.44 “TOP” shall mean Transmission Operator. 

 

2.1.45 “TRM” shall mean the Transmission Reliability Margin. 

 

Section 2.2 Definitions. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

2.2.1 “a & b multipliers” shall mean the multipliers that are applied to TRM in the 

planning horizon and in the operating horizon to determine non-firm AFC.  The “a” 

multiplier is applied to TRM in the planning horizon to determine non-firm AFC.  The 

“b” multiplier is applied to TRM in the operating horizon to determine non-firm AFC.  

The “a & b” multipliers can vary between 0 and 1, inclusive.  They are determined by 

individual transmission providers based on network reliability concerns. 

 

2.2.2 “Affected System” shall mean the electric system of the Party other than the Party 

to which a request for interconnection or long-term firm delivery service is made and that 

may be affected by the proposed service. 

 

2.2.3 “Agreement” shall have the meaning stated in the preamble. 

 

2.2.4 “Available Flowgate Capability” shall mean the rating of the applicable Flowgate 

less the projected loading across the applicable Flowgate less TRM and CBM.  The firm 

AFC is calculated with only the appropriate Firm Transmission Service reservations (or 

interchange schedules) in the model, including recognition of all roll-over Transmission 

Service rights.  Non-firm AFC is determined with appropriate firm and non-firm 
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reservations (or interchange schedules) modeled. 

 

2.2.5 “Balancing Authority” shall mean the responsible entity that integrates resource 

plans ahead of time, maintains load-interchange-generation balance within a Balancing 

Authority Area, and supports interconnection frequency in real time.  For Midwest ISO 

references to BA may be applicable to a BA and/or an LBA. 

 

2.2.6 “Balancing Authority Area” shall mean the collection of generation, transmission, 

and loads within the metered boundaries of the Balancing Authority.  The Balancing 

Authority maintains load-resource balance within this area.  For Midwest ISO references 

to BA may be applicable to a BAA and/or an LBAA. 

 

2.2.7 “Bulk Electric System” shall mean the electrical generation resources, 

transmission lines, interconnections with neighboring systems, and associated equipment, 

generally operated at voltages of 100 kV or higher.  Radial transmission facilities serving 

load with only one transmission source are generally not included in this definition. 

 

2.2.8 “Confidential Information” shall have the meaning stated in Section 18.1. 

 

2.2.9 “Congestion Management Process” means that document which is Attachment 1 

to this Agreement as it exists on the Effective Date and as it may be amended or revised 

from time to time.   

 

2.2.10 “Coordinated Flowgate(s)” shall mean a Flowgate impacted by an Operating 

Entity as determined by one of the four studies detailed in Section 3 of the attached 

document entitled “Congestion Management Process.”  For a Market-Based Operating 

Entity, these Flowgates will be subject to the requirements under the Congestion 

Management portion of the Congestion Management Process (Sections 4 and 5).  A 

Coordinated Flowgate may be under the operational control of a Third Party.   

 

2.2.11 “Coordinated Operations” means all activities that will be undertaken by the 

Parties pursuant to this Agreement. 

 

2.2.12 “Coordinated System Plan” shall have the meaning stated in Section 9.3.2. 

 

2.2.13 “Economic Dispatch” shall mean the sending of dispatch instructions to 

generation units to minimize the cost of reliably meeting load demands. 

 

2.2.14 “Effective Date” shall have the meaning stated in Section 13.1. 

 

2.2.15 “Extra High Voltage” shall mean be defined as 230 KV facilities and above.  

 

2.2.16  “Facilities Study” shall mean a study conducted by the Transmission Service 

Provider, or its agent, for the interconnection customer to determine a list of facilities, the 

cost of those facilities, and the time required to interconnect a generating facility with the 

transmission system or enable the sale of firm transmission service. 
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2.2.17 “Feasibility Study” shall mean a preliminary evaluation of the system impact of 

interconnecting a generating facility to the transmission system or the initial review of a 

transmission service request.  

 

2.2.18 “Firm Flow” shall mean the estimated impacts of Firm Transmission Service on a 

particular Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

2.2.19 “Firm Flow Limit” shall mean the maximum value of Firm Flows an entity can 

have on a Coordinated Flowgate based on procedures defined in Sections 4 and 5 of the 

Congestion Management Process (Attachment 1 of the Joint Operating Agreement). 

 

2.2.20 “Flowgate” shall mean a representative modeling of facilities or group of facilities 

that may act as significant constraint points on the regional system. 

 

2.2.21 “Intellectual Property” shall mean (i) ideas, designs, concepts, techniques, 

inventions, discoveries, or improvements, regardless of patentability, but including 

without limitation patents, patent applications, mask works, trade secrets, and know-how; 

(ii) works of authorship, regardless of copyright ability, including without limitation 

copyrights and any moral rights recognized by law; and (iii) any other similar rights, in 

each case on a worldwide basis. 

 

2.2.22 “Interconnection Service” shall mean the service provided by the Transmission 

Service Provider associated with interconnecting the generating facility to the 

transmission system and enabling it to receive electric energy and capacity from the 

generating facility at the point of interconnection, pursuant to the terms of the generator 

interconnection agreement and, if applicable, the tariff. 

 

2.2.23 “Interconnection Study” shall mean any of the following studies: the 

interconnection Feasibility Study, the interconnection System Impact Study, and the 

interconnection Facilities Study, or the restudy of any of the above, described in the 

generator interconnection procedures. 

 

2.2.24 “Interconnected Reliability Operating Limit” shall mean a System Operating 

Limit that if violated could lead to instability, uncontrolled separation(s) or cascading 

outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System. 

 

2.2.25 “Intermittent Generation” shall mean a resource that cannot be scheduled and 

controlled to produce the anticipated energy. 

 

2.2.26 “Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee” shall have the 

meaning given under Section 9.1.2. 

 

2.2.27 “Joint Coordinated System Plan” shall have the meaning given under Section 

9.3.2. 
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2.2.28 “Local Balancing Authority” shall mean an operational entity which is: (i) 

responsible for compliance to NERC for the subset of NERC Balancing Authority 

reliability standards defined for its local area within the Midwest ISO Balancing 

Authority Area, and (ii) a party (other than the Midwest ISO) to the Balancing Authority 

Amended Agreement which, among other things, establishes the subset of NERC 

Balancing Authority reliability standards for which the LBA is responsible. 

 

2.2.29 “Local Balancing Authority Area” shall mean the collection of generation, 

transmission, and loads that are within the metered boundaries of an LBA. 

 

2.2.30 “Market” shall mean the energy and/or ancillary services market facilitated by the 

Parties pursuant to FERC Order No. 2000. 

 

2.2.31 “Market-Based Operating Entity” shall mean an Operating Entity that operates a 

security constrained, bid-based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined market 

area. 

 

2.2.32 “Market Flows” shall mean the calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate 

as a result of dispatch of generating resources serving market load within a Market-Based 

Operating Entity’s market. 

 

2.2.33 “Market Monitor” shall monitor market power and other competitive conditions 

in the Markets and make reports and recommendations as appropriate. 

 

2.2.34 “Memorandum of Understanding” shall mean that certain predecessor agreement 

between the Parties to develop this Joint Operating Agreement dated February 27, 2004. 

 

2.2.35 “Midwest ISO” has the meaning stated in the preamble of this Agreement. 

 

2.2.36 “Network Upgrades” shall have the meaning as defined in the Midwest ISO and 

SPP tariffs. 

 

2.2.37 “NERC Compliance Registry” shall mean a listing of all organizations subject to 

compliance with the approved reliability standards. 

 

2.2.38 “Notice” shall have the meaning stated in Section 18.10. 

 

2.2.39 “Operating Entity” shall mean an entity that operates and controls a portion of the 

bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring reliable energy interchange between 

generators, loads, and other operating entities. 

 

2.2.40 “Outages” shall mean the planned unavailability of transmission and/or 

generation facilities operated by the Parties, as described in Article VII of this 

Agreement. 

 

2.2.41 “Party” or “Parties” refers to each party to this Agreement or both, as applicable. 
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2.2.42 “Purchasing-Selling Entity” shall mean the entity that purchases or sells, and 

takes title to, energy, capacity, and interconnected operations services. 

 

2.2.43 “Reciprocal Coordination Agreement” shall mean an agreement between 

Operating Entities to implement the reciprocal coordination procedures defined in the 

Congestion Management Process. 

 

2.2.44 “Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate(s)” shall mean a Flowgate that is subject to 

reciprocal coordination by Operating Entities, under either this Agreement (with respect 

to Parties only) or a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between one or more Parties 

and one or more Third Party Operating Entities.  A RCF is:  

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is (a) (i)within the operational control of a 

Reciprocal Entity or (ii) may be subject to the supervision of a Reciprocal Entity 

as RC, and (b) affected by the transmission of energy by the Parties or by either 

Party or both Parties and one or more Reciprocal Entities; or 

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is (a) affected by the transmission of energy by one 

or more Parties and one or more Third Party Operating Entities, and (b) expressly 

made subject to Congestion Management Process reciprocal coordination 

procedures under a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between or among such 

Parties and Third Party Operating Entities; or 

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is designated by agreement of both Parties as a RCF. 

 

2.2.45 “Reciprocal Entity” shall mean any entity that coordinates the future-looking 

management of Flowgate capability in accordance with a reciprocal agreement as 

described in the Congestion Management Process. 

 

2.2.46 “Reliability Coordinator” shall mean that party approved by NERC to be 

responsible for reliability for a RC Area. 

 

2.2.47 “Reliability Coordinator Area” (“RC Area”) shall mean the collection of 

generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. 

Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 

 

2.2.48 “SCADA Data” shall mean the electric system security data that is used to 

monitor the electrical state of facilities, as specified in NERC Standard TOP-005. 

 

2.2.49 “SPP” Has the meaning stated in the preamble of this Agreement. 

 

2.2.50 “State Estimator” shall mean that computer model that computes the state 

(voltage magnitudes and angles) of the transmission system using the network model and 

real-time measurements.  Line flows, transformer flows, and injections at the buses are 

calculated from the known state and the transmission line parameters.  The state estimator 

has the capability to detect and identify bad measurements. 
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2.2.51 “System Impact Study” shall mean an engineering study that evaluates the impact 

of a proposed interconnection or transmission service request on the safety and reliability 

of transmission system and, if applicable, an Affected System.  The study shall identify 

and detail the system impacts that would result if the generating facility were 

interconnected or transmission service commenced without project modifications or 

system modifications. 

 

2.2.52 “System Operating Limit” shall mean the value (such as MW, MVAR, amperes, 

frequency, or volts) that satisfies the most limiting of the prescribed operating criteria for 

a specified system configuration to ensure operation within acceptable reliability criteria. 

 

2.2.53 “Third Party” refers to any entity other than a Party to this Agreement. 

 

2.2.54 “Third Party Operating Entity” shall refer to a Third Party entity that operates and 

controls a portion of the bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring reliable 

energy interchange between generators, loads, and other operating entities. 

 

2.2.55 “Total Flowgate Capability” shall mean the maximum amount of power that can 

flow across that interface without overloading (either on an actual or contingency basis) 

any element of the Flowgate.  The Flowgate capability is in units of megawatts.  If the 

Flowgate is voltage or stability limited, a megawatt proxy is determined to ensure 

adequate voltages and stability conditions.  

 

2.2.56 “Transmission Loading Relief” shall mean the procedures used in the Eastern 

Interconnection as specified in NERC Standards IRO-006 and the NAESB Business 

Practices WEQ-008. 

 

2.2.57 “Transmission Operator” shall mean the entity responsible for the reliability of its 

“local” transmission system, and that operates or directs the operations of the 

transmission facilities. 

 

2.2.58 “Transmission Owner” shall mean a Transmission Owner as defined under the 

Parties’ respective tariffs.  

 

2.2.59 “Transmission Reliability Margin” shall mean that amount of transmission 

transfer capability necessary to ensure that the interconnected transmission network is 

secure under a reasonable range of uncertainties in system conditions. 

 

2.2.60 “Transmission Service Provider” shall mean the entity that administers the 

transmission tariff and provides transmission service to transmission customers under 

applicable transmission service agreements. 

 

2.2.61 “Transmission System Emergencies” are conditions that have the potential to 

exceed or would exceed an IROL. 
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2.2.62 “Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedure” are the procedures under 

Article XI for coordination of voltage control and reactive power requirements. 

Section 2.3 Rules of Construction. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 2.3.1 No Interpretation Against Drafter.  In addition to their roles as RCs, and 

the functions and responsibilities associated therewith, the Parties agree that each Party 

participated in the drafting of this Agreement and was represented therein by competent legal 

counsel.  No rule of construction or interpretation against the drafter shall be applied to the 

construction or in the interpretation of this Agreement. 

 

Section 2.3.2 Incorporation of Preamble and Recitals.  The Preamble and Recitals of 

this Agreement are hereby incorporated into the terms and conditions of this Agreement and 

made a part thereof. 

 

Section 2.3.3 Meanings of Certain Common Words.  The word “including” shall be 

understood to mean “including, but not limited to.”  The word “Section” refers to the applicable 

section of this Agreement and, unless otherwise stated, includes all subsections thereof.  The 

word “Article” refers to articles of this Agreement. 

 

Section 2.3.4 Certain Headings.  Certain sections of Articles IV and V contain 

descriptions of the purpose or requirements stated in those sections.  These statements of purpose 

are to provide background information to assist in the interpretation of the requirements.  The 

absence of a stated purpose with respect to any requirement does not diminish the enforceability 

of the requirement.  If a provision in Articles IV and V is not delineated as “purpose,” 

“background,” or “definition,” it is a requirement. 

 

Section 2.3.5 NERC Reliability Standards.  All activities under this Agreement will 

meet or exceed the applicable NERC reliability standards as revised from time to time. 

 

Section 2.3.6 NAESB Business Practices.  All activities under this Agreement will 

meet or exceed the applicable NAESB business practices as revised from time to time. 

 

Section 2.3.7 Scope of Application.  Each Party will perform this Agreement in 

accordance with its terms and conditions with respect to each Transmission Owner for which it 

administers transmission service and, in addition, each BA for which it serves as RC. 

   

ARTICLE III OVERVIEW OF COORDINATION AND INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 3.1 Ongoing Review and Revisions.   Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

Midwest ISO and SPP will use this Joint Operating Agreement, to the extent applicable, 

for the coordination of  Transmission Service Provider, BA, RC and other functions for which 
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they may have registered in the NERC Compliance Registry.  The Parties have agreed to the 

coordination and exchange of data and information under this Agreement to ensure system 

reliability and efficient market operations as systems exist and are contemplated as of the 

Effective Date.  The Parties expect that these systems and technology applicable to these systems 

and to the collection and exchange of data will change from time to time throughout the term of 

this Agreement.  The Parties agree that the objectives of this Agreement can be fulfilled 

efficiently and economically only if the Parties, from time to time, review and as appropriate 

revise the requirements stated herein in response to such changes, including deleting, adding, or 

revising requirements and protocols.  Each Party will negotiate in good faith in response to such 

revisions the other Party may propose from time to time. 

 

ARTICLE IV EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND DATA Version: 0.0.0 
Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 4.1 Exchange of Operating Data. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  Sharing data is necessary to facilitate effective coordination of operations and 

to maintain regional system reliability while assuring the maximum commercial flexibility for 

market participants. 

 

Requirements:  The Parties will exchange the following types of data and information:  

 

(a) Real-Time and Projected Operating Data;  

(b) SCADA Data;  

(c) EMS Models;  

(d) Operations Planning Data; and 

(e) Planning Information and Models. 

 

Each Party shall provide the data identified in items (a) through (e) above to the other 

Party with respect to all Transmission Owners for which it administers transmission service and 

BAs for which it acts as RC on the Effective Date and during the term of this Agreement, 

whether or not such an entity is contemplated as of the Effective Date. 

 

The Parties also shall exchange such information as the Market Monitors of SPP and 

Midwest ISO may request in order to facilitate monitoring in accordance with the Parties‟ 

respective FERC-approved market monitoring plans. 

 

To facilitate the exchange of all such data, each Party will designate to the other Party‟s 

designated representative a contact to be available twenty-four (24) hours each day, seven (7) 

days per week, and an alternate contact to act in the absence or unavailability of the primary 

contact, to respond to any inquiries.  With respect to each contact and alternate, each Party shall 

provide the name, telephone number, e-mail address, and fax number.  Each Party may change a 

designee from time to time by notice to the other Party‟s designated representative.   
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The Parties agree to exchange data in a timely manner consistent with existing defined 

formats or such other formats to which the Parties may agree.  If any required data exchange 

format has not been agreed upon as of the Effective Date, or if a Party determines that an agreed 

format should be revised, a Party shall give Notice of the need for an agreed format or revision 

and the Parties will jointly seek to complete development of the format within thirty (30) days of 

such Notice. 

 

The Parties agree that various components of the data exchanged under this Section is 

Confidential Information and that: 

 

(a) The Party receiving the Confidential Information shall treat the 

information in the same confidential manner as its governing documents 

require it treat the confidential information of its own members and 

market participants. 

 

(b) The receiving Party shall not release the producing Party‟s Confidential 

Information until expiration of the time period controlling the producing 

Party‟s disclosure of the same information, as such period is described in 

the producing Party‟s governing documents from time to time.  As of the 

Effective Date, this period is six (6) months with respect to bid or pricing 

data and seven (7) calendar days for transmission data identified in 

4.1.1(a) after the event ends.   

 

(c) All other prerequisites applicable to the producing Party‟s release of such 

Confidential Information have been satisfied as determined by the 

producing Party. 

 

Section 4.1.1 Real-Time and Projected Operating Data. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

Requirements:  The Parties will exchange two categories of operating data:  real-time 

information and projected information, as follows.  

 

(a) The real–time operating information consists of: 

 

 Generation status of the units in each Party‟s RC Area; 

 Transmission line status; 

 Real-time loads; 

 Scheduled use of reservations; and 

 TLR information, including calculation of Market Flows. 

 

(b) Projected operating information consists of:  

 

 Merit order for generators in the Parties‟ Markets; 
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 Maintenance schedules for generators and transmission facilities in 

either of the Party‟s RC Area; 

 Transmission service reservations reflecting firm purchase and 

sales; 

 Independent power producer information including current 

operating level, projected operating levels, outage start and end 

dates; 

 The planned and actual operational start-up dates for any 

permanently added, removed or significantly altered transmission 

segments; and 

 The planned and actual start-up testing and operational start-up or 

change dates for any permanently added, removed or significantly 

altered generation units. 

Section 4.1.2 Exchange of SCADA Data. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Background:  NERC Standard TOP-005, Attachment 1 “Electric System Reliability 

Data,” describes the types of data that Transmission Operators, Balancing Authorities and 

Purchasing-Selling Entities are expected to provide, and Reliability Coordinators are expected to 

share with each other as explained in Standard TOP-005, “Operational Reliability Information.” 

 

Requirements: 
 

 The Parties shall exchange requested transmission power flows, measured 

bus voltages and breaker equipment statuses of their bulk transmission 

facilities via ICCP or ISN. 

 Each Party shall accommodate, as soon as practical, the other Party‟s 

requests for additional existing ICCP/ISN bulk transmission data points, 

but in any event no more than one (1) week after the request has been 

submitted. 

 Each Party shall respond, as soon as practical, to the other Party‟s requests 

for additional, unavailable ICCP/ISN bulk transmission data points, but in 

any event no more than two (2) weeks after the request has been 

submitted, with an expected availability target date for the requested data. 

 The Parties will comply with all governing confidentiality agreements 

executed by the Parties relating to ICCP/ISN data. 

(e) The Parties shall exchange SCADA Data consisting of: 

(i) Status measurements 69 kV and above (breaker statuses) (as 

available and required to observe for reliability as the respective 

Parties may determine); 

(ii) Analog measurements 69 kV and above (flows and voltages) (as 

available and required to observe for reliability as the respective 

Parties may determine); 

(iii) Generation point measurements, including generator output for 

each unit in MW and MVARS, as available; 
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(iv) Load point measurements, including bus loads and specific loads at 

each substation in MW and MVARS, as available; 

(v) BAA net interchange; 

(vi) BAA instantaneous demand; 

(vii) BAA operating reserves; and 

(viii) Identification of other real-time data available through ICCP/ISN. 

 

Section 4.1.3 Models. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Purpose:  EMS models contain detailed representations of the transmission and 

generation configurations within each RTO and neighboring systems.  The Parties depend upon 

EMS models for reliability coordination and market operations.  The regular exchange of models 

is to ensure that each Party is using current and up-to-date representations of the other Party. 

 

Requirements:  The Parties will exchange their detailed EMS models once a year in 

CIM or another mutually agreed-upon electronic format, but shall provide each other with 

updates of the model information in an agreed-upon electronic format as new data becomes 

available.  This yearly exchange will include the ICCP/ISN mapping files, identification of 

individual bus loads, seasonal equipment ratings and one-line drawings that will be used to 

expedite the model conversion process.  The Parties will also exchange updates that represent the 

incremental changes that have occurred to the EMS model since the most recent update. 

 

Section 4.1.4 Operations Planning Data. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Purpose:  Operations planning data, which defines how a system was planned and built,  

is basic information needed to coordinate planning and operations between the Parties.   

 

Requirements:  Upon the written request of a Party, the other Party shall provide the 

information specified in Sections 4.1.4.1 through 4.1.4.10 inclusive, or any components thereof.  

Each request shall specify the information sought and the frequency upon which it would be 

provided.  A Party receiving a request under this Section shall provide the information promptly 

to the extent the information is available to the Party.  Operations planning data is not generally 

considered confidential but to the extent any of this data overlaps previously defined operating 

data in Section 4.1.2, it is considered Confidential Information. 

 
Section 4.1.4.1  Flowgates: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) Flowgate definitions including seasonal TFC, TRM, CBM, a & b 

multipliers; 

(b) Flowgates to be added on demand; 

(c) List of Coordinated Flowgates; 

(d) List of Flowgates to recognize when processing transmission service (if 

different than list of Coordinated Flowgates); and 

(e) Requirements under Section 5.1.7. 

 
Section 4.1.4.2  Transmission Service Reservations: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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(a) Daily list of all reservations, hourly increment of new reservations;  

(b) List of reservations to exclude; 

(c) Requirements under Sections 5.1.4 and 5.1.5; and 

(d) List of long-term firm reservations not subject to rollover rights. 

 
Section 4.1.4.3  AFC Data: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party will meet a minimum periodicity for calculating and making available 

AFCs to each other.  The minimum periodicity depends on the service being 

offered.  Each Party will provide the following AFC data to the other Party: 

 

(a) Hourly for first seven (7) days posted at a minimum, once per hour; 

(b) Daily for days eight (8) through thirty-one (31) posted at a minimum, once 

per day; and 

(c) Monthly for months two (2) through eighteen (18) posted at a minimum, 

once per month. 

Section 4.1.4.4  Load Forecast: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) Hourly for next seven (7) days, daily for days eight (8) through thirty-one 

(31), and monthly for months two (2) through eighteen (18) submitted 

once a day; 

(b) Identity of the BAA or zone within a BAA for which the forecast is given;  

(c) Indicate whether this forecast includes transmission system losses, and if it 

does, indicate what the percent losses are; 

(d) Identify non-conforming loads;  

(e) Indicate how municipal entities, cooperatives and other entity loads are 

treated.  Indicate whether they are included in the forecast.  If so, indicate 

the total load or net load after removing other entity generation; and 

(f) Requirements under Section 5.1.6. 

Section 4.1.4.5  Generator Data: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) Unit owner, bus location in model; 

(b) Seasonal ratings, PMIN, PMAX, QMIN, QMAX; 

(c) Station auxiliaries to extent gross generation has been reported; and 

(d) Regulated bus, target voltage and actual voltage. 

Section 4.1.4.6 Designated Network Resources: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

  

 (a) Network Integration Transmission Service Specifications; 

(b) Designated Network Resource information; and 

(c) To the extent that Designated Network Resources operate between the 

Markets administered by the Parties: 

(i) Indication of treatment as pseudo tie or dynamic/static schedules; 

(ii) Rules for sharing output between joint owners; and 
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(iii) Transmission arrangements. 

Section 4.1.4.7 Balancing Authority Area Net Interchange from...  Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Section 4.1.4.7 - Balancing Authority Area Net Interchange from Reservations and Tags: 

 

(a) Any grandfathered agreements that do not appear in OASIS; and 

(b) In cases where tags and reservations cannot be used to develop BAA or 

zone net interchange, then provide hourly NSI for all the BAAs within the 

Markets. 

Section 4.1.4.8 Dynamic Schedules: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) List of dynamic schedules; 

(b) Identification of dynamic schedules that are being used to move load 

between the Parties‟ respective Markets; and 

(c) Requirements under Section 5.1.11. 

Section 4.1.4.9 List of Controllable Devices: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) Phase shifters; 

(b) Market-dispatchable demand response resources greater than 50MW; 

(c) DC lines; and 

(d) Back-to-back AC/DC converters. 

Section 4.1.4.10 Generation and Transmission Outages: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

(a) Generation outages that are planned or forecast, as soon as practicable 

after they are identified, including all data specified in Section 5.1.1; 

(b) Transmission outages that are planned or forecast, as soon as practicable 

after they are identified, including all data specified in Section 5.1.3; and 

(c) Notification of all forced outages of both generation and transmission 

resources, not to exceed 30 minutes after they are identified. 

Section 4.2 Cost of Data and Information Exchange. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party shall bear its own cost of providing information to the other 

Party pursuant to Section 4.1. 
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ARTICLE V AVAILABLE FLOWGATE CAPABILITY CALCULATIONS Version: 
0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 5.1 Available Flowgate Capability Protocols. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  The calculation of AFC is a forecast of transmission capability that may be 

available for use by transmission customers.  Use of transmission capability in one system can 

impact the loadings, voltages and stability of neighboring systems.  Because of this 

interrelationship, neighboring entities must exchange pertinent data for each entity to determine 

the AFC values for its own transmission system.  The exchange of data related to calculation of 

AFC is necessary to assure reliable coordination, and also to permit either Party to determine if, 

due to lack of transmission capability, it must refuse a transmission reservation in order to avoid 

potential overloading of facilities. 

 

As of the Effective Date, the Parties use the SDX System to exchange the status of 

generators rated greater than 50 MW, outages of all interconnections and other transmission 

facilities operated at greater than 100 kV, and peak load forecasts.  This system has the capability 

to house hourly data for the next seven (7) days, daily data for the next thirty one (31) days, 

weekly data for the next month, and monthly data for the next three calendar years.  Continued 

use of this tool, and associated commitments under this Agreement, will assure the Parties‟ 

abilities to make reliable calculations efficiently. 

Section 5.1.1 Generation Outage Schedules. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party shall provide the other with projected status of generation 

availability over the next twelve (12) months.  The Parties will update this data no less than once 

daily for the full posting horizon and more often as required by system conditions.  The data will 

include complete generation maintenance schedules and the most current available generator 

availability data, such that each Party is aware of each “return date” of a generator from a 

scheduled or forced outage.  If the status of a particular generator of less than 50 MW is used 

within a Party‟s AFC calculation, the status of this unit shall also be supplied. 

Section 5.1.2 Generation Dispatch Order. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  Dispatch information combined with unit availability information permits each 

Party to develop a reasonably accurate dispatch for any modeled condition.  This methodology is 

more advantageous than scaling all available generation to meet generation commitments within 

an area and then increasing all generation uniformly to model an export, or uniformly decreasing 

all generation to model an import.  While excluding nuclear generation or hydro units from this 

scaling would provide some level of refinement, this approach is inadequate to identify 

transmission constraints and determine rational AFC values.  The exchange of typical generation 

dispatch order or generation participation factors of all units on a BAA basis and other data 

under this Agreement will permit each Party to appropriately model future transmission system 
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conditions. 

 

Requirements:  As necessary to permit a Party to develop a reasonably accurate dispatch 

for any modeled condition, each Party will provide the other Party with a typical generation 

dispatch order or the generation participation factors of all units on an affected BAA basis.  The 

generation dispatch order will be updated as required by changes in the status of the unit; 

however, a new generation dispatch order need not be provided more often than prior to each 

peak load season. 

Section 5.1.3 Transmission Outage Schedules. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party will provide the other Party with the projected status of 

transmission outage schedules above 100 kV over the next twelve (12) months or more if 

available.  This data shall be updated no less than once daily for the full posting horizon and 

more often as required by system conditions.  The data will include current, accurate and 

complete transmission facility maintenance schedules, including the “outage date” and “return 

date” of a transmission facility from a scheduled or forced outage. 

Section 5.1.4 Transmission Interchange Schedules/Net Scheduled Interchange 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  Because interchange schedules impact the short-term use of the transmission 

system, exchange of schedule data is necessary to determine the remaining capability of the 

transmission system as well as to determine the net impact of loop flow. 

 

Requirements:  Each Party will make available to the other its interchange 

schedules/NSI, as required to permit accurate calculation of AFC values.  Due to the high 

volume of this data, the Parties shall either post this data to a mutually agreed upon site for 

downloading or utilize tag dump information by the other Party as required by its own process 

and timing requirements. 

Section 5.1.5 Transmission Service Requests. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  Beyond the operating horizon, the impacts of existing transmission service 

requests are also necessary for the calculation of AFC for future time periods.  Inasmuch as a 

transmission reservation is a right to use and not an obligation to use the transmission system, 

there is no certainty that any particular reservation will result in a corresponding interchange 

schedule.  This is especially true considering that the pro forma OATT allows firm service on a 

given path to be redirected as non-firm service on any other path.  In addition, the ultimate 

transmission customer may not have, at a given time, purchased all transmission reservations on 

a particular source-to-sink path.  A further complication is that the duration or firmness of the 

one portion of the reservation may not be the same as the remaining portion.  Since, prior to 

scheduling, it is difficult to associate reservations involving multiple Transmission Providers that 

may be used to complete a single transaction, double counting in the AFC determination process 

is a possibility.  It is therefore acknowledged that certain reservations respecting one Party are 

not required to be incorporated into transmission models developed by the other Party. 
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Requirements: 

 

(a) Each Party will make available to the other Party, on a mutually agreed 

upon site, actual transmission service requests information for integration 

into each Party‟s AFC determination process. 

(b) Each Party will develop practices for modeling transmission service 

requests, including external requests, and netting practices for any 

allowance of counterflows created by reservations in electrically opposite 

directions.  Each Party will provide the other Party with the procedures 

developed and implemented to model intra-Party requests, requests on 

external parties, and reservation netting.  

(c) Each Party shall also create and maintain a list of reservations from its 

OASIS that should not be considered in AFC calculations.  Reasons for 

these exceptions include, for example, grandfathered agreements that grant 

access to more transmission than is necessary for the related generation 

capacity and unmatched intra-Party partial path reservations.  If a Party 

does not include it in its own evaluation, it should be excluded in other 

Parties‟ analysis. 

(d) Each party shall maintain a list of long-term firm reservations that are not 

subject to rollover rights and accordingly treat them in their process. 

Section 5.1.6 Load Data. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  The Parties will exchange forecasted peak load data for each period in 

accordance with the NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practices (e.g., daily, 

weekly, and monthly).  Since, by definition, peak load values may only apply to one (1) hour of 

the period, additional assumptions must be made with respect to load level when not at peak load 

conditions.  This is in accordance with the FERC‟s regulations at 18 C.F.R.
1
 § 37.6(b)(4)(iv).  

For the next seven (7) day horizon, the Parties shall either supply hourly load forecasts or they 

shall supply daily peak load forecasts with a load profile.  All load forecasts will be provided on 

a BAA or zone basis, with further granularity provided to reflect load forecasts by company 

within the BA. 

 
1
  The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) is the codification of the general and permanent rules 

published in the Federal Register by the executive departments and agencies of the Federal 

Government. 

Section 5.1.7 Calculated Firm and Non-firm Available Flowgate Capability. 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Purpose:  Data exchange is required to determine if a transmission service reservation 

(or interchange schedule) will impact Flowgates to an extent greater than the (firm or non-firm) 

AFC and procedures are necessary to assure that each Party respects the other Party‟s Flowgates. 

 

Requirements: 
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(a) The Parties will exchange Firm and Non-firm AFC for all relevant 

Flowgates. 

(b) Each Party will accept or reject transmission service requests based upon 

projected AFCs applicable to both Parties‟ Flowgates and to RCFs; and 

(c) Each Party will limit approvals of requests for transmission service 

between the parties, including roll-over transmission service, so as to not 

exceed the sum of the thermal capabilities of the tie lines that interconnect 

the Parties, provided that firm transmission service customers retain the 

rollover rights and reservation priority granted to them under the 

applicable Party‟s OATT, and further provided that if explicitly stated in 

the applicable service agreement, a Party may limit rollover rights for new 

long-term firm service if there is not enough AFC to accommodate 

rollover rights beyond the initial term.  

Section 5.1.8 Total Flowgate Capability (Flowgate Rating). Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  The Parties will exchange (seasonal, normal and emergency) TFC as 

well as all limiting conditions (thermal, voltage, or stability).  The Parties will update this 

information in a timely manner as required by changes on the transmission system. 

Section 5.1.9 Identification of Flowgates. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party shall consider in its TFC and AFC determination process all 

Flowgates: (i) that may initiate a TLR event and that are significantly impacted by its 

transactions, or (ii) as mutually agreed between the Parties.  A Party‟s transactions are deemed to 

significantly impact another Party‟s Flowgates if they have a response factor equal to or greater 

than the response factor cut-off used by the owning Party.  The Parties in their AFC 

determination and transmission service processing efforts shall use the response factor cut-off 

that the owning/operating Party uses for its Flowgates. 

Section 5.1.10 Configuration/Facility Changes (for power system model... Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 5.1.10  Configuration/Facility Changes (for power system model updates). 

 

Requirements: 

 

(a) A mechanism will be maintained between the Parties to ensure that all 

significant system changes of a neighbor are incorporated in each Party‟s 

AFC calculation model.  Although this information and a host of very 

detailed data are included in the MMWG/ERAG cases, this data exchange 

mechanism will address the „major‟ changes that should be included in the 

AFC calculation models in a more timely manner.  This data exchange 

will occur no less often than prior to each peak load season. 
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(b) In addition, the Parties agree to exchange AFC calculation models of their 

transmission systems as soon as mechanisms can be established to 

facilitate this exchange. 

Section 5.1.11 Dynamic Schedule Flows. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party agrees to provide the other Party with the actual amount and 

future projection of dynamic schedule flows.  All dynamic schedule flows and tags will be 

submitted in accordance with NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practices. 

Section 5.1.12 Coordination of TRM Values. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Requirements:  Each Party shall make transmission capability available for reserve 

sharing by including the significant impacts of the other Party‟s generation outages in its TRM 

values.  The Parties will coordinate and share the necessary information for the determination of 

these impacts as necessary. 

Section 5.2 Sharing Contract Path Capacity. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

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. 

 

ARTICLE VI RECIPROCAL COORDINATION OF FLOWGATES Version: 0.0.0 
Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 6.1 Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates Operating Protocols. 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

In order to coordinate congestion management proactively, each Party agrees to respect the other 

Party‟s determinations of AFC and calculations of firmness for real-time operations applicable to 

the Party‟s Coordinated Flowgates.  Additionally, each Party agrees to respect the allocations 

defined by the allocation process set forth in the Congestion Management Process.  The Parties 

will establish and finalize the process and timing for exchanging their respective AFC 

calculations and Firm Flow calculations/allocations with respect to all RCFs.  The Parties‟ 

capabilities and real time actions shall be governed by and in accordance with the Congestion 

Management Process. 

Page 32 of 120



 

Section 6.2 Costs Arising From Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates. 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

In the event redispatch occurs in order to coordinate congestion management under 

Section 6.1 or subparts thereof, including redispatch necessary to respect the other Party‟s 

Flowgate, as set forth in Article XII, the Party responsible for the flow that required the 

redispatch shall bear the costs of the redispatch. 

 

Section 6.3 Transmission Capability for Reserve Sharing. Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Each Party shall make transmission capability available for reserve sharing by either 

redispatching its Flowgates or holding TRM for generation outages in the other Party‟s system.  

The Party responsible for making transmission capability available for the reserve sharing 

obligation shall bear the costs of the redispatch to the extent the costs may be recovered under 

such Party‟s OATT. 

 

Section 6.4 Maintaining Current Flowgate Models. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

Each Party will maintain a detailed model of the other Party's system for operations and 

planning purposes.  Each Party‟s model will be sufficiently detailed to properly honor that 

Party‟s Coordinated Flowgates.  Furthermore, each Party will populate its model with credible 

data and will keep such models up-to-date. 

 

ARTICLE VII COORDINATION OF OUTAGES Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 
3/25/2011 

Section 7.1 Coordinating Outages Operating Protocols. Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties have an interregional outage coordination process for coordinating 

transmission and generation outages to ensure reliability and to promote optimally efficient 

market operations.  The Parties agree to the following with respect to transmission and 

generation outage coordination. 

Section 7.1.1 Exchange of Transmission and Generation Outage Schedule Data 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Upon a Party‟s request, the projected status of generation and transmission availability 

will be communicated between the Parties, subject to data confidentiality agreements.  All 

available information regardless of scheduled date will be shared.  The Parties shall exchange the 
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most current information on proposed outages and provide a timely response on anticipated 

impacts of proposed outages. 

 

The Parties agree that this information will be shared promptly upon its availability, but 

no less than daily and more often as required by system conditions.  The Parties shall utilize a 

common format for the exchange of this information.  The information includes the owning 

Party‟s facility name; proposed outage start date and time; proposed facility return date and time; 

date and time when a response is needed from the impacted Party to modify the proposed 

schedule; and any other information that may be relevant to the reliability assessment. 

 

Each Party will also provide information independently on approved and anticipated 

outages formatted as required for the SDX System. 

Section 7.1.2 Evaluation and Coordination of Transmission and Generat... Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 7.1.2 Evaluation and Coordination of Transmission and Generation Outages.   
 

The Parties will analyze planned critical facility maintenance to determine its effects on 

the reliability of the transmission system.  Each Party‟s outage analysis will consider the impact 

of its critical outages on the other Party‟s system reliability, in addition to its own. 

 

On a weekly basis, daily if requested by one of the Parties, the operations planning staff 

of each Party shall jointly discuss any outages to identify potential impacts.  These discussions 

should include an indication of either concurrence with the outage or identify significant impact 

due to the outage as scheduled.  Neither Party has the authority to cancel the other Party‟s outage 

(except transmission facilities interconnecting the two Parties‟ transmission systems).  However, 

the Parties will work together to resolve any identified outage conflicts.  Consideration will be 

given to outage submittal times and outage criticality when addressing outage conflicts.  If 

outage analysis indicates unacceptable system conditions, the Parties will work with one another 

and the facility owner(s), as necessary, to provide remedial steps to be taken in advance of 

proposed maintenance.  If an operating procedure cannot be developed and a change to the 

proposed schedule is necessary based on significant impact, the Parties shall discuss the facts 

involved and make every effort to act on behalf of the other Party to effect the requested 

schedule change.  If this change cannot be accommodated, the Party with the outage shall notify 

the impacted Party.  A request to adjust a proposed outage date must include, identification of the 

facility(s) overloaded, and identify a similar time frame of more appropriate dates/times for the 

outage. 

 

The Parties will notify each other of emergency maintenance and forced outages as soon 

as possible after these conditions are known (not to exceed thirty (30) minutes).  The Parties will 

evaluate the impact of emergency and forced outages on the Parties‟ systems and work with one 

another to develop remedial steps as necessary. 

 

Outage schedule changes, both before or after the work has started, may require 

additional review.  Each Party will consider the impact of these changes on the other Party‟s 
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system reliability, in addition to its own.  The Parties will contact each other as soon as possible 

if these changes result in unacceptable system conditions and will work with one another to 

develop remedial steps as necessary. 

ARTICLE VIII JOINT OPERATION OF EMERGENCY PROCEDURES Version: 
0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 8.1 Emergency Operating Procedures. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Joint emergency procedures are essential due to the highly dependent nature of facilities 

under different authorities.  The Parties are committed to reliable operation of the transmission 

system under normal conditions, and will work closely together during emergency situations that 

place the stability of the transmission system in jeopardy. 

 

In the event either Party declares a system emergency with respect to its system, the 

Parties agree to provide emergency assistance and to facilitate obtaining emergency assistance 

from a Third Party. The Parties will coordinate respective actions to provide immediate relief.  

The Parties will notify each other of emergency maintenance and forced outages that would have 

a significant impact on the other Party as soon as possible after the conditions are known.  The 

Parties will evaluate the impact of emergency and forced outages on the Parties‟ systems and 

work together to develop remedial steps as necessary  

 

In the interest of maintaining system stability and providing prompt response to problems 

that may arise, the Parties agree that in situations where there is an actual IROL violation and/or 

the system is on the verge of imminent collapse, and when there is already an existing 

Emergency Procedure or Operating Guide, both Parties and the affected operating entity will 

communicate and coordinate simultaneously via conference calls.  Subsequent to such 

anomalous operations, the requesting Party will file a lessons learned report for the Parties and 

operating entities.  This lesson learned report may assist in improving operations so that future 

operations will be more proactive; thereby, avoiding such abnormal communications/procedures. 

 

The Parties will work together and with the BAs under their purview to jointly develop 

and commit to additional emergency procedures as the need for such procedures arises. These 

procedures shall be reviewed annually by the Parties. 

Transmission System Emergencies may be implemented when, in the judgment of either Party, 

the system is in an emergency condition that is characterized by the potential, either imminently 

or for the next contingency, for system instability or cascading, or for equipment loading or 

voltages significantly beyond applicable operating limits, such that stability of the system cannot 

be assured, or to prevent a condition or situation that in the judgment of a Party is imminently 

likely to endanger life or property.  In the event that it becomes necessary for either Party to 

declare a Transmission System Emergency for a Flowgate that is in close electrical proximity to 

both of the Parties‟ areas, both Parties will take action(s) in kind to address the situation that 

prompted the Transmission System Emergency.  These actions may include: 

 

(a) Curtailment of equivalent amounts of firm point-to-point transactions 
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within both Parties; 

(b) Redispatching of generation within both Parties; and 

(c) Load shedding within both Parties. 

 

In situations where an actual IROL violation exists and the transmission system is 

currently, or for the next contingency would be, on the verge of imminent collapse, and there is 

not an existing Emergency Procedure or Operating Guide, the Parties will receive and carry out 

the instruction of the affected Party, or communicate the instruction to the affected entity within 

their own boundary, or utilize conference call capabilities to allow simultaneous 

coordination/communication between the Parties and the affected entity. 

 

No delay shall take place during the event, except in instances where the requested action 

will result in a more serious condition on the transmission system, or instances where, in the 

judgment of either Party, the requested action is imminently likely to endanger life or property.  

Financial considerations shall have no bearing on actions taken to prevent the collapse of the 

transmission system.  All occurrences of this kind may be reviewed by either or both Parties after 

the fact. 

 

In a situation where a SOL violation exists within the regions of the Parties, or for the 

next contingency would exist, the Parties will work together as necessary, following good utility 

practices, and take action in kind as required to address the situation. 

 

As the RC for each respective region, each Party has the responsibility and authority to 

coordinate with the other Party and direct emergency action on the part of generation or 

transmission to protect the reliability of the network and shall do so if required to resolve 

emergency conditions in the other Party‟s region. 

Section 8.1.1 Power System Restoration. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Effective restoration procedures require coordination and communication at all levels of 

the Parties‟ organizations and their membership.  During power system restoration, the Parties 

will coordinate their actions with each other, as well as with other RCs, in order to restore the 

transmission system as safely and efficiently as possible.  In order to enhance restoration 

operations between the Parties, both Parties will conduct annual coordinated restoration drills.  

These drills will stress cooperation and communication so that both Parties are positioned to 

better assist the other in a real restoration 

Section 8.1.2 Joint Voltage Stability Operating Protocol. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Voltage stability or collapse problems have the potential to cause cascading outages and 

therefore must be closely coordinated to maintain reliable operations.  As such, the Parties will 

coordinate operations in accordance with good utility practice in order to maintain stable voltage 

profiles throughout the respective Party‟s zones of operations. 

Section 8.1.3 Conservative Operations. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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When any one Party identifies an overload/emergency situation that may impact the other 

Party‟s system and the other Party‟s results/systems do not observe a similar situation, both 

Parties will operate to the most conservative result until the Parties can identify the reasons for 

these difference(s). 

Section 8.2 Compensation for Compliance with Emergency Procedures. 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party is to bear its own costs of compliance with emergency energy procedures, 

except as the applicable Tariff may otherwise require.  If a Party is required to purchase 

emergency energy in order to address the flow of the other Party, then the other Party shall be 

required to provide compensation. 

 

ARTICLE IX COORDINATED REGIONAL TRANSMISSION EXPANSION 
PLANNING Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 9.1 Committees. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 9.1.1 Joint Planning Committee. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

The SACC shall form, as a subcommittee, a JPC, comprised of representatives of the 

Parties‟ respective staffs in numbers and functions to be identified from time to time.  Each Party 

shall have the right, every other year, to designate a Chairman of the JPC to serve a one-year 

calendar term, except that the term of the first Chairman shall commence on the Effective Date 

and end December 31, 2004.  The SACC shall designate the first Chairman.  The Chairman shall 

be responsible for the scheduling of meetings, the preparation of agendas for meetings, and the 

production of minutes of meetings.  The JPC shall coordinate the coordinated system planning 

under this Agreement, including the following: 

 

(a) Prepare and document detailed procedures for the development of power 

system analysis models.  At a minimum, and unless otherwise agreed, the 

JPC shall develop common power system analysis models to perform 

coordinated system planning, as well as models for power flow analyses, 

short circuit analyses, and stability analyses.  For studies of 

interconnections in close electrical proximity at the boundaries between 

the systems of the Parties, the JPC will direct the performance of a 

detailed review of the appropriateness of applicable power system models. 

(b) Prepare, on a regular basis, a Coordinated System Plan as required under 

Section 9.3.5.  

(c) Coordinate all planning activities under this Article IX, including the 

exchange of data provided under this Article. 
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(d) Maintain and share the cost of maintaining an Internet site and e-mail or 

other electronic lists for the communication of information related to the 

coordinated planning process. 

(e) Meet at least semi-annually to review and coordinate transmission 

planning activities.  Such meetings shall include, as determined by either 

Party to be necessary based on internal discussions, discussion of any 

system operations or market operations issues as they impact long range 

planning and the coordination of planning between the systems. 

(f) Support the review by any federal or provincial agency of elements of the 

Coordinated System Plan. 

(g) Support the review by multi-state entities to facilitate the addition of inter-

state transmission facilities.  

(h) Establish working groups as necessary to provide adequate review and 

development of the regional plans. 

(i) Establish a schedule for the rotation of responsibility for data 

management, coordination of stakeholder meetings, coordination of 

analysis activities, report preparation, and other activities. 

(j) The JPC may combine with or participate in similarly established joint 

planning committees amongst multiple entities engaging in coordinated 

planning studies under tariff provisions or established under joint 

agreements to which the Parties are signatories, for the purpose of 

providing for broader and more effective inter-regional planning 

coordination. 

Section 9.1.2 Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee. Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties shall form an IPSAC.  The IPSAC shall facilitate stakeholder review and 

input into coordinated system planning for the development of the Coordinated System Plan.  

IPSAC members shall consist of the stakeholder participants in joint stakeholder meetings called 

by the JPC for the purpose of addressing issues under the responsibility of the JPC as established 

by this Article IX.  The IPSAC will meet no less frequently than prior to the start of each cycle 

of the coordinated planning process, during the development of the Coordinated System Plan, 

and upon completion of the plan to review final results. 

Section 9.2 Data and Information Exchange. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

In support of coordinated system planning, each Party shall provide the other with the 

following data and information.  Unless otherwise indicated, such data and information shall be 
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provided as requested by either Party and as available, on a mutually agreed to schedule but no 

longer than 60 days from the date of such request. 

(a) Data required for the development of load flow cases, short-circuit cases, 

and stability cases, including ten year load forecasts, and all critical 

assumptions that are used in the development of these cases. 

(b) Fully detailed planning models (up to the next ten (10) years), as requested 

by either Party and on a mutually agreed schedule as a part of the 

development of any joint planning studies provided for under this Article 

IX or as otherwise agreed to. 

(c) The regional plan document produced by the Party, any long-term or 

short-term reliability assessment documents produced by the Party, and 

any operating assessment reports produced by the Party. 

(d) The status of expansion studies, system impact studies and generation 

interconnection studies, such that each Party has knowledge that a 

commitment has been made to a system enhancement as a result of any 

such studies. 

(e) Transmission system maps for the Party‟s bulk transmission system and 

lower voltage transmission system maps that are relevant to the 

coordination of planning between the two systems. 

(f) Contingency lists for use in load flow and stability analyses, including lists 

of all single contingency events and multiple facility tower line 

contingencies, as well as breaker diagrams for the portions of the Party‟s 

transmission system that are relevant to the coordination of planning 

between the two systems. 

(g) The timing of each planned enhancement, including estimated completion 

dates and project mobilization schedules, and indications of the likelihood 

a system enhancement will be completed and whether the system 

enhancement should be included in system expansion studies, system 

impact studies and generation interconnection studies, and all related 

applications for regulatory approval and the status thereof.  This 

information shall be provided annually and from time to time upon 

changes in status. 

(h) Identification of and status of interconnection requests that have been 

received and any long-term firm transmission services that have been 

approved that may impact the operation of a Party‟s system in a manner 

that affects the other Party‟s system, shared on the earlier of the 

identification of the potential impact, within 30 days of such request by 

the other Party or on a regular schedule as otherwise agreed to by the 

Parties. 
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(i) Information regarding long-term firm transmission services on all 

interfaces relevant to the coordination of planning between the systems, 

shared on the earlier of the identification of the potential impact, within 30 

days of such request by the other Party, or on a regular schedule as 

otherwise agreed to by the Parties. 

(j) Such other data and information as is needed for each Party to plan its own 

system accurately and reliably and to assess the impact of conditions 

existing on the system of the other Party. 

(k) Load flow and short-circuit data initially will be exchanged in PSS/E 

format.  To the extent practical the maintenance and exchange of power 

system modeling data will be implemented through databases.  When 

feasible, transmission maps and breaker diagrams will be provided in an 

electronic format agreed upon by the Parties.  Formats for the exchange of 

other data will be agreed upon by the Parties from time to time.  

Section 9.3 Coordinated System Planning. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The primary purpose of coordinated transmission planning is to ensure that coordinated 

analyses are performed to identify expansions or enhancements to transmission system capability 

needed to maintain reliability, improve operational performance, or enhance the competitiveness 

of electricity markets. 

Section 9.3.1 Single Party Planning. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party shall engage in such transmission planning activities, including expansion 

plans, system impact studies, and generator interconnection studies, as are necessary to fulfill its 

obligations under its agreements and open access transmission tariff.  Such planning shall 

conform to applicable reliability requirements of NERC, applicable regional reliability councils, 

or any successor organizations, and all applicable requirements of federal, state, or provincial 

laws or regulatory authorities.  Each Party agrees to prepare a regional transmission planning 

report and document the procedures, methodologies, and business rules that are utilized in 

preparing and completing this transmission planning report.  The Parties further agree to share, 

on an ongoing basis, information that arises in the performance of such single party planning 

activities as is necessary or appropriate for effective coordination between the Parties, including, 

in addition to the information sharing requirements of Sections 9.2 and 9.3, the identification of 

proposed transmission system enhancements that may affect the Parties‟ respective systems. 

Section 9.3.2 Coordinated System Plan. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties will coordinate any studies required to assure the reliable, efficient, and 

effective operation of the transmission system.  Results of such coordinated studies will be 

included in the Coordinated System Plan.  The Coordinated System Plan shall have as input the 

results of ongoing analyses of requests for interconnection and ongoing analyses of requests for 

long-term firm transmission service.  The Parties shall coordinate in the analyses of these 
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ongoing service requests in accordance with Sections 9.3.3 and 9.3.4.  The Coordinated System 

Plan shall be an integral part of the expansion plans of each Party.  To the extent that the JPC 

agrees to combine with or participate in similarly established joint planning committees amongst 

multiple planning entities engaging in coordinated planning studies as provided for under Section 

9.1.1 (k), the Coordinated System Plan may be integrated into any Joint Coordinated System 

Plan engaged in by the multiple parties, provided that the requirements of the Coordinated 

System Plan are integrated into the scope of such Joint Coordinated System Plan. 

Section 9.3.3 Analysis of Interconnection Requests. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

In accordance with the procedures under which the Parties provide interconnection 

service, each Party will coordinate with the other the conduct of any studies required in 

determining the impact of a request for generator or merchant transmission interconnection.  

Results of such coordinated studies will be included in the impacts reported to the 

interconnection customers as appropriate.  Coordination of studies and upgrades will include the 

following: 

(a) Upon either the posting to the OASIS of a request for interconnection or 

the review of the study results related to that request for interconnection, 

the Party receiving the request (“direct connect system”) will determine 

whether the other Party is potentially impacted.  If the other Party is 

potentially impacted, the directly connected system will notify the other 

Party and convey the information provided in the posting. 

(b) Following the results of either the Feasibility Study or the System Impact 

Study, the direct connect system will notify the other Party if the study 

shows potential reliability concerns on the other Party‟s system.  After 

reviewing the results, if the potentially impacted Party determines that its 

system may be materially impacted by the interconnection, that Party will 

contact the direct connect system and request participation in the 

applicable interconnection studies.  The Parties will coordinate and 

mutually agree on with respect to the nature of studies to be performed to 

test the impacts of the interconnection on the potentially impacted Party, 

who will perform the studies.  If the Parties cannot mutually agree on the 

nature of the studies to be performed they can resolve the differences 

through the dispute resolution procedures documented in Article XIV. The 

Parties will strive to minimize the costs associated with the coordinated 

study process. 

(c) Any coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with the study 

scope and timeline mutually agreed to in 9.3.3 (b) above utilizing the 

responsibility options outlined in 9.3.3 (d) below. 

(d) The potentially impacted Party may participate in the coordinated study at 

the System Impact Study or Feasibility Study stage, either by taking 

responsibility for performance of studies of its system, or by providing 
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input to the studies to be performed by the direct connect system.  If the 

constraints found require infrastructure additions to mitigate them, then 

the potentially impacted Party will perform its own Facilities Study as part 

of the direct connect Party‟s Facilities Study.  The study cost estimates 

indicated in the study agreement between the direct connect system and 

the interconnection customer will reflect the costs and the associated roles 

of the study participants including the potentially impacted Party. The 

direct connect system will review the cost estimates submitted by all 

participants for reasonableness, based on expected level of participation 

and responsibilities in the study. 

(e) The direct connect system will collect from the interconnection customer 

the costs incurred by the potentially impacted Party associated with the 

performance of such studies and forward collected amounts to the 

potentially impacted Party.  

(f) If the results of the coordinated study indicate that Network Upgrades are 

required in accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, or standards 

applicable to the potentially impacted system, the direct connect system 

will identify the need for such Network Upgrades in the system impact 

study prepared for the interconnection customer. 

(g) Requirements for construction of such Network Upgrades will be under 

the terms of the applicable OATT, agreement among owners of 

transmission facilities subject to the control of the potentially impacted 

Party and consistent with applicable federal, state or provincial regulatory 

policy. 

(h) In the event that Network Upgrades are required on the potentially 

impacted Party‟s system, then interconnection service will commence on a 

schedule mutually agreed upon among the Parties.  This schedule will 

include milestones with respect to the Network Upgrade construction and 

the amount of service that can commence after each milestone. 

(i) Each Party will maintain a separate interconnection queue.  The JPC will 

maintain a composite listing of interconnection requests for all 

interconnection projects that have been identified as potentially impacting 

the systems of both Parties.  The JPC will post this listing on the Internet 

site maintained for the communication of information related to the 

coordinated planning process.  The Internet site will contain links to the 

web sites of each Party where individual interconnection study results will 

be maintained.  

Section 9.3.4 Analysis of Long Term Firm Transmission Service Requests. Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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In accordance with applicable procedures under which the Parties provide long-term firm 

transmission service, the Parties will coordinate the conduct of any studies required to determine 

the impact of a request for such service.  Results of such coordinated studies will be included in 

the impacts reported to the transmission service customers as appropriate.  Coordination of 

studies will include the following: 

(a) The Parties will coordinate the calculation of AFC values associated with 

the service, based on contingencies on the systems of each Party that may 

be impacted by the granting of the service. 

(b) Upon either the posting to the OASIS of a request for service or the review 

of studies related to the evaluation of that service request, the Party 

receiving the request will determine whether the other Party is potentially 

impacted.  If the other Party is potentially impacted, the Party receiving 

the request will notify the other Party and convey the information 

provided in the posting. 

(c) If the potentially impacted Party determines that its system may be 

materially impacted by the service, and the nature of the service is such 

that a request on the potentially impacted Party‟s OASIS is unnecessary 

(i.e., the potentially impacted Party is “off the path”), then that Party will 

contact the Party receiving the request and request participation in the 

applicable transmission service studies.  The Parties will coordinate with 

respect to the nature of studies to be performed to test the impacts of the 

requested service on the potentially impacted Party, who will perform the 

studies.  The Parties will strive to maximize the cost efficiency of the 

coordinated study process.  The JPC will develop screening procedures to 

assist in the identification of service requests that may impact systems of 

parties other than the system receiving the request. 

(d) Any coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with the 

mutually agreed upon study scope and timeline requirements developed by 

the Parties.  If the Parties cannot mutually agree on the nature and timeline 

of the studies to be performed they can resolve the differences through the 

dispute resolution procedures documented in Article XIV of this 

Agreement. 

(e) During the System Impact Study, the potentially impacted system may 

participate in the coordinated study either by taking responsibility for 

performance of studies of their system, or by providing input to the studies 

to be performed by the Party receiving the request.  During the Facilities 

Study, the potentially impacted Party will conduct its own Facilities Study 

as a part of the Party receiving the request‟s Facilities Study.  The study 

cost estimates indicated in the study agreement between the Party 

receiving the request and the transmission service customer will reflect the 

costs and the associated roles of the study participants.  The Party 

receiving the request will review the cost estimates submitted by all 
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participants for reasonableness, based on expected level of participation 

and responsibilities in the study. 

(f) The Party receiving the request will collect from the transmission service 

customer and forward to the potentially impacted system the costs 

incurred by the potentially impacted systems associated with the 

performance of such studies.  

(g) If the results of a coordinated study indicate that Network Upgrades are 

required in accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, or standards 

applicable to the potentially impacted system, the system receiving the 

request will identify the need for such Network Upgrades in the system 

impact study prepared for the transmission service customer 

 

(h) Requirements for the construction of such Network Upgrades will be 

under the terms of the OATTs, agreement among owners of transmission 

facilities subject to the control of the potentially impacted Party and 

consistent with applicable federal, state, or provincial regulatory policy.   

 

(i) In the event that Network Upgrades are required on the potentially 

impacted Party‟s system, then transmission service will commence on a 

schedule mutually agreed upon among the Parties.  This schedule will 

include milestones with respect to the Network Upgrade construction and 

the amount of service that can commence after each milestone. 

Section 9.3.5 Development of the Coordinated System Plan. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

Section 9.3.5.1 Preparation of Coordinated System Plan. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party agrees to assist in the preparation of a Coordinated System Plan applicable to 

the Parties‟ systems.  Each Party‟s annual transmission planning reports will be incorporated into 

the Coordinated System Plan, however, neither Party shall have the right to veto any planning of 

the other Party nor shall either Party have the right, under this Article, to obtain financial 

compensation due to the impact of another Party‟s plans or additions.  The IPSAC will have an 

opportunity to review and comment before the Coordinated System Plan is finalized: 

(a) Integrate the Parties‟ respective transmission expansion plans, including 

any market-based additions to system infrastructure (such as generation or 

merchant transmission projects) and transmission system upgrades 

identified jointly by the Parties, together with alternatives to upgrades that 

were considered. 

(b) Set forth actions to resolve any impacts that may result across the seams 

between the Parties‟ systems due to such system additions or upgrades; 

and 
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(c) Describe results of the analysis for the combined transmission systems, as 

well as the procedures, methodologies, and business rules that were 

utilized in preparing and completing the joint transmission analysis. 

Section 9.3.5.2 Coordinated System Plan Steps. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Coordination of studies required for the development of the Coordinated System Plan 

will include the following steps: 

(a) Every three years, the Parties shall perform a comprehensive, coordinated 

regional transmission expansion planning study.  Sensitivity analyses will 

be performed, as required, during the off years based on a review by the 

JPC and IPSAC of discrete reliability problems or operability issues that 

arise due to changing system conditions.  Ad hoc study groups may be 

formed as needed to address localized seams issues identified or to 

perform targeted studies of particular areas, needs, or potential expansions 

and to ensure the coordinated reliability and efficiency of the systems. 

(b) Each Party will be responsible for providing the technical support required 

to complete the analysis for the study.  The responsibility for the 

coordinated study and the compilation of the coordinated study report will 

alternate between the Parties. 

(c) The JPC will develop a scope and procedure for the inter-regional 

planning assessment.  The scope of the study will include evaluations of 

the transmission system against the reliability criteria, operational 

performance criteria, and economic performance criteria applicable to 

each Party.  Each Party will provide a baseline model that includes all 

transmission enhancements included in the Party‟s regional transmission 

expansion plan, and all of the committed interconnection projects and any 

associated transmission upgrades. 

(d) The Parties will use planning models that are developed in accordance 

with the procedures to be established by the JPC.  Exchange of power flow 

models will be in a format that is acceptable to both Parties and will use a 

consistent bus numbering convention and bus naming convention to 

minimize work that is needed to merge detailed power flow models. 

(e) The study will initially evaluate the reliability of the combined 

transmission systems.  Any upgrades required to resolve criteria violations 

will be agreed upon and included in an updated baseline model. 

(f) The performance of the combined transmission systems will be tested 

against agreed upon operational and economic criteria, where applicable, 

using the updated baseline model.  Upgrades required to resolve 

operational and/or economic performance criteria violations will be 

included in the Coordinated System Plan. 
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(g) Economic criteria applicable to either Party will be developed and filed by 

that Party with input from its stakeholders. 

Section 9.4 Allocation of Costs of Network Upgrades. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

Section 9.4.1 Network Upgrades Associated with Interconnections. Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

When under Section 9.3.3, it is determined that a generation or merchant transmission 

interconnection to a Party‟s system will have an impact on the Affected System such that 

Network Upgrades shall be made, the upgrades on the Affected System shall be paid for in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the Parties‟ Order No. 2003 compliance filings as 

accepted by the FERC.   

Section 9.4.2 Network Upgrades Associated with Transmission Service...  Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 9.4.2 Network Upgrades Associated with Transmission Service Requests. 

 

When under Section 9.3.4, it is determined that the granting of a long-term firm delivery 

service request with respect to a Party‟s system will have an impact on the Affected System such 

that Network Upgrades shall be made, the upgrades on the Affected System shall be paid for in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the OATTs, agreement among owners of 

transmission facilities subject to the control of the potentially impacted Party and consistent with 

applicable federal, state or provincial regulatory policy.   

 

Section 9.4.3 Network Upgrades Under Coordinated System Plan. Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Cost responsibility for the transmission upgrades identified in the Coordinated System 

Plan to resolve thermal or reactive system constraints related to reliability criteria or operational 

or economic system performance will be assigned to the Parties equitably, based on the nature of 

the constraint being resolved.   

 

The JPC will develop procedures for evaluating, on a case-by-case basis, the relative 

contribution of the Party‟s systems to the constraint and the relative benefits derived by the 

parties by the resolution of the constraint.  The JPC will propose an allocation of costs for such 

transmission system upgrades.  The proposed allocation of costs will be reviewed with the 

IPSAC and the appropriate multi-state entities.  Stakeholder input will be taken into 

consideration by the JPC in arriving at a consensus allocation of costs.  Upgrade proposals and 

cost allocations are subject to the approval process of both Parties for transmission upgrades.  

Each Party‟s allocation and the recovery of the costs of such Network Upgrades shall be 

consistent with the terms and conditions of its own OATT, as it may be modified from time to 

time pursuant to the rights of various parties under the Federal Power Act.  
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Section 9.5 Agreement to Enforce Duties to Construct and Own Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

To obtain Network Upgrades under this Article IX, SPP will enforce obligations to 

construct and own or finance enhancements or additions to transmission facilities in accordance 

with the SPP Membership Agreement and the SPP OATT, as both may be amended or restated 

from time to time, and Midwest ISO will enforce obligations to construct enhancements or 

additions to transmission facilities in accordance with the Agreement of Transmission Facilities 

Owners To Organize The Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., A 

Delaware Non-Stock Corporation, Midwest ISO FERC Electric Tariff, First Revised Rate 

Schedule No. 1, as it may be amended or restated from time to time. 

 

ARTICLE X JOINT CHECKOUT PROCEDURES Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 
3/25/2011 

 

Section 10.1 Scheduling Checkout Protocols. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

Section 10.1.1 Scheduling Protocols. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties agree that each Party will leverage technology, where feasible, to perform 

electronic approvals of schedules and to perform electronic checkouts.  The Parties agree to 

follow the following scheduling protocols: 

Section 10.1.1.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

  

 Each Party, acting as the scheduling agent for their respective BAs, will conduct all 

checkouts with their first tier BAs or the scheduling agent acting on behalf of those first-tier 

BAs.  A first tier BA is any BA that is directly connected to any Party‟s members‟ BA. 

Section 10.1.1.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties will require all schedules between the Parties, other than reserve sharing or 

other emergency events and loss payback schedules, to be tagged via the NERC tagging 

standard.  For reserve sharing and other emergency schedules that are not tagged, the Parties will 

enter manual schedules after the fact into their respective scheduling systems to facilitate 

checkout between the Parties. 

Section 10.1.1.3 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

When there is a scheduling conflict, the Parties will work in unison to modify the 

schedule as soon as practical.  If there is a scheduling conflict that is identified before the 

schedule has started, then both Parties will make the correction in real-time and not wait until the 
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quarter hour.  If the schedule has already started and one Party identifies an error, then the 

Parties will make the correction at the earliest quarter hour increment.  If a scheduling conflict 

cannot be resolved between the Parties (but the source and sink have agreed to a MW value), 

then the Parties will both adjust their numbers to that same MW value.  If source and sink are 

unable to agree to a MW value, then the previously tagged value will stand for both Parties. 

Section 10.1.1.4 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

For BAs or associated scheduling agents that do not use the respective Parties‟ electronic 

scheduling interfaces, the Parties will contact those entities by telephone to perform checkouts. 

When performing checkouts by telephone, each entity will verbally repeat the numerical NSI 

value to ensure accuracy. 

Section 10.1.1.5 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties will perform the following types of checkouts: 

 

(a) Pre-schedule (day-ahead) daily between 1800 and 2200 hours(Eastern 

Prevailing Time); 

  Intra-hour checkout/schedule confirmation will occur as required due to 

intra-hour scheduled changes. 

(b) Hourly Before the Fact (Real-Time); 

  Checkout for the next hours shall be net scheduled.  Import and export 

totals may also be verified in addition to NSI if it is deemed necessary by 

either Party.  The Parties may checkout individual schedules if deemed 

necessary by either Party. 

  Checkout for the top of the next hour is performed during the last half 

of the current hour. 

(c) Daily after the fact checkout shall occur no later than ten (10) business 

days after the fact (via email or mutually agreed upon method). 

(d) Monthly after the fact checkout shall occur no later than one (1) month 

after the fact (via phone or mutually agreed upon method). 

Section 10.1.1.6 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties will require that each of these checkouts be performed with first tier BAs.  If 

a checkout discrepancy is discovered, the Parties will use the NERC tag to find where the 

discrepancy exists.  The Parties will require any entity that conducts business within its RC Area 

to checkout with the Parties using NERC tag numbers; special naming convention used by that 

entity or other naming conventions given to schedules by other entities will not be permitted. 
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ARTICLE XI VOLTAGE CONTROL AND REACTIVE POWER COORDINATION 
Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 11.1 Coordination Objectives. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party acknowledges that voltage control and reactive power coordination are 

essential to promote reliability. Therefore, the Parties establish procedures (“Voltage and 

Reactive Power Coordination Procedures”) under this Article by which they shall conduct such 

coordination. 

Section 11.1.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures address the following 

components:  (a) procedures to assist the Parties in maintaining a wide area view of 

interconnection conditions by enhancing the coordination of voltage and reactive levels 

throughout their RTO footprints; (b) procedures to ensure the maintenance of sufficient reactive 

reserves to respond to scenarios of high load periods, loss of critical reactive resources, and 

unusually high transfers; and (c) procedures for sharing of data with other neighboring RCs for 

their analysis and coordinated operation. 

Section 11.1.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

The Parties will review the Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures from 

time to time to make revisions and enhancements as appropriate to accommodate additional 

capabilities or changes to industry reliability requirements. 

Section 11.2 Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures. Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties will utilize the following procedures to coordinate the use of voltage control 

equipment to maintain a reliable bulk power transmission system voltage profile on their 

respective systems. 

 

Section 11.2.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Under normal conditions, each Party will coordinate with the Transmission Owners, 

TOPs, and BAs as necessary and feasible to supply its own reactive load and losses at all load 

levels. 

 

Section 11.2.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Voltage schedule coordination is the responsibility of each Party.  Generally, the voltage 

schedule is determined based on conditions in the proximity of generating stations and EHV 
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stations with voltage regulating capabilities.  Each Party works with its respective Transmission 

Owners, TOPs, and BAs to determine adequate and reliable voltage schedules considering actual 

and post-contingency conditions. 

 

Section 11.2.3 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Each Party will establish voltage limits at critical locations within its own system and 

exchange this information with the other Party.  This information shall include normal high 

voltage limits, normal low voltage limits, post-contingency emergency high voltage limits and 

post-contingency emergency low voltage limits, and, shall identify the voltage limit value (if 

available) at which load shedding will be implemented. 

Section 11.2.4 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Each Party will maintain awareness of the voltage limits in the other Party‟s area (where 

the EMS Model includes sufficient detail to permit this) and awareness of outages and potential 

contingencies that could result in violation of those voltage limits. 

Section 11.2.5 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

The Parties will clearly communicate the level of voltage support needed during pre- or 

post-contingency conditions requiring voltage and reactive power coordination. 

Section 11.2.6 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Each Party shall maintain a list of actions that are available to be taken when voltage 

support is necessary to respond to anticipated or prevailing system conditions. 

Section 11.2.7 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

As part of seasonal preparations, the Parties will conduct meetings to discuss issues due 

to the anticipated conditions and determine any actions that may be required in response to 

voltage concerns.  The Parties will provide the voltage schedule information on an annual basis 

to ensure that the information is current. 

Section 11.2.8 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

In concert with the coordination of Outages addressed in Article VII and the Parties‟ 

respective day-ahead reliability analysis processes, the Parties will coordinate the impact of 

outages and system conditions on the voltage/reactive profile.  Coordination will include the 

following elements: 

Section 11.2.8.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party will review its forecasted loads, transfers, and all information on available 

generation and transmission reactive power sources at the beginning of each shift. 
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Section 11.2.8.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If no reactive problems are anticipated after the review, each Party will operate 

independently in accordance with the above stated criteria and any individual system guidelines 

for the supply of the Party‟s reactive power requirements. 
 

Section 11.2.8.3 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If either Party anticipates reactive problems after the review, it may request joint 

implementation of reactive support levels under these Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination 

Procedures, as it deems appropriate to the situation.  When a Party calls for a particular level of 

support to be implemented under these procedures, it or the applicable TOP or BA must identify 

the time it will start adjusting its system, the support level it is implementing, and the voltage 

problem area. 
 

Section 11.2.8.4 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If a Party experiences an actual low or high voltage condition after initial reactive support 

measures are taken, then the emergency reactive support level is implemented for the area 

experiencing the problem. The Party will also notify applicable RCs as soon as feasible.  In 

addition, the Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures are to be consulted to 

determine if further action is necessary to correct an undesirable voltage situation. 

 

Section 11.2.9 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

The Parties will coordinate the use of voltage control equipment to maintain a reliable 

bulk power transmission system voltage profile on the Parties‟ systems, and surrounding 

systems.  The following procedures are intended to ensure that bulk systems voltage levels 

enhance system reliability. 

Section 11.2.9.1 Specific Voltage Schedule Coordination Actions. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

(a) Each Party has operational or functional control of reactive sources within its 

system and will direct adjustments to voltage schedules at appropriate facilities. 

 

(b) Each Party generally will adjust its voltage schedules to best utilize its resources 

for operation prior to coordinated actions with the other Party. 

 

(c) If a Party anticipates voltage or reactive problems, it will inform the other Party 

(operations planning with respect to future day and RC with respect to same day) 

of the situation, describe the conditions, and request voltage/reactive support 

under these Procedures.  As a part of the request, the Party must identify the 

specific area where voltage/reactive support is requested and provide an estimate 

of the magnitude and time duration of the request as well as the specific 

requirements for reactive support.  The Parties will determine the appropriate 

measures to address the condition and develop a plan of action. 

 

(d) Each Party will contact its affected Transmission Owners, TOPs and BAs. The 
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purpose of this call is to ensure that the situation is fully understood and that an 

effective operating plan to address the situation has been developed.  If necessary 

the Parties will convene a conference call with the affected Transmission Owners, 

TOPs, and BAs.   

 

(e) Each Party will implement or direct voltage schedule changes requested by the 

other Party, provided that a Party may decline a requested change if the change 

would result in equipment violations or reduce the effective operation of its 

facilities. A Party that declines a requested change must inform the requesting 

Party that the request cannot be granted and state the reason for denial. 

Section 11.2.10 Voltage/Reactive Transfer Limits. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 11.2.10.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each Party may monitor power transfer on interfaces defined as a Flowgate used to 

control voltage collapse conditions.  In cases where the potential for voltage collapse (or 

cascading) is identified, prompt voltage support and generation adjustments may be needed.  

Where coordinated effort is required for voltage stability interfaces, generation adjustment 

requests to avoid voltage collapse or cascading conditions must be clearly communicated and 

implemented promptly. Using these limits the Parties will implement the following real-time 

coordination: 

 

(a) At 95% of Interface Limit 

 

 A Party, which observes the reading shall call the other Party to 

discuss whether further analysis is required. 

 The monitoring Party will notify other RCs via the RCIS. 

 The Parties will contact the affected TOPs and BAs to discuss reactive 

outputs and adjustments required. 

 The applicable Party takes appropriate actions, which may include re-

dispatching generation and directing schedule curtailments.  

 

(b) Exceeding Interface Limit 

 

 The Party owning the Flowgate will declare an emergency and inform 

other RCs of the emergency. 

 The applicable Party will take immediate action, which may include 

generation redispatch, ordering immediate schedule curtailments, and, 

if required, load shedding. 

Section 11.2.10.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Where feasible, and if both Parties‟ EMS models have sufficient detail, each Party will 

attempt to duplicate the other Party‟s power transfer evaluation in order to provide backup limit 

calculation in the event that the primary Party is unable to accurately determine the appropriate 
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reliability limits. 
 

Section 11.2.10.3 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If a new power transfer interface is determined to exist and detailed modeling does not 

exist for the interface, the Parties will coordinate to determine how their models need to be 

enhanced and to determine procedures for coordination in furtherance of the enhancement. 

 

ARTICLE XII ADDITIONAL COORDINATION PROVISIONS Version: 0.0.0 
Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 12.1 Joint Reliability Coordination. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 12.1.1 Introduction Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

The Parties will explore and develop market procedures to be used in emergency 

conditions.  The procedures shall be used solely when, in the exercise of Good Utility Practice, a 

Party determines that the redispatch of generation units on the other Party‟s transmission system 

would reduce or eliminate the need to resort to TLR or other transmission-related emergency 

procedures. 

Section 12.1.2 Identification of Transmission Constraints. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

(a) On a periodic basis determined by the Parties, the Parties shall identify potential 

transmission operating constraints that could result in the need to use TLR or 

other emergency procedures in order to alleviate the transmission constraints, the 

need for which could be reduced or eliminated by the redispatch of generation on 

the other‟s system. 

 

(b) In addition to the identification of such potential transmission operating 

constraints, the Parties shall each identify generation units on the other Party‟s 

system, the redispatch of which would alleviate the identified transmission 

constraints. 

 

(c) From the identified transmission constraints, the Parties shall agree in writing on 

the transmission operating constraints redispatch options, and compensation for 

redispatch that shall be subject to this Section until otherwise agreed.  In reaching 

such agreement, the Parties shall endeavor reasonably to limit the number of 

transmission constraints that are subject to this Section so as to minimize potential 

cost shifting among market participants of the Parties resulting from the 

redispatch of generation under this Section.  Both Parties shall post the 

transmission operating constraints that are subject to this Section on their 

respective Internet sites. 
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Section 12.1.3 Redispatch Procedures. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If (i) a transmission constraint subject to this Section 12 occurs and continues or 

reasonably can be expected to continue after the exhaustion of all economic alternatives that are 

reasonably available to the transmission system on which the constraint occurs and (ii) the 

Midwest ISO or SPP, as applicable, has determined that it must either use TLR or other 

emergency procedures, then (iii) the affected entity may request the other to redispatch one or 

more of the previously identified generation units to alleviate the transmission constraints.  Upon 

such request, the Midwest ISO or SPP, as applicable, shall redispatch such generation if it is then 

subject to its dispatch control and such redispatch is consistent with good utility practice. 

 

ARTICLE XIII EFFECTIVE DATE Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 13.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties agree to file this Agreement jointly with FERC on or before December 1, 

2004 and to cooperate with each other as necessary and appropriate to facilitate such filing.  In 

that filing, the Parties shall request FERC to approve an effective date of December 1, 2004 

(“Effective Date” is the date specified by the FERC). 

 

ARTICLE XIV COOPERATION AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 
Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 14.1 Administration of Agreement. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The SACC established under the Memorandum of Understanding, shall perform the 

following with respect to this Agreement: 

 

(a) Meet no less than once annually to determine whether changes to this Agreement 

would enhance reliability, efficiency, or economy and to address other matters 

concerning this Agreement as either Party may raise. 

 

(b) Conduct additional meetings upon Notice given by either Party, provided that the 

Notice specifies the reason for the requested meeting. 

 

(c) Establish task forces and working committees as appropriate to address any issues 

a Party may raise in furtherance of the objectives of this Agreement. 

 

(d) Conduct dispute resolution in accordance with this Article. 

 

(e) Initiate process reviews at the request of either Party for activities undertaken in 

the performance of this Agreement. 
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The SACC shall have the authority to make decisions on issues that arise during the 

performance of the Agreement based upon consensus of the Parties‟ representatives thereto.  

 

Section 14.2 Dispute Resolution Procedures. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

The Parties shall attempt in good faith to achieve consensus with respect to all matters 

arising under this Agreement and to use reasonable efforts through good faith discussion and 

negotiation to avoid and resolve disputes that could delay or impede either Party from receiving 

the benefits of this Agreement.  These dispute resolution procedures apply to any dispute that 

arises from either Party‟s performance of, or failure to perform, this Agreement and which the 

Parties are unable to resolve prior to invocation of these procedures. 

Section 14.2.1 Step One. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

In the event a dispute arises, a Party shall give written notice of the dispute to the other 

Party.  Within ten (10) days of such Notice, the SACC shall meet and the Parties will attempt to 

resolve the Dispute by reasonable efforts through good faith discussion and negotiation.  Each 

Party shall also be permitted to bring no more than two (2) other individuals to Executive 

Committee meetings as subject matter experts; however, all representatives must be employees 

of the Party they represent.  In addition, if the Parties agree that legal representation would be 

useful in connection with a meeting, each Party may bring two (2) attorneys (who need not be 

employees of the Party they represent).  In the event the SACC is unable to resolve within twenty 

(20) days of such Notice, either Party shall be entitled to invoke Step 2. 

Section 14.2.2 Step Two. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

A Party may invoke Step 2 by giving Notice thereof to the SACC.  In the event a Party 

invokes Step 2, the SACC shall, in writing, and no later than five (5) days after the Notice, refer 

the dispute in writing to the Parties‟ Presidents for consideration.  The Parties‟ Presidents shall 

meet in person no later than fourteen (14) days after such referral and shall make a good faith 

effort to resolve the dispute.  The Parties shall serve upon each other, written position papers 

concerning the dispute, no later than forty-eight (48) hours in advance of such meeting.  In the 

event the Parties‟ Presidents fail to resolve the dispute, either Party shall be entitled to invoke 

Step Three. 

 

Section 14.2.3 Step Three. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Upon the demand of either Party, the dispute shall be referred to FERC‟s Office of 

Dispute Resolution for mediation, and upon a Party‟s determination at any point in the mediation 

that mediation has failed to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek formal resolution by 

initiating a proceeding before FERC. 

Section 14.2.4 Exceptions. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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In the event of disputes involving Confidential Information, infringement or ownership of 

Intellectual Property or rights pertaining thereto, or any dispute where a Party seeks temporary or 

preliminary injunctive relief to avoid alleged immediate and irreparable harm, the procedures 

stated in Section 14.2 and its subparts shall apply but shall not preclude a Party from seeking 

such temporary or preliminary injunctive relief, provided, that if a Party seeks such judicial relief 

but fails to obtain it, the Party seeking such relief shall pay the reasonable attorneys‟ fees and 

costs of the other Party incurred with respect to opposing such relief. 

 

ARTICLE XV RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 
3/25/2011 

Section 15.1 Relationship Between this Agreement and Energy Markets. 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Parties agree that execution of this Agreement will further enable the Parties to 

address many of the specific tasks that are required prior to the creation of a functioning Market 

by one or both of the Parties.  Specifically, Articles III through XII of this Agreement detail 

certain assignments that may pertain to the reliability and administration of adjacent energy 

markets.  To ensure efficient handling of tasks hereunder the Parties agree to cooperate in good 

faith to address further protocols that may be required to facilitate each Party‟s efforts to 

administer its respective markets. 

 

ARTICLE XVI ACCOUNTING AND ALLOCATION OF COSTS AND JOINT 
OPERATIONS Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 16.1 Revenue Distribution. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement does not modify any prior agreement with either Party‟s Transmission 

Owners with regard to revenue distribution.  All distribution of revenue received under this 

agreement shall be distributed by the Party receiving such revenue in accordance with the terms 

of such Party‟s prior agreement with their Transmission Owners. 

Section 16.2 Billing and Invoicing Procedures. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Each Party shall render invoices to the other Party for amounts due under this Agreement 

in accordance with its customary billing practices and payment shall be due in accordance with 

the invoicing Party‟s customary payment requirements.  All payments shall be made in 

immediately available funds payable to the invoicing Party by wire transfer pursuant to 

instructions set out by the Parties from time to time.  Interest on any amounts not paid when due 
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shall be calculated in accordance with the methodology specified for interest on refunds in the 

Commission‟s regulations at 18 C.F.R. § 35.19a(a)(2)(iii).   

Section 16.3 Access to Information by the Parties. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Each Party grants the other Party, acting through its officers, employees and agents such 

access to the books and records of the other as is necessary to audit and verify the accuracy of 

charges between the Parties under this Agreement.  Such access shall be at the location of the 

Party whose books and records are being reviewed pursuant to this Agreement and shall occur 

during regular business hours. 

 

ARTICLE XVII RETAINED RIGHTS OF PARTIES Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 
3/25/2011 

Section 17.1 Parties Entitled to Act Separately. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement does not create or establish, and shall not be construed to create or 

establish, any partnership or joint venture between the Parties.  This Agreement establishes terms 

and conditions solely of a contractual relationship, between two independent entities, to facilitate 

the achievement of the joint objectives described in the Agreement.  The contractual relationship 

established hereunder implies no duties or obligations between the Parties except as specified 

expressly herein.  All obligations hereunder shall be subject to and performed in a manner that 

complies with each Party‟s internal requirements; provided, however, this sentence shall not 

limit either Party‟s payment obligation under Article XVI or indemnity obligation under 

Section 18.3.1 or Section 18.3.2, respectively.   
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Section 17.2 Agreement to Jointly Make Required Tariff Changes to... 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 17.2 Agreement to Jointly Make Required Tariff Changes to Implement 

Agreement.   

 

The Parties agree that they shall cooperate in good faith in the filing of any Section 205 

filings before FERC that may be required to implement the terms of this Agreement to facilitate 

the Effective Date.  Whenever practicable, the Parties agree that they shall make simultaneous 

filings with FERC concerning such Tariff filings. 

 

ARTICLE XVIII ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 
3/25/2011 

Section 18.1 Confidentiality Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 18.1.1 Meaning. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The term “Confidential Information” shall mean:  (a) all information, whether furnished 

before or after the Effective Date, whether oral, written or recorded/electronic, and regardless of 

the manner in which it is furnished, that is marked “confidential” or “proprietary” or which under 

all of the circumstances should be treated as confidential or proprietary; (b) all reports, 

summaries, compilations, analyses, notes or other information of a Party hereto which are based 

on, contain or reflect any Confidential Information; and (c) any information which, if disclosed 

by a transmission function employee of a utility regulated by the FERC to a market function 

employee of the same utility system, other than by public posting, would violate the FERC‟s 

Standards of Conduct set forth in 18 CFR § 37 et seq. and the Parties‟ Standards of Conduct on 

file with the FERC. 

Section 18.1.2 Protection. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

During the course of the Parties‟ performance under this Agreement, a Party may receive 

or become exposed to Confidential Information.  Except as set forth herein, the Parties agree to 

keep in confidence and not to copy, disclose, or distribute any Confidential Information or any 

part thereof, without the prior written permission of the issuing Party.  In addition, each Party 

shall ensure that its employees, its subcontractors and its subcontractors‟ employees and agents 

to whom Confidential Information is exposed agree to be bound by the terms and conditions 

contained herein.  Each Party shall be liable for any breach of this Section by its employees, its 

subcontractors and its subcontractors‟ employees and agents.  This obligation of confidentiality 

shall not extend to information that, at no fault of the recipient Party, is or was (1) in the public 

domain or generally available or known to the public; (2) disclosed to a recipient by a third party 

who had a legal right to do so; (3) independently developed by a Party or known to such Party 

prior to its disclosure hereunder; and (4) which is required to be disclosed by subpoena, law or 

other directive or a court, administrative agency or arbitration panel, in which event the recipient 
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hereby agrees to provide the issuing Party with prompt Notice of such request or requirement in 

order to enable the issuing Party to (a) seek an appropriate protective order or other remedy, (b) 

consult with the recipient with respect to taking steps to resist or narrow the scope of such 

request or legal process, or (c) waive compliance, in whole or in part, with the terms of this 

Section.  In the event that such protective order or other remedy is not obtained, or that the 

issuing Party waives compliance with the provisions hereof, the recipient hereby agrees to 

furnish only that portion of the Confidential Information which the recipient‟s counsel advises is 

legally required and to exercise best efforts to obtain assurance that confidential treatment will be 

accorded to such Confidential Information. 

Section 18.2 Protection of Intellectual Property. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 
 

(a) All Intellectual Property (as defined below), and modifications to, and enhancements 

of, and derivatives of such Intellectual Property (i) owned by a Party on or before the 

effective date of this Agreement; or (ii) developed by a Party after the effective date 

of this Agreement, shall remain the sole property of such Party, and no right, title or 

interest to such Intellectual Property shall be granted to any other Party. 

 

(b) Except as expressly set forth in a subsequent binding agreement, no Party shall use, 

convey or disclose the Intellectual Property of another Party without the express 

written consent of such other Party and nothing herein shall be construed to be a 

license or other transfer by a Party of any Intellectual Property or interests therein to 

another Party. 

 

(c) For purposes of this Agreement: 

 

 “Intellectual Property” means all patent rights (including patent 

applications, disclosures and Inventions (as defined below), rights of 

priority, mask work rights, copyrights, moral rights, trade secrets, know-

how and any other intellectual property rights recognized in any country 

or jurisdiction of the world including trademarks, trade names, logos, 

service marks, and other designations of source; and 

 “Inventions” means any idea, design, concept, technique, method, 

discovery or improvement conceived of and actually or constructively can 

be reduced to practice for which a patent application is or may be filed in 

the United States or in any foreign country, or for which a patent has 

issued in the United States or in any foreign country. 

Section 18.3 Indemnity. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 18.3.1 Indemnity of Midwest ISO. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

SPP will defend, indemnify and hold the Midwest ISO harmless from all actual 

losses, damages, liabilities, claims, expenses, causes of action, and judgments 

(collectively “Losses”), brought or obtained by third parties against the Midwest ISO, 
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only to the extent such Losses arise directly from: 

 

(a) gross negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of SPP or any of SPP‟s 

agents or employees, on the performance of this Agreement, except to the extent 

the Losses arise from (i) gross negligence, recklessness, willful misconduct or 

breach of contract or law by the Midwest ISO or any of the Midwest ISO‟s agents 

or employees, or (ii) as a consequence of strict liability imposed as a matter of law 

upon the Midwest ISO or the Midwest ISO‟s agents or employees; 

 

(b) Any claim that the Midwest ISO violated any copyright, patent, trademark, 

license, or other intellectual property right of a third party in the performance of 

this Agreement;  

 

(c) Any claim arising from the transfer of Intellectual Property in violation of Section 

18.2.; and 

 

(d) Any claim that SPP caused physical personal injury due to gross negligence, 

recklessness, or willful conduct of its agents while on the premises of the Midwest 

ISO. 

Section 18.3.2 Indemnity of SPP. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Midwest ISO will defend, indemnify and hold SPP harmless from all actual losses, 

damages, liabilities, claims, expenses, causes of action, and judgments (collectively “Losses”), 

brought or obtained by third parties against SPP, only to the extent such Losses arise directly 

from: 

 

(a) gross negligence or recklessness, or willful misconduct of Midwest ISO or any of 

Midwest ISO‟s agents or employees, in the performance of the Agreement, except 

to the extent the Losses arise from (i) gross negligence, recklessness, willful 

misconduct or breach of contract or law by SPP or any of SPP‟s agents or 

employees, or (ii) as a consequence of strict liability imposed as a matter of law 

upon SPP or SPP‟s agents or employees;  

 

(b) Any claim that SPP violated any copyright, patent, trademark, license, or other 

intellectual property right of a third party in the performance of this Agreement; 

 

(c) Any claim arising from the transfer of Intellectual Property in violation of Section 

18.2.; and 

 

(d) Any claim that the Midwest ISO caused physical personal injury due to gross 

negligence, recklessness, or willful conduct of its agents while on the premises of 

SPP. 

Section 18.3.3 Damages Limitation. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Section 18.3.3.1 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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Except for amounts agreed to be paid under Article XVI by one Party to the other under 

this Agreement, no Party shall be liable to the other Party, directly or indirectly, for any damages 

or losses of any kind sustained due to any failure to perform this Agreement, unless such failure 

to perform was malicious or reckless. 

Section 18.3.3.2 - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Except for amounts agreed to be paid by one Party to the other under this Agreement, any 

liability of a Party to the other Party hereunder shall be limited to direct damages as qualified by 

the following sentence.  No lost profits, damages to compensate for lost goodwill, consequential 

damages, or punitive damages shall be sought or awarded. 

Section 18.4 Effective Date and Termination Provision. Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The term of this Agreement commences upon its acceptance or approval by FERC.  The 

Agreement shall terminate and cease to be effective upon FERC acceptance of the mutual 

agreement by the Parties to terminate the Agreement or other FERC order terminating the 

Agreement.  Nothing in this Agreement shall prejudice the right of either Party to seek 

termination of this Agreement under Section 206 of the Federal Power Act, or successor section 

or statute thereof. 

Section 18.5 Survival Provisions. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Upon termination or expiration of this Agreement for any reason or in accordance with its 

terms, the following Articles and Sections shall be deemed to have survived such termination or 

expiration: 

 

Article II - (Definitions and Rules of Construction) 

Article XVI - (Accounting and Allocation of Costs of Joint Operations) 

Article XVII- (Retained Rights of the Parties) 

Article XVIII- (Additional Provisions), except Section 18.11 (Execution of Counterparts) 

and Section 18.12 (Amendment) 

Section 18.6 No Third-Party Beneficiaries. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement is intended solely for the benefit of the Parties and their respective 

successors and permitted assigns and is not intended to and shall not confer any rights or benefits 

on, any third party (other than the Parties‟ successors and permitted assigns). 

Section 18.7 Successors and Assigns Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties and their 

respective successors and assigns permitted herein, but shall not be assigned except (a) with the 
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written consent of the non-assigning Party, which consent may be withheld in such Party‟s 

absolute discretion; and (b) in the case of a merger, consolidation, sale, or spin-off of 

substantially all of a Party‟s assets.  In the case of any merger, consolidation, reorganization, 

sale, or spin-off by a Party, the Party shall assure that the successor or purchaser adopts this 

Agreement and, the other Party shall be deemed to have consented to such adoption. 

Section 18.8 Force Majeure. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

No Party shall be in breach of this Agreement to the extent and during the period such 

Party's performance is made impracticable by any unanticipated cause or causes beyond such 

Party‟s control and without such Party‟s fault or negligence, which may include, but are not 

limited to, any act, omission, or circumstance occasioned by or in consequence of any act of 

God, labor disturbance, act of the public enemy, war, insurrection, riot, fire, storm or flood, 

explosion, breakage or accident to machinery or equipment, or curtailment, order, regulation or 

restriction imposed by governmental, military or lawfully established civilian authorities.  Upon 

the occurrence of an event considered by a Party to constitute a force majeure event, such Party 

shall use reasonable efforts to endeavor to continue to perform its obligations as far as 

reasonably practicable and to remedy the event, provided that this Section shall require no Party 

to settle any strike or labor dispute.  A Party claiming a force majeure event shall notify the other 

Party in writing immediately and in no event later forty-eight (48) hours after the occurrence of 

the force majeure event.  The foregoing notwithstanding, the occurrence of a cause under this 

Section shall not excuse a Party from making any payment otherwise required under this 

Agreement. 

Section 18.9 Governing Law. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed by the applicable federal 

law and the laws of the state of Delaware without giving effect to its conflict of law principles. 

Section 18.10 Notice. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Whether expressly so stated or not, all notices, demands, requests and other 

communications required or permitted by or provided for in this Agreement (“Notice”) shall be 

given in writing to a Party at the address set forth below, or at such other address as a Party shall 

designate for itself in writing in accordance with this Section, and shall be delivered by hand or 

reputable overnight courier: 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

415 North McKinley, Suite 140 

Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 

Attention:  General Counsel 

 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 

For Parcels:    For U.S. Mail: 

701 City Center Drive   P.O. Box 4202 

Carmel, IN  46032   Carmel, IN  46082-4202 
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Attention:  General Counsel  Attention:  General Counsel 

Section 18.11 Execution of Counterparts. Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be 

an original but all of which together will constitute one instrument, binding upon the Parties 

hereto, notwithstanding that both Parties may not have executed the same counterpart. 

Section 18.12 Amendment Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Except as may otherwise be provided herein, neither this Agreement nor any of the terms 

hereof may be amended unless such amendment is in writing and signed by the Parties and such 

amendment has been accepted by FERC. 
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Signature Page Midwest ISO-SPP JOA Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by their duly 

authorized representatives. 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

By: /s/ Nicholas A. Brown 

Name: Nicholas A. Brown 

Title: President and CEO 

 

Date:  December 1, 2004 

 

 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 

By: /s/ James P. Torgerson 

Name: James P. Torgerson 

Title: President and CEO 

 

Date:  December 1, 2004 
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ATTACHMENT 1 Congestion Management Process (CMP) Master Version: 
0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

ATTACHMENT 1 

 

 

 

 

Congestion 

Management 

Process 

(CMP) 

MASTER 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Baseline 

Version 1.8 
May 31, 2010 
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Executive Summary - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This Congestion Management Process document provides significant detail in the areas of 

Market Flow Calculation.  These additional details are the result of discussions between multiple 

Operating Entities.    

 

As Operating Entities expand and implement their respective markets, one of the primary seams 

issues that must be resolved is how different congestion management methodologies (market-

based and traditional) will interact to ensure that parallel flows and impacts are recognized and 

controlled in a manner that consistently ensures system reliability.    This proposed solution will 

greatly enhance current Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) granularity by utilizing 

existing real-time applications to monitor and react to Flowgates external to an Operating 

Entity’s footprint. 

 

In brief, the process includes the following concepts: 

 

 Participating Operating Entities will agree to observe limits on an extensive list of 

coordinated external Flowgates. 

 Like all Control Areas (CA), Market-Based Operating Entities will have Firm Market 

Flows upon those Flowgates. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will determine Firm Market Flows and constrain their 

operations to limit Firm Market Flows on the Coordinated Flowgates to no more than the 

calculated Firm Flow Limit established in the analysis. 

 In real-time, Market-Based Operating Entities will calculate and monitor one-hour 

ahead projected and actual flows. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will post to the IDC the actual and the one-hour ahead 

projected market flow, consisting of the Firm Market Flow and the additional Non-Firm 

Market Flow, for both internal and external Coordinated Flowgates. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will provide to the IDC detailed representation of their 

marginal units, so that the IDC can continue to effectively compute the effects of all 

tagged transactions regardless of the size of the market area.  These tagged transactions 

will include transactions into the market, transactions out of the market, transactions 

through the market, and tagged grandfathered transactions within the market. 

 When there is a Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) 3a request or higher called on a 

Coordinated Flowgate, and the Market-Based Operating Entity’s actual/one-hour ahead 

projected Market Flows exceed the Firm Flow Limits, Market-Based Operating Entities 

will respond to their relief obligations by redispatching their systems in a manner that is 

consistent with how non-market entities respond to their share of Network and Native 

Load (NNL) relief obligations per the IDC congestion management report. 

 Because the IDC will have the real-time/one-hour ahead projected flows throughout the 

Market-Based Operating Entity’s system (as represented by the impacts upon various 

Coordinated Flowgates), the effectiveness of the IDC will be greatly enhanced. 

 The above processes refer to the “Congestion Management” portion of the paper, which 

will be implemented by Market-Based Operating Entities. 
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 Additional entities may choose to enter into similar Reciprocal Coordination Agreements 

that describe how Available Transfer Capability (ATC)/Available Flowgate Capability 

(AFC), Firm Flows, and outage maintenance will be coordinated on a forward basis. 

 The complete process will allow participating Operating Entities to address the 

reliability aspects of congestion management seams issues between all parties whether 

the seams are between market to non-market operations or market-to-market operations. 

 

Change Summary - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 
Change Summary 
 

Generate baseline Congestion Management Process (CMP) document based on CMP documents 

executed by: 

 

 Manitoba Hydro and the Midwest ISO 

 MAPPCOR and the Midwest ISO 

 The Midwest ISO and PJM 

 The Midwest ISO, PJM and TVA 

 The Midwest ISO and SPP 

 

The document also includes subsequent changes agreed upon by a majority of the Congestion 

Management Process Council (CMPC).  For items which are specific to a limited number of 

agreements, the CMP members have used an approach of documenting these unique items in 

separate appendices rather than in the base document. The CMPC members reserve all rights 

with respect to the different options identified in the appendices attached hereto without any 

obligation to adopt or support such options.  The CMPC members reserve the right to oppose any 

position taken by another CMPC member in a FERC filing or otherwise with respect to the 

choice of options listed in the appendices.  Nothing contained herein shall be construed to 

indicate the support or agreement by the CMPC members to an option presented in the 

appendices. 

 

Revision 1.1 (November 30, 2007) 

 

Per FERC Order ER07-1417-000, in the “Forward Coordination Processes” section 6.6 added the 

word “outage” between “unit” and “scheduling” in the following sentence, “Market-Based 

Operating Entities will use the Flowgate limit to restrict unit outage scheduling for a Coordinated 

Flowgate when maintenance outage coordination indicates possible congestion and there is 

recent TLR activity on a Flowgate.” 

 

Revision 1.2 (May 2, 2008) 

 

The Market Flow Threshold is changing from 3% to 5%.  The NERC Standards Committee 

approved changing the Market Flow Threshold for the field test at its April 10, 2008 meeting. 
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Revision 1.3 (July 16, 2008) 

 

Per FERC Order issued in Docket Nos. ER08-884-000 and ER08-913-000, Appendix H (Market 

Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions) was added. 

 

Revision 1.4 (October 31, 2008) 

 

The percentages were changed in Sections 4.4 (Firm Market Flow Calculation Rules) and 5.5 

(Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions) to be consistent with changes made under 

Revision 1.2.  Appendix H – Market Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions was 

updated to reflect the NERC approved Market Flow Threshold Field Test extension to October 

31, 2009. 

 

Revision 1.5 (December 18, 2008) 

 

Updated Section 5.2 (Quantify and Provide Data for Market Flow) and Appendix B – 

Determination of Marginal Zone Participation Factors to support changes to the manner in 

which the Midwest ISO uses marginal zones and submits marginal zone information to the IDC. 

 

Revision 1.6 (February 19, 2009) 

 

Appendix H – Market Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions was updated to reflect 

that Midwest ISO no longer has a contractual obligation to observe a 0% threshold for Midwest 

ISO market flows on flowgates where both MAPP and the Midwest ISO are reciprocal. 

 

Revision 1.7 (November 1, 2009) 

 

Applied updates based on the results of the Market Flow Threshold Field Test including 

clarifications that allocations are calculated down to zero percent.  Changes have been applied to 

the Executive Summary, Section 4.1 Market Flow Determination, Section 4.4 Firm Market Flow 

Calculation Rules, Section 5.5 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions, Section 6.6 

Forward Coordination Processes, Section 6.6.3 Limiting Firm Transmission Service, Section 6.7 

Sharing or Transferring Unused Allocations, and Appendix H – Application of Market Flow 

Threshold Field Test Conditions. 

 

Revision 1.8 (May 31, 2010) 

 

Applied updates to further standardize the “Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission 

Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources” process. Changes have been made to Appendix 

F – FERC Dispute Resolution and Appendix G – Allocation Adjustments for New Transmission 

Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources. 
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Section 1 Introduction Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

It is the intention of the Reciprocal Entities to utilize the processes within this document.  It is 

further the intention to develop this process in a way that will allow other regional entities with 

similar concerns to utilize the concepts within this process to aid in the resolution of their own 

seams issues. 

 

1.1 Problem Definition Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1.1.1 The Nature of Energy Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Energy flows are distinctly different from the manner in which the energy commodity is 

purchased, sold, and ultimately scheduled.  In the current practice of “contract path” 

scheduling, schedules identify a source point for generation of energy, a series of 

wheeling agreements being utilized to transport that energy, and a specific sink point 

where that energy is being consumed by a load.  However, due to the electrical 

characteristics of the Eastern Interconnection, energy flows are more dispersed than what 

is described within that schedule.  This disconnect becomes of concern when there is a 

need to take actions on contract-path schedules to effect changes on the physical system 

(for example, the curtailment of schedules to relieve transmission constraints). 

 

In the Eastern Interconnection, much of this concern has been addressed through the use 

of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and/or North American 

Energy Standards Board (NAESB) TLR process.  Through this process, Reliability 

Coordinators utilize the IDC to determine appropriate actions to provide that relief.  The 

IDC bases its calculations on the use of transaction tags: electronic documents that 

specify a source and a sink, which can be used to estimate real power flows through the 

use of a network model.  In order to change flows, the IDC is given a particular constraint 

and a desired change in flows.  The IDC returns back all source to sink transactions that 

contribute to that constraint and specifies schedule changes to be made that will effect 

that change in flows. 

 

In other parts of the Eastern Interconnection, however, the use of centralized economic 

dispatch results in a solution that does not focus on changing entire transactions 

(effectively redispatching through the use of imbalance energy), but rather redispatch 

itself.  In this procedure, the party attempting to provide relief does not need to know that 

a balanced source to sink transaction should be adjusted; rather, they are aware of a net 

generation to load balance and the impacts of different generators on various constraints.  

Bid-based security constrained central dispatch based on Locational Marginal Pricing is a 

regional implementation of this practice. 

 

Currently, these two practices are somewhat incompatible.  Due to the electrical 

characteristics of the Interconnection and geographic scope of the regions, this 

incompatibility has been of limited concern.  However, regional market expansion has 
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begun to draw attention to this operational disjoint, as the expansion itself exacerbates the 

negative effects of the incompatibility. 
 

1.1.2 Granularity in the IDC Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The IDC uses an approximation of the Interconnection to identify impacts on a particular 

transmission constraint that are caused by flows between Control Areas.  This 

approximation allows for a Reliability Coordinator to identify tagged transactions with 

specific sources and sinks that are contributing to the constraint.  While tagged 

transactions may specify sources and sinks in a very specific manner, the IDC in general 

cannot respect this detail, and instead consolidates the impacts of several generators and 

loads into a homogenous representation of the impacts of a single Control Area.  This is 

referred to as the granularity of the IDC.  Current granularity is typically defined to the 

Control Area level; finer granularity is present in certain special situations as deemed 

necessary by NERC. 
 

1.1.3 Reduced Data and Granularity Coarseness Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As centrally dispatched energy markets expand their footprint, two related changes occur 

with regard to the above process.  In some cases, data previously sent to the IDC is no 

longer sent due to the fact that it is no longer tagged.  In others, transactions remain 

tagged, but the increased market footprint results in an increase in granularity coarseness 

within the IDC; that is, the apparent Control Area boundary becomes the same as the 

market boundary so that what had been historically 30 or more Control Areas now 

appears as one. 

 

In the first change, transactions contained entirely within the market footprint are 

considered to be utilizing network service (even when the market spans multiple Control 

Areas).  As such, there is no requirement for them to be tagged (or such requirement is 

waived by NERC), and therefore, no requirement that they be sent to the IDC.  This is of 

concern from a reliability perspective, as the IDC will no longer have a large pool of 

transactions from which to provide relief, although the energy flows may remain 

consistent with those prior to the market expansion.  In other words, flows subject to TLR 

curtailment prior to the market expansion are no longer available for that process. 

 

In the second change, the expansion of the footprint itself results in a dilution of the 

approximation utilized by the IDC.  When a market region is relatively small (or 

isolated), the Control Area to Control Area approximation of that region‟s impact on 

transmission constraints is acceptable; actions within the market footprint generally have 

a similar and consistent impact on all transmission facilities outside the footprint.  

However, when the market footprint expands significantly, and is co-mingled with non-

market Control Areas, the ability to utilize the historic approximation of electrically 

representative flows fails to effectively predict energy flow.  Impacts on external 

facilities can vary significantly depending on the dispatch of the resources within the 

market footprint. With regard to the IDC, this information is effectively lost within the 

expanded footprint, and results in an increase in the level of granularity coarseness, or a 

“loss of granularity.” 
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1.1.4 Accounting for Loop Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The processes for accounting for loop flows caused by uses of the transmission system 

between Control Areas are different under a market environment.  Absent a market, loop 

flows from Transmission Service reservations between Control Areas are identified and 

accounted for by importing transmission reservations from surrounding systems.  Under a 

market environment, the market will not have explicit transmission reservations for 

evolving market dispatch conditions between market Control Areas.  Thus, a mechanism 

for accounting for anticipated Market Flows on non-market systems is necessary. 
 

1.1.5 Conclusion Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The net effect of these changes is that reliability must be managed through different 

processes than those used before the market region‟s expansion.  While relief can still be 

requested using the current process, both the ability to predict the effectiveness of a 

curtailment to provide that relief and the general pool of transactions available for 

curtailment are reduced.  This congestion management process (CMP) offers a strategy 

for eliminating this concern through a process that provides more information (finer 

granularity) to the NERC IDC for the market area.  This new congestion management 

process will ensure that reliability is not adversely affected as markets expand by 

providing information and relief opportunities previously unavailable to the IDC. 

 

1.2 Process Scope and Limitations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

1.2.1 Vision Statement Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As Operating Entities become Market-Based Operating Entities, and expand their various 

markets, one of the primary seams issues that must be resolved is how different 

congestion management methodologies (market-based and traditional TLR) will interact 

to ensure parallel flows and impacts are recognized and controlled in a manner that 

consistently ensures system reliability and equitability. Reliability Coordinators can 

mandate emergency procedures to maintain safe operating limits, however, without 

coordination agreements that maintain flow limits in advance, the market would become 

volatile and the burden for relieving excess flow would ignore the economics of the 

entities which would be required to redispatch.  For these entities, this process will offer a 

manner in which Market-Based Operating Entities can coordinate parallel flows with 

Operating Entities that have not yet or do not contemplate implementing markets.  This 

process will provide more proactive management of transmission resources, more 

accurate information to Reliability Coordinators, and more candidates for providing relief 

when reliability is threatened due to transmission overload conditions. 

1.2.2 Process Scope Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This process has been written specifically with the goal of coordinating seams between 

Reciprocal Entities and their respective neighbors. 

1.3 Goals and Metrics Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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This document focuses on a solution to meet the following goals and requirements: 

 

1. Develop a congestion management process whereby transmission overloads can be 

prevented through a shared and effective reduction in Flowgate or constraint usage by 

Reciprocal Entities and adjoining Reliability Coordinators. 

 

2. Agree on a predefined set of Flowgates or constraints to be considered by all 

Reciprocal Entities, and a process to maintain this set as necessary. 

 

3. Determine the best way to calculate flow due to market impacts on a defined set of 

Flowgates. 

 

4. Develop Reciprocal Coordination Agreements that establish how each Operating 

Entity will consider its own Flowgate or constraint usage as well as the usage of other 

Operating Entities when it determines the amount of Flowgate or constraint capacity 

remaining.  This process will include both operating horizon determination as well as 

forward looking capacity allocation. 

 

5. Develop a procedure for managing congestion when Flowgates are impacted by both 

tagged and untagged energy flow. 

 

6. Develop a procedure for determining the priorities of untagged energy flows (created 

through parallel flows from the market). 

 

7. Agree on steps to be taken by Operating Entities to unload a constraint on a shared 

basis. 

 

8. Determine whether procedure(s) for managing congestion will differ based on where 

the Flowgate is located (i.e., inside Reciprocal Entity A, inside Reciprocal Entity B, 

or outside both Reciprocal Entity A and Reciprocal Entity B). 

 

9. Confirm that the solution will be equitable, transparent, auditable, and independent 

for all parties. 

 

10. Develop methodology to preserve and accommodate grandfathered transmission 

rights, contract rights, and other joint-use agreements. 

 

11. Develop methodology to address changes in Total Transfer Capability (TTC), such as 

future system topology changes, new Designated Network Resources (DNRs), facility 

uprates/derates, prior outage limitations, etc., with respect to Allocation implications. 

 

12. Develop a methodology for releasing Allocations if other parties do not join the 

process or if there is ATC going unused. 

1.4 Assumptions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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The processes set forth in this document were based on the following assumptions: 

 

1. Point-to-point schedules sinking in, sourcing from, or passing through a Market-

Based Operating Entity will be tagged. 

 

2. The IDC or a similar repository of schedules is needed at the Interconnection‟s 

current state and for the foreseeable future. 

 

3. The Market-Based Operating Entity can compute the impacts of the untagged market 

dispatch on the Flowgates as currently required by the IDC. 

 

4. The Market-Based Operating Entity‟s Energy Management System (EMS) has the 

capability to monitor and respond to real-time and projected flows created by its real-

time dispatch. 

 

5. The Reliability Coordinator of the area in which a Flowgate exists will be responsible 

for monitoring the Flowgate, determining any amount of relief needed, and entering 

the required relief in the IDC. 

 

6. The IDC has been modified to accept the calculated values of the impact of real-time 

generation in order to determine which schedules require curtailment in conjunction 

with the required Market-Based Operating Entity‟s redispatch. 

 

7. The IDC can calculate the total amount of MW relief required by the Market-Based 

Operating Entity (schedule curtailments required plus the relief provided by 

redispatch). 

Section 2 Process Overview Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

2.1 Summary of Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

In order to coordinate congestion management, a bridge must be established that provides for 

comparable actions between Operating Entities.  Without such a bridge, it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to ensure reliability and system coordination in an efficient and equitable manner.  

To effect this coordination of congestion management activities, we propose a methodology for 

determining both firm and non-firm flows resulting from Market-Based Operating Entity 

dispatch on external parties‟ Flowgates. 
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Market Flows are defined as the calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate as a result of 

dispatch of generating resources serving market load within a Market-Based Operating Entity‟s 

market. (Note:  For the purposes of the Reciprocal Coordination process discussed later, Firm 

Transmission Service (7F) will be combined with the untagged firm component of Market Flows 

in the calculation of Historic Firm Flow.  The Historic Firm Flow is described later in this 

document). 

 

Market Flows can be divided into Firm Market Flows and Non-Firm Market Flows.  Firm 

Market Flows are considered as firm use of the transmission system for congestion management 

purposes and will be curtailed on a proportional basis with other firm uses during periods of firm 

curtailments and are equivalent to Firm Transmission Service.  Non-Firm Market Flows are 

considered as non-firm use of the transmission system for congestion management purposes and 

will be curtailed on a proportional basis with other non-firm uses during periods of non-firm 

curtailments and are equivalent to non-firm Transmission Service.  As such, Reliability 

Coordinators can request Market-Based Operating Entities to provide relief under TLR based on 

these transmission priorities. 

 

By applying the above philosophy to the problem of coordinating congestion management, we 

can determine not only the impacts of a Market-Based Operating Entity‟s dispatch on a particular 

Flowgate; we can also determine the appropriate firmness of those flows.  This results in the 

ability to coordinate both proactive and reactive congestion management between operating 

entities in a way that respects the current TLR process, while still allowing for the flexibility of 
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internal congestion management based on market prices. 

 

There are two areas that must be defined in order for this process to work effectively: 

 Coordinated Flowgate Definition.  In order to ensure that impacts of dispatch are 

properly recognized, a list of Flowgates must be developed around which congestion 

management may be effected and coordination can be established. 

 

 Congestion Management.  By coordinating congestion management efforts and 

enhancing the TLR process to recognize both untagged energy flows and data of finer 

granularity, we can ensure that when TLR is called, the appropriate non-firm flows are 

reduced before Firm Flows.  This coordination will result in a reduction of TLR 5 events, 

as more relief will be available in TLR 3 to mitigate a constraint. This is accomplished 

through the calculation of flows due to economic dispatch, as well as by providing 

marginal unit information to aid in interchange transaction management. 

 

The next sections of this document discuss each of these areas in detail. 

Section 3 Impacted Flowgate Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

3.1 Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Flowgates are facilities or groups of facilities that may act as significant constraint points on the 

system.  As such, they are typically used to analyze or monitor the effects of power flows on the 

bulk transmission grid.  Operating Entities utilize Flowgates in various capacities to coordinate 

operations and manage reliability.  For the purpose of this process, there are three kinds of 

Flowgates: AFC Flowgates, which are defined in Appendix A, Coordinated Flowgates (CFs), 

which are defined below, and Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates (RCFs), which are defined in 

“Reciprocal Operations” Section 6.  A diagram illustrating how these three categories of 

Flowgates are determined is included as Appendix C. 

 

3.2 Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

An Operating Entity will conduct sensitivity studies to determine which Flowgates are 

significantly impacted by the flows of the Operating Entity‟s Control Zones (historic Control 

Areas that existed in the IDC).  An Operating Entity identifies these Flowgates by performing the 

following four studies to determine which Flowgates the Operating Entity will monitor and help 

control.  A Flowgate passing any one of these studies will be considered a Coordinated 

Flowgate.  Only AFC Flowgates will be eligible for consideration as Coordinated Flowgates.  A 

Flowgate must have AFCs computed and these AFCs must be used to sell Transmission Service 

in order to be a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

An Operating Entity may also specify additional Flowgates that have not passed any of the four 

studies to be Coordinated Flowgates.  For Flowgates on which the Operating Entity expects to 
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utilize the TLR process to protect system reliability, such specification is required.  For a list of 

Coordinated Flowgates between Reciprocal Entities, please see each Reciprocal Entity‟s Open 

Access Same-Time Information System (OASIS) website. 

 

Coordinated Flowgates are identified to determine which Flowgates an entity impacts 

significantly.  This set of Flowgates may then be used in the congestion management processes 

and/or Reciprocal Operations defined in this document. 

 

When performing the four Flowgate studies, a 5% threshold will be applied on an absolute basis 

without regard to the positive or negative sign of the impact.  Use of a 5% threshold in the 

studies may not capture all Flowgates that experience a significant impact due to market 

operations.  The Operating Entities have agreed to adopt a lower threshold at the time NERC 

and/or NAESB implements the use of a lower threshold in the TLR process. 

 
 

3.2.1 Flowgate Studies Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Study 1) – IDC Base Case 
 
(using the IDC tool) 

This is a one time study done before Control Area consolidation. The IDC can provide a list of 

Flowgates for any user-specified Control Area whose GLDF (Generator to Load Distribution 

Factor (NNL)) impact is 5% or greater.  The Operating Entity will use the IDC capabilities to 

develop a preliminary set of Flowgates.  This list will contain Flowgates that are impacted by 5% 

or greater by the Control Areas that will be joining the Operating Entity as Control Zones/areas.  

OTDF Flowgates will be analyzed with the contingent element out of service. Using the historic 

Control Area representation in the IDC (i.e., pre-Operating Entity expansion), if any one 

generator has a GLDF (Generator to Load Distribution Factor) greater than 5% as determined by 

the IDC, this Flowgate will be considered a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

Study 2) – IDC PSS/E Base Case 

 
(no transmission outages – offline study) 

For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity‟s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a generator analysis performed to 

determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list of Coordinated 

Flowgates.  In order to confirm the IDC analysis, and to provide a better confidence that the 

Operating Entity has effectively captured the subset of Flowgates upon which its generators have 

a significant impact, an offline study utilizing MUST capabilities will be conducted.  The 

Operating Entity will perform off-line studies (using the IDC PSS/E base case) to confirm the 

IDC analysis. Study 1 and Study 2 are separate studies.  There is no requirement that a Flowgate 

must pass both studies in order to be coordinated. 
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Study 3) – IDC PSS/E Base Case 

 
(transmission outage - offline study) 

For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity‟s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a Flowgate analysis performed to 

determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list of Coordinated 

Flowgates.  The Operating Entity, in consultation with affected operating authorities, will 

perform a prior outage analysis, including both internal and external outages.  The Flowgates 

determined using Study 2 or 4 that have a 3% to 5% distribution factor will be analyzed against 

prior outage conditions.  This study will be performed offline utilizing MUST capabilities.  If 

any Flowgates with a 3% to 5% distribution factor from Study 2 or 4 are impacted by 5% or 

more from a prior outage condition (Line Outage Distribution Factor LODF) from this method, 

the Flowgate will be added to the list of Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

Study 4) – Control Area to Control Area 

 
For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity‟s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a Flowgate analysis performed to 

determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list of Coordinated 

Flowgates.  The Operating Entity will analyze transactions between each new CA and the 

existing market, as well as between each CA/CA permutation (if more than one CA is moving 

into the footprint).  OTDF Flowgates will be analyzed with the contingent element out of service. 

This study will use Transfer Distribution Factors (TDFs) from the IDC and offline studies 

utilizing MUST capabilities.  Flowgates that are impacted by greater than 5% as determined by 

the IDC will be considered a Coordinated Flowgate. 

3.2.2 Disputed Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If a Reciprocal Entity believes that another Reciprocal Entity implementing the congestion 

management portion of this process has a significant impact on one of their Flowgates, but that 

Flowgate was not included in the Coordinated Flowgate list, the involved Reciprocal Entities 

will use the following process. 

 

 

 If an operating emergency exists involving the candidate Flowgate, the Reciprocal 

Entities shall treat the facilities as a temporary Coordinated Flowgate prior to the study 

procedure below.  If no operating emergency or imminent danger exists, the study 

procedure below shall be pursued prior to the candidate Flowgate being designated as a 

Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

 The Reciprocal Entity conducts studies to determine the conditions under which the other 

Reciprocal Entity would have a significant impact on the Flowgate in question.  The 

Reciprocal Entity conducting the study then submits these studies to the other Reciprocal 

Entity implementing this process.  The Reciprocal Entity‟s studies should include each of 

the four studies described above; in addition to any other studies they believe illustrate 

the validity of their request.  The other Reciprocal Entity will review the studies and 
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determine if they appear to support the request of the Reciprocal Entity conducting the 

study.  If they do, the Flowgate will be added to the list of Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

 If, following evaluation of the supplied studies, any Reciprocal Entity still disputes 

another Reciprocal Entity‟s request, the Reciprocal Entity will submit a formal request to 

the NERC Operations Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) asking for further review of the 

situation.  The ORS will review the studies of both the requesting Reciprocal Entity and 

the other Reciprocal Entity, and direct the participating Reciprocal Entities to take 

appropriate action. 

3.2.3 Third Party Request Flowgate Additions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Each party shall provide in its stakeholder processes opportunities for third parties or other 

entities to propose additional Coordinated Flowgates and procedures for review of relevant non-

confidential data in order to assess the merit of the proposal.  The current procedure for the 

review and maintenance of Coordinated Flowgates is set forth in Appendix C. 

3.2.4 Frequency of Coordinated Flowgate Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The determination of Coordinated Flowgates will be performed at the initial implementation of 

the CMP and then on a periodic basis, as described in Appendix C. 
 

3.2.5 Dynamic Creation of Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

For temporary Flowgates developed “on the fly,” the IDC will utilize the current IDC 

methodology for determining NNL contribution until the Market-Based Operating Entity has 

begun reporting data for the new Flowgate.  Interchange transactions into, out of, or across the 

Market-Based Operating Entity will continue to be E-tagged and available for curtailment in 

TLR 3, 4, or 5.  Market-Based Operating Entities will study the Flowgate in a timely manner and 

begin reporting Flowgate data within no more than two business days (where the Flowgate has 

already been designated as an AFC Flowgate).  This will ensure that the Market-Based Operating 

Entity has the time necessary to properly study the Flowgate using the four studies detailed 

earlier in this document and determine the Flowgate‟s relationship with the Market-Based 

Operating Entity‟s dispatch. For internal Flowgates, the Market-Based Operating Entity will 

redispatch during a TLR 3 to manage the constraint as necessary until it begins reporting the 

Firm and Non-Firm Market Flows; during a TLR 5, the IDC will request NNL relief in the same 

manner as today. Alternatively, for internal and external Flowgates, an Operating Entity may 

utilize an appropriate substitute Coordinated Flowgate that has similar Market Flows and tag 

impacts as the temporary Flowgate.  In this case, an Operating Entity would have to realize relief 

through redispatch and TLR 3. An example of an appropriate substitute would be a Flowgate 

with a monitored element directly in series with a temporary Flowgate‟s monitored element and 

with the same contingent element.  If the Flowgate meets the necessary criteria, the Market-

Based Operating Entity will begin to provide the necessary values to the IDC in the same manner 

as Market Flow values are provided to the IDC for all other Coordinated Flowgates.  The 

necessary criteria for adding a Flowgate are defined in Appendix C.  If in the event of a system 

emergency (TLR 3b or higher) and the situation requires a response faster than the process may 

provide, the Market-Based Operating Entities will coordinate respective actions to provide 

immediate relief until final review. 
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Section 4 Market-Based Operating Entity Flow Calculations:... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 4 Market-Based Operating Entity Flow Calculations: Market Flow, Firm Market 

Flow, and Non-Firm Market Flow 

 

Market Flows on a Coordinated Flowgate can be quantified and considered in each direction.  

Market Flow is then further designated into two components: Firm Market Flow, which is energy 

flow related to contributions from the Network and Native Load serving aspects of the dispatch, 

and Non-Firm Market Flow, which is energy flow related to the Market-Based Operating 

Entity‟s market operations. 

 

 
 

Each Market-Based Operating Entity will calculate their actual real-time and projected 

directional Market Flows, as well as their directional Firm and Non-Firm Market Flows, on each 

Coordinated Flowgate.  The following sections outline how these flows will be computed. 

4.1 Market Flow Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Total 
Market  
Flow on 

Flowgate 

 

Non-Firm  
Market Flows 

Firm  
Market Flows 

From Dispatch 

   Note: Market flows equal generation to load flows in market areas. 

Page 82 of 120



 

The determination of Market Flows builds on the “Per Generator” methodologies that were 

developed by the NERC Parallel Flow Task Force.  The “Per Generator Method Without 

Counter Flow” was presented to and approved by both the NERC Security Coordinator 

Subcommittee (SCS) and the Market Interface Committee (MIC).
1
  This methodology is 

presently used in the IDC to determine NNL contributions. 

 

Similar to the Per Generator Method, the Market Flow calculation method is based on Generator 

Shift Factors (GSFs) of a market area‟s assigned generation and the Load Shift Factors (LSFs) of 

its load on a specific Flowgate, relative to a system swing bus.  The GSFs are calculated from a 

single bus location in the base case (e.g. the terminal bus of each generator) while the LSFs are 

defined as a general scaling of the market area‟s load.  The Generator to Load Distribution 

Factor (GLDF) is determined through superposition by subtracting the LSF from the GSF. 

 

The determination of the Market Flow contribution of a unit to a specific Flowgate is the product 

of the generator‟s GLDF multiplied by the actual output (in megawatts) of that generator.  The 

total Market Flow on a specific Flowgate is calculated in each direction; forward Market Flows 

is the sum of the positive Market Flow contributions of each generator within the market area, 

while reverse Market Flow is the sum of the negative Market Flow contributions of each 

generator within the market area. 

 

For purposes of the Market Flow determination, the market area may be the entire RTO 

footprint, as in the following illustration, or it may be a subset of the RTO region, such as a pre-

integration NERC-recognized Control Area, as necessary to ensure accurate determinations and 

consistency with pre-integration flow determinations.  In the latter case, the total market flow of 

an RTO shall be the sum of the flows from and between such market areas. 
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The Market Flow calculation differs from the Per Generator Method in the following ways: 

 

 The contribution from all market area generators will be taken into account. 

 

 In the Per Generator Method, only generators having a GLDF greater than 5% are 

included in the calculation.  Additionally, generators are included only when the sum of 

the maximum generating capacity at a bus is greater than 20 MW.  The Market Flow 

calculations will use all flows, in both directions, down to a 5% threshold for the IDC to 

assign TLR curtailments and down to a 0% threshold for information purposes.  Forward 

flows and reverse flows are determined as discrete values. 

 

 The contribution of all market area generators is based on the present output level of each 

individual unit. 

 

 The contribution of the market area load is based on the present demand at each 

individual bus. 

 

By expanding on the Per Generator Method, the Market Flow calculation evolves into a 

methodology very similar to the “Per Generator Method,” while providing granularity on the 

order of the most granular method developed by the IDC Granularity Task Force. 

 

Directional flows are required for this process to ensure a Market-Based Operating Entity can 

effectively select the most effective generation pattern to control the flows on both internal and 
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external constraints, but are considered as distinct directional flows to ensure comparability with 

existing NERC and/or NAESB TLR processes. Under this process, the use of real-time values in 

concert with the Market Flow calculation effectively implements one of the more accurate and 

detailed methods of the six IDC Granularity Options considered by the NERC IDC Granularity 

Task Force. 

 

Units assigned to serve a market area‟s load do not need to reside within the market area‟s 

footprint to be considered in the Market Flow calculation.  However, units outside of the market 

area will not be considered when those units will have tags associated with their transfers. 

 

Additionally, there may be situations where the participation of a generator in the market may be 

less than 100% (e.g., a unit jointly owned in which not all of the owners are participating in the 

market).  Such situations will need to be recognized and accounted for in the markets‟ 

operations. 

 

Finally, imports into or exports out of the market area, and tagged grandfathered transactions 

within the market area, must be properly accounted for in the determination of Market Flows.  

When the actual generation of the market area exceeds the total load of that area, the market area 

is exporting energy.  These exports are tagged transactions that must be accounted for in the 

Market Flow calculation.  This will be accomplished within the calculation by including a new 

term that offsets the MW output of the marginal unit(s) by the amount of the net market export.  

This ensures that the Market Flow calculation is measuring only the effect of internal generation 

serving internal load. 

 

When the actual generation of the market area is less than the total load of the market area, that 

area is importing energy.  These imports are tagged transactions that are inherently not included 

in the determination of Market Flows, as “Market Flows” are a measure of internal generation 

serving internal load. The processes currently within IDC will address the counting of these 

transactions. 

Below is a summary of the calculations discussed above. 

For a specified Flowgate, the Market Flow impact of a market area is given as: 

 
Total Directional “Market Flows”  =  ∑ (Directional “Market Flow” contribution of each unit in the Market-
Based Operating Entity’s area), grouped by impact direction 

where, 

“Market Flow” contribution of each unit in the Market-Based Operating Entity’s area = 

(GLDF) (Real-Time generator output) (Participation Percent/100)  

and, 

GLDF is the Generator to Load Distribution Factor 

Real-Time generator output* is the present MW level of the generator 

 Participation Percent is the share of the unit participating in the Market-Based Operating Entity’s  market  

(* if the Market-Based Operating Entity is a net exporter at the time of the calculation, the output level of the 

marginal unit(s) has been reduced by this export value) 
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The real-time and one-hour ahead projected “Market Flows” will be calculated on-line utilizing 

the Market-Based Operating Entity‟s state estimator model and solution.  This is the same 

solution presently used to determine real-time market prices as well as providing on-line 

reliability assessment and the periodicity of the Market Flow calculation will be on the same 

order.  Inputs to the state estimator solution include the topology of the transmission system and 

actual analog values (e.g., line flows, transformer flows, etc…).  This information is provided to 

the state estimator automatically via SCADA systems such as NERC‟s ISN link. 

 

Using an on-line state estimator model to calculate “Market Flows” provides a more accurate 

assessment than using an off-line representation for a number of reasons.  The calculation 

incorporates a significant amount of real-time data, including: 

 Actual real-time and projected generator output.  Off-line models often assume an 

output level based on a nominal value (such as unit maximum capability), but there is no 

guarantee that the unit will be operating at that assumed level, or even on-line.  Off-line 

models may not reflect the impact of pumped-storage units when in pumping mode; these 

units may be represented as a generator even when pumping. Additionally off-line 

models may not reflect the impact of units such as wind generators. A real-time 

calculation explicitly represents the actual operating modes of these units. 

 Actual real-time bus loads.  Off-line assessments may not be able to accurately account 

for changes in load diversity.  Off-line models are often based on seasonal winter and 

summer peak load base cases.  While representative of these peak periods, these cases 

may not reflect the load diversity that exists during off-peak and shoulder hours as well 

as off-peak and shoulder months.  A real-time calculation explicitly accounts for load 

diversity.  Off-line assessments may also reflect load reduction programs that are only in 

effect during peak periods. 

 Actual real-time breaker status.  Off-line assessments are often bus models, where 

individual circuit breakers are not represented.  On-line models are typically node models 

where switching devices are explicitly represented.  This allows for the real-time 

calculation to automatically account for split bus conditions and unusual topology 

conditions due to circuit breaker outages. 

Additionally, the calculation rate of the on-line assessment is much quicker and accurate than an 

off-line assessment, as the on-line assessment immediately incorporates changes in system 

topology and generators.  Facility outages are automatically incorporated into the real-time 

assessment. 

 

In order to provide reliable and consistent flow calculations, entities utilizing this process as the 

basis for coordination must ensure that the modeling data and assumptions used in the 

calculation process are consistent.  Reciprocal Entities will coordinate models to ensure similar 

computations and analysis. Reciprocal Entities will each utilize real-time ICCP and ISN data for 

observable areas in each of their respective state estimator models and will utilize NERC data for 

areas outside the observable areas to ensure their models stay synchronized with each other and 

the NERC IDC. 
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1
  “Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure Reference Document,” NERC Operating Manual.  11 

Feb, 2003.  <http://www.nerc.com/~oc/opermanl.html> 

4.2 Firm Flow Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Firm Market Flows represent the directional sum of flows created by Designated Network 

Resources serving designated network loads within a particular market area.  They are based 

primarily on the configuration of the system and its associated flow characteristics; utilizing 

generation and load values as its primary inputs.   Therefore, these Firm Market Flows can be 

determined based on expected usage and the Allocation of Flowgate capacity. 

 

An entity can determine Firm Market Flows on a particular Flowgate using the same process as 

utilized by the IDC.  This process is summarized below: 

 

1. Utilize a reference base case to determine the Generation Shift Factors for all generators 

in the current Control Areas‟ respective footprints to a specific swing bus with respect to 

a specific Flowgate. 

 

2. Utilize the same base case to determine the Load Shift Factors for the Control Area‟s 

load to a specific swing bus with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

3. Utilize superposition to calculate the Generation to Load Distribution Factors (GLDF) for 

the generators with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

4. Multiply the expected output used to serve native load from each generator by the 

appropriate GLDF to determine that generators flow on the Flowgate. 

 

5. Sum these individual contributions by direction to create the directional Firm Market 

Flow impact on the Flowgate. 

4.3 Determining the Firm Flow Limit Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Given the Firm Market Flow determinations described in the previous section, Market-Based 

Operating Entities can assume them to be their Firm Flow Limits.  These limits define the 

maximum value of the Market Flows that can be considered as firm in each direction on a 

particular Flowgate.  Prior to real time, a calculation will be done based on updated hourly 

forecasted loads and topology.  The results should be an hourly forecast of directional Firm 

Market Flows.  This is a significant improvement over current IDC processes, which uses a peak 

load value instead of an hourly load more closely aligned with forecasted data. 

4.4 Firm Market Flow Calculation Rules Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Firm Flow Limits for both 0% Market Flows and 5% Market Flows will be calculated based 

on certain criteria and rules.  The calculation will include the effects of firm network service in 

both forward and reverse directions.  The process will be similar to that of the IDC but will 

include one set of impacts down to 0% and another set down to 5%.  The down to 0% impacts 
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will be used to determine Firm Flow Limits on 0% Market Flows.  The down to 5% impacts will 

be used to determine Firm Flow Limits on 5% Market Flows.  The following points form the 

basis for the calculation. 

 

1. The generation-to-load calculation will be made on a Control Area basis.  The impact 

of generation-to-load will be determined for Coordinated Flowgates. 

2. The Flowgate impact will be determined based on individual generators serving 

aggregated CA load.  Only generators that are Designated Network Resources for the 

CA load will be included in the calculation. 

3. Forward Firm Flow Limits for 0% Market Flows will consider impacts in the additive 

direction down to 0% and reverse Firm Flow Limits for 0% Market Flows will consider 

impacts in the counter flow direction down to 0%.  Forward Firm Flow Limits for 5% 

Market Flows will be determined by subtracting impacts between 0% and 5% in the 

additive direction from the Forward Firm Flow Limit for 0% Market Flows.  Reverse 

Firm Flow Limits for 5% Market Flows will be determined by subtracting the impacts 

between 0% and 5% in the counter-flow direction from the reverse Firm Flow Limit for 

0% Market Flows.  Market Flow impacts and allocations using a 5% threshold are 

reported to the IDC to assign TLR curtailments.  Market Flow impacts and allocations 

using a 0% threshold are reported to the IDC for information purposes. 

4. Designated Network Resources located outside the CA will not be included in the 

generation-to-load calculation if OASIS reservations exist for these generators. 

5. If a generator or a portion of a generator is used to make off-system sales that have an 

OASIS reservation, that generator or portion of a generator should be excluded from 

the generation-to-load calculation. 

6. Generators that will be off-line during the calculated period will not be included in the 

generation-to-load calculation for that period. 

7. CA net interchange will be computed by summing all Firm Transmission Service 

reservations and all Designated Network Resources that are in effect throughout the 

calculation period.  Designated Network Resources are included in CA net interchange 

to the extent they are located outside the CA and have an OASIS reservation.  The net 

interchange will either be positive (exports exceed imports) or negative (imports exceed 

exports). 

8. If the net interchange is negative, the period load is reduced by the net interchange. 

9. If the net interchange is positive, the period load is not adjusted for net interchange. 

10. The generation-to-load calculation will be made using generation-to-load distribution 

factors that represent the topology of the system for the period under consideration. 

11. PMAX of the generators should be net generation (excluding the plant auxiliaries) and 

the CA load should not include plant auxiliaries. 

12. The portion of jointly owned units that are treated as schedules will not be included in 

the generation-to-load calculation if an OASIS reservation exists. 

Section 5 Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion Management Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Once there has been an establishment of the Firm Flow Limit that is possible given Firm Market 

Flow calculation, that data will be used in the operating environment in a manner that relates to 
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real time energy flows. 

5.1 Calculating Market Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

On a periodic basis, the Market-Based Operating Entity will calculate directional Market Flows 

for all Coordinated Flowgates.  These flows will represent the actual flows in each direction at 

the time of the calculation, and be used in concert with the previously calculated Firm Flow 

Limits to determine the portion of those flows that should be considered firm and non-firm. 

5.2 Quantify and Provide Data for Market Flow Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Every fifteen minutes, the Market-Based Operating Entity will be responsible for providing to 

Reliability Coordinators the following information: 

 

 Firm Market Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each direction 

 

 Non-Firm Market Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each direction 

 

The Firm Market Flow (Priority 7-FN) will be equivalent to the calculated Market Flow, up to 

the Firm Flow Limit.  In real time, any Market Flow in excess of the Firm Flow Limit will be 

reported as Non-Firm Market Flow (Priority 6-NN) (note that under reciprocal operations, some 

of this Non-Firm Market Flow may be quantified as Priority 2-NH). 

 

This information will be provided for both current hour and next hour, and is used in order to 

communicate to Reliability Coordinators the amount of flows to be considered firm on the 

various Coordinated Flowgates in each direction.  When the Firm Flow Limit forecast is 

calculated to be greater than Market Flow for current hour or next hour, actual Firm Flow Limit 

(used in TLR5) will be set equal to Market Flow. 

 

Additionally, as frequently as once an hour, but no less frequently than once every three months, 

the Market-Based Operating Entity will submit to the Reliability Coordinator sets of data 

describing the marginal units and associated participation factors for generation within the 

market footprint.  The level of detail of the data may vary, as different Operating Entities will 

have different unique situations to address.  However, this data will at a minimum be supplied 

for imports to and exports from the market area, and will contain as much information as is 

determined to be necessary to ensure system reliability.  This data will be used by the Reliability 

Coordinators to determine the impacts of schedule curtailment requests when they result in a 

shift in the dispatch within the market area. 

5.3 Day-Ahead Operations Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities will use a day-ahead operations process to establish the 

Firm Flow Limit on Coordinated Flowgates.  If the Market-Based Operating Entities utilize a 

day-ahead unit commitment, they will supplement the day-ahead unit commitment with a 

security constrained economic dispatch tool, which uses a network analysis model that mirrors 

the real-time model found within their state estimators.  As such, the day-ahead unit commitment 
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and its associated Security Constrained Economic Dispatch respects facility limits and forecasted 

system constraints.  Facility limits of Coordinated Flowgates under the functional control of 

Market-Based Operating Entities and the allocations of all Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates 

will be honored. 

 

For Coordinated Flowgates, a Market-Based Operating Entity can only use one of the following 

two methods to establish Firm Flow Limit.  A Market-Based Operating Entity must use either the 

day-ahead unit commitment and its associated Security Constrained Economic Dispatch, or a 

Market-Based Operating Entity's GTL and unused Firm Transmission Service impacts, up to the 

Flowgate Limit, on the Coordinated Flowgate.   At any given time, an entity must use only one 

method for all Coordinated Flowgates and must give ninety days notice to all other Reciprocal 

Entities, if it decides to switch from one method to the other method. On a case by case basis, 

with agreement by all Reciprocal Entities the ninety-day notice period may be waived. 

5.4 Real-time Operations Process-Operating Entity Capabilities Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Operating Entities‟ real-time EMS‟s have very detailed state estimator and security analysis 

packages that are able to monitor both thermal and voltage contingencies every few minutes.  

State estimation models will be at least as detailed as the IDC model for all the Coordinated and 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates.  Additionally, Reciprocal Entities will be continually 

working to ensure the models used in their calculation of Market Flow are kept up to date.  

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities‟ state estimators and Unit Dispatch Systems (UDS) will 

utilize these real-time internal flows and generator outputs to calculate both the actual and 

projected hour ahead flows (i.e., total Market Flows, Non-Firm Market Flows, and Firm Market 

Flows) on the Coordinated Flowgates.  Using real-time modeling, the Market-Based Operating 

Entity‟s internal systems will be able to more reliably determine the impact on Flowgates created 

by dispatch than the NERC IDC.   The reason for this difference in accuracy is that the IDC uses 

static SDX data that is not updated in real-time.   In contrast to the SDX data, the Market-Based 

Operating Entity‟s calculations of system flows will utilize each unit‟s actual output, updated at 

least every 15 minutes on an established schedule. 

5.5 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

Market-Based Operating Entities will have the list of Coordinated Flowgates modeled as 

monitored facilities in its EMS.  The Firm Flow Limits a Market-Based Operating Entity will use 

for these Flowgates will be the Firm Flow Limits determined by the Firm Market Flow 

calculations. 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entity will upload the real-time and one-hour ahead projected Firm 

Market Flows (7-FN) and Non-Firm Market Flows (6-NN) on these Flowgates to the IDC every 

15 minutes, as requested by the NERC IDCWG and OATI (note that under reciprocal operations, 

some of this 6-NN may be quantified as Priority 2-NH).  Market Flows will be calculated, down 

to five percent and down to zero percent, and uploaded to the IDC. When the real-time actual 
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flow exceeds the Flowgate limit and the Reliability Coordinator, who has responsibility for that 

Flowgate, has declared a TLR 3a or higher, the IDC will determine tag curtailments, Market 

Flow relief obligations and NNL relief obligations using a 5% tag impact, Market Flow impact 

and NNL impact threshold.  The Market-Based Operating Entity will respond to the relief 

obligation by redispatching their system in a manner that is consistent with how non-market 

entities respond to their NNL relief obligations.  Note the Market-Based Operating Entity and the 

non-market entities may provide relief through either: (1) a reduction of flows on the Flowgate in 

the direction required, or (2) an increase of reverse flows on the Flowgate. 

 

Market-Based Operating Entities will implement this redispatch by binding the Flowgate as a 

constraint in their Unit Dispatch System (UDS).  UDS calculates the most economic solution 

while simultaneously ensuring that each of the bound constraints is resolved reliably. 

Additionally, the Market-Based Operating Entity will make any point-to-point transaction 

curtailments as specified by the NERC IDC. 

 

The Reliability Coordinator calling the TLR will be able to see the relief provided on the 

Flowgate as the Market-Based Operating Entity continues to upload its contributions to the real-

time flows on this Flowgate. 

Section 6 Reciprocal Operations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreements can be executed on a market-to-market basis, a market-to-

non-market basis, and a non-market-to-non-market basis.  While the congestion management 

portions of this document are intended to apply specifically to Market-Based Operating Entities, 

the agreement to allocate Flowgate capability is not dependent on an entity operating a 

centralized energy market.  Rather, it simply requires that a set of Flowgates be defined upon 

which coordination shall occur and an agreement to perform such coordination. 

6.1 Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

In order to coordinate congestion management on a proactive basis, Operating Entities may agree 

to respect each other‟s Flowgate limitations during the determination of AFC/ATC and the 

calculation of firmness during real-time operations.  Entities agreeing to coordinate this future-

looking management of Flowgate capacity are Reciprocal Entities.  The Flowgates used in that 

process are Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates. 

6.2 The Relationship Between Coordinated Flowgates and Recipr... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

6.2  The Relationship Between Coordinated Flowgates and Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgates 

 

Coordinated Flowgates are associated with a specific entity‟s operational sphere of influence.   

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates are associated with the implementation of a Reciprocal 

Coordination Agreement between two Reciprocal Entities. By virtue of having executed such an 

agreement, a Flowgate Allocation can occur between these two Reciprocal Entities as well as all 

Page 91 of 120



other Reciprocal Entities that have executed Reciprocal Coordination Agreements with at least 

one of these two Reciprocal Entities.  When considering an implementation between two 

Reciprocal Entities, it is generally expected that each of the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates 

will meet the following three criteria: 

 

 It will meet the criteria for Coordinated Flowgate status for both the Reciprocal Entities, 

 

 It will be under the functional control of one of the two Reciprocal Entities and 

 

 Both Reciprocal Entities have executed Reciprocal Coordination Agreements either with 

each other or with a third party Reciprocal Entity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the illustration above, Operating Entity A, Operating Entity B and Operating Entity 

C each have their own set of Coordinated Flowgates (represented by the blue, yellow and red 

dotted-line circles).  Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are in either 

Operating Entity A‟s, Operating Entity B‟s or Operating Entity C‟s service territory (the gray 

area), they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates between all three entities.  

Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are in either Operating Entity A‟s 

or Operating Entity B‟s service territory (the purple area), they will be considered Reciprocal 

Coordinated Flowgates between Operating Entity B and Operating Entity A only.   Where those 

sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are in either Operating Entity B‟s or Operating 

Entity C‟s service territory (the green area), they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgates between Operating Entity B and Operating Entity C only.  Where those sets of 

Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are in either Operating Entity A‟s or Operating Entity 

C‟s service territory (the orange area), they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates 

between Operating Entity A and Operating Entity C only. 

 

To the extent that entities other than Market-Based Operating Entities may enter into a 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreements, they may offer to coordinate on Flowgates that are 

Coordinated Flowgates (i.e., have passed one of the four tests defined within this document or 

otherwise been deemed to be a Coordinated Flowgate). 

A 

C 

B 
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6.3 Coordination Process for Reciprocal Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

The following process and timing will be used for coordinating the ATC/AFC calculations and 

Firm Flow Limit calculations/Allocations between Reciprocal Entities. Further, the process 

quantifies and limits Priority 6 – NN service on the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates, as well as 

determines priority 2-NH service.  All Reciprocal Entities‟ Firm Flow Limits will be calculated 

on the same basis. 

6.4 Calculating Historic Firm Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As a starting point for identifying Allocations, an understanding must be developed of what Firm 

Flows would be in the historic Control Area structure.   In other words, there must be a 

quantification of the Firm Flows that would have occurred if all Control Areas maintained their 

current configuration and continued to: (1) serve their native load with their Designated Network 

Resources, and (2) import and export energy at historical levels (based upon Firm Transmission 

Service reservations as of the Freeze Date, which is currently set as April 1, 2004.  This flow is 

referred to as Historic Firm Flow. 

 

 

 

 

“ Historic Firm” Calculation Illustration 

GtL =  Designated Network Resources to Network Customers Delivery 

FORECASTED 
 Generator Commitment Scaled Down For Export 
 Topology 
 Load 

  (B) 

 (A) 

  (C) 

  (D) 
NNL 

NNL 

NNL 

NNL 

Firm Pt-Pt 

(A) Historic CA Firm Flows for (B) (C) (D) Control Area Existing GtL 
Existing Firm Pt - Pt Reservations 
Historic CA’s Firm Flow 

+ 
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Reciprocal Entities will utilize the IDC Base Case model, or a mutually agreed upon alternative 

model as the reference base case for these calculations. 

6.5 Recalculation of Initial Historic Firm Flow Values and Ratio Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Firm Transmission Service and Designated Network Resource to customer load defined by 

the Historic Firm Flow calculation will be updated in the recalculation of Historic Firm Flow 

utilizing any new Designated Network Resources, updated customer loads, and new transmission 

facilities. The original historic Control Areas will be retained for the recalculation of Historic 

Firm Flow.  New Designated Network Resources will be included in the recalculation to the 

extent these new Designated Network Resources have been arranged for the exclusive use of 

load within the historic Control Areas and to the extent the total impact of all Designated 

Network Resources does not exceed the historic Control Area impact of Designated Network 

Resources as of a “Freeze Date” (defined as April 1, 2004).  Any changes to Designated Network 

Resources and/or the transmission system that increase transmission capability will be assessed 

in accordance with the Reciprocal Entities AFC Coordination procedures prior to the increasing 

of Historic Firm Flow related to those systems. 

 

The initial Historic Firm Flow calculated values and resulting Allocation ratios will be 

recalculated as seasonal cases are produced. This recalculation will utilize the same Firm 

Transmission Service reservations that were used in the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation. 

The same Firm Transmission Service reservations are used so that Market-Based Operating 

Entities that have their Firm Transmission Service internalized, grant fewer internal Firm 

Transmission Service reservations, or have their original Firm Transmission Service reservations 

end, because of their market operations, will retain at least the same level of Firm Transmission 

Service as in the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation. Therefore, the Firm Transmission 

Service component of the Historic Firm Flow will be frozen on the “Freeze Date” at the initially 

calculated level for both market and non-market entities. 

 

Any new Control Areas that are added to the Firm Flow calculation process for any Reciprocal 

Entity, or another Operating Entity, will use Firm Transmission Service reservations from the 

initial Historic Firm Flow calculation date to establish their Firm Transmission Service 

component of the Historic Firm Flow. 

 

As the recalculation for Historic Firm Flow is made for each time period, the higher of allocation 

value will be retained between the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation and the recalculation 

(See “Forward Coordination Process” Section 6.6, step 8.f).  To the extent an Operating Entity 

has made commitments based on the higher of Allocation value, a recalculation does not reduce 

previously calculated Allocations. 

6.6 Forward Coordination Processes Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1. For each Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, a managing entity and an owning entity will 

be defined.  The manager will be responsible for all calculations regarding that Flowgate; 
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the owner will define the set of Firm Transmission Service reservations to be utilized 

when determining Firm Transmission Service impacts on that Flowgate. 

2. Managing entities will calculate both Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flow impacts and 

historic Firm Transmission Service impacts for all entities.  These impacts will be used to 

define the Historic Ratio and the Allocation of transmission capability. 

3. The managing entity will utilize the current NERC IDC Base Case (or other mutually 

agreeable base case) to determine impacts.  The case should be updated with the most 

current set of outage data for the time period being calculated. 

4. Managing entities will calculate Allocations on the following schedule: 

 
Allocation Run Type Allocation Process Start Range Allocated Allocation Process Complete 

April Seasonal Firm Every April 1 at 8:00 
EST 

Twelve monthly 
values from October 1 
of the current year 
through September 
30 of the next year 

April 1 at 12:00 EST 

October Seasonal 
Firm 

Every October 1 at 
8:00 EST 

Twelve monthly 
values from April 1 of 
next year through 
March 31 of the 
following year 

October 1 at 12:00 
EST 

Monthly Firm Every month on the 
second day of the 
month at 8:00 EST 

Six monthly values for 
the next six 
successive months 

2nd of the month at 
12:00 EST 

Weekly Firm Every Monday at 8:00 
EST 

Seven daily values for 
the next Monday 
through Sunday 

Monday at 12:00 EST 

Two-Day Ahead 
Firm 

Every Day at 17:00 
EST 

One daily value for 
the day after 
tomorrow 

Current Day at 18:00 
EST 

Day Ahead Non-Firm Every Day at 8:00 
EST 

Twenty-four hourly 
values for the next 
24-hour period (Next 
Day HE1-HE24 EST) 

Current Day at 9:00 
EST 

 

5. Historic Ratios are defined during the seasonal runs the first time an impact is calculated. 

For example, the 2004 April seasonal firm run would define the Historic Ratio for April 

2005 – September 2005 (October through March would have been calculated during the 

2003 October seasonal firm run). The Historic Ratio is based on the total impacts of the 

Reciprocal Entity on the Flowgate (Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flows and historic Firm 

Transmission Service flows, down to 0%) relative to the total impacts of all other 

Reciprocal Entities‟ impacts on the Flowgate.  For example, if Reciprocal Entity A had a 

30 MW impact on the Flowgate and Reciprocal Entity B had a 70 MW impact on the 

Flowgate, the Historic Ratios would be 30% and 70%, respectively. 

6. The same rules defined in the “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion Management” 

Section 5 of this document for use in determining Firm Transmission Service impacts 

(NNL) shall apply when performing Allocations. 
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7. Additional rules to be used when considering Firm Transmission Service impacts are 

defined later within this section. 

8. For each firm Allocation run described above, the managing entity will take the following 

steps to determine Allocations down to 0% for each of the Flowgates, in both the forward 

and reverse direction, they are assigned to manage: 

 

a. Retrieve the Flowgate limit 

b. Subtract the current Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM) value (may be zero) 

c. Subtract the sum of all historically determined Firm Flow impacts for all entities 

based on impacts greater than or equal to 5% 

d. Accommodation of Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM). 

 If no capacity remains after step (c), entities‟ firm Allocation is limited to this 

amount (i.e., their Firm Flow impacts from impacts of 5% or greater), and the 

firm Allocation for the entity with functional control over the Flowgate is 

increased by the current CBM value (may be zero). 

 If capacity does remain after step (c), and the sum of all Reciprocal Entities‟ 

impacts below 5% plus CBM is less than the remaining capacity from step (c), 

that capacity is allocated to the Reciprocal Entities pro-rata based on their Firm 

Flow impacts due to impacts less than 5% up to the total amount of their Firm 

Flow impacts due to impacts less than 5%. 

 If there is not sufficient capacity for all impacts below 5% plus CBM to be 

accommodated, the current CBM value is subtracted from the remaining capacity 

from step (c), and granted to the entity with functional control over the Flowgate.  

Any capacity remaining is allocated to the Reciprocal Entities pro-rata based on 

their Firm Flow impacts due to impacts less than 5%. 

e. Any remaining capacity, after step (d) will be considered firm and allocated to 

Reciprocal Entities based on their Historic Ratio (as described in step 5).  If the 

remaining capacity allocated to the entity with functional control over the Flowgate 

meets or exceeds the current CBM value, no further effort is needed.  If the remaining 

capacity is less than the CBM, capacity will first be reduced by the CBM, and the 

entity with functional control over the Flowgate will be granted the capacity needed 

to support the CBM.  In addition each Reciprocal Entity (including the entity with 

functional control over the Flowgate) will receive allocations determined as a pro-rata 

share of the remaining capacity (as described in Step 5). 

f. Upon completion of the Allocation process, the managing entity will compare the 

current preliminary Allocation to the previous Allocations.  For any given Flowgate, 

the larger of the Allocations will be considered the Allocation (i.e., an Allocation 

cannot decrease).  Once all preliminary Allocations have been compared and the final 

Allocation determined, the managing entity will distribute the Allocations to the 

appropriate Reciprocal Entities.  This Allocation will consist of the firm Gen-to-Load 

limit and a portion of capability that can be used either for Firm Transmission Service 

or additional firm Gen-to-Load service. 

 

9. For the non-firm Allocation run described above, the managing entity will take the 

following steps to determine Allocations down to 0% for each of the Flowgates, in both 

the forward and reverse direction, they are assigned to manage.  For each hour, the 
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managing entity shall: 

 

a. Retrieve the Flowgate limit. 

b. Subtract the current TRM value (may be zero). 

c. Subtract the sum of all hourly historically determined Firm Flow impacts for all 

entities based on impacts greater than or equal to 5%. 

d. Subtract the sum of all hourly historically-determined Firm Flow impacts for all 

Reciprocal Entities based on impacts less than 5%. 

e. Any remaining capacity will be allocated to Reciprocal Entities based on their 

Historic Ratio (as described in step 5). 

f. The two-day ahead firm Allocation is subtracted from the total entity Allocation 

(from steps c, d, and e). 

 If the result is positive, this value will be equivalent to the Priority 6-NN 

Allocation/limit, and the Firm Flow Limit for 0% Market Flows will be the two-

day ahead firm Allocation. 

 If the result is negative or zero, the Priority 6-NN Allocation will be calculated by 

subtracting the total entity Allocation (from steps c, d and e) from the two-day 

ahead firm Allocation. The Firm Flow Limit for 0% Market Flows will be the 

equivalent of the total entity allocation. 

g. Upon completion of the Allocation process, the managing entity will distribute the 

Allocations to the appropriate Reciprocal Entities.  These Allocations will be 

considered non-firm network service. 

 

When a Market-Based Operating Entity is uploading Firm Market Flow contributions to the IDC, 

they will be responsible for ensuring that any firm Allocations are properly accounted for.  If 

firm Allocations are used to provide additional firm network service, they should be included in 

the Firm Market Flow contribution.  If they are used to provide additional Firm Transmission 

Service, they should not be included in the Firm Market Flow contribution. 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities will maintain in real-time their Firm Transmission Service 

and Network Non-Designated service impacts, including associated Market Flows, within their 

respective firm and Priority 6 total Allocations.  The Operating Entities participating in the 

Coordinated Process for Reciprocal Flowgates will respect their allocations when granting Firm 

Transmission Service. 

 

Using the derived firm Allocation value, the Market-Based Operating Entity may choose to enter 

this value as a Flowgate limit for the respective Flowgate.  If entered as a Flowgate limit, the 

Day-Ahead unit commitment will not permit flows to exceed this value as it selects units for this 

commitment.  Market-Based Operating Entities will use the Flowgate limit to restrict unit outage 

scheduling for a Coordinated Flowgate when maintenance outage coordination indicates possible 

congestion and there is recent TLR activity on a Flowgate. 

As Reciprocal Entities gain more experience in this process, implement and enhance their 

systems to perform the Firm Flow calculations and Allocations, they may change the timing 

requirements for the Forward Coordination Process by mutual agreement. 

6.6.1 Determining Firm Transmission Service Impacts Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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Firm impacts used in the Allocation process incorporate the Firm Transmission Service flows.  

Similar to the network service calculation described previously, to calculate each Firm 

Transmission Service transaction‟s impact on the Flowgate, the following process is utilized: 

 

1. Utilize a base case to determine the Generation Shift Factor for the source Control Area 

with respect to a specific Flowgate. 

 

2. Utilize the same base case to determine the Generation Shift Factor for the sink Control 

Area with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

3. Utilize superposition to calculate the TDF for that source to sink pair with respect to that 

Flowgate. 

 

4. Multiply the transactions energy transfer by the TDF to determine that transactions flow 

on the Flowgate. 

 

Summing each of these impacts by direction will provide the directional Firm Transmission 

Service impact on the Flowgate. 

 

Combining the directional Firm Transmission Service impacts with the directional NNL impacts 

will provide the directional Firm Flows on the Flowgate. 

6.6.2 Rules for Considering Firm Transmission Service Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1. Firm Transmission Service and Designated Network Resources that have an OASIS 

reservation are included in the calculation. 

 

2. Reciprocal Entities will utilize a Freeze Date of April 1, 2004.  Reciprocal Entities will 

utilize a reference year of June 1, 2004 through May 31, 2005 for determining the 

confirmed set of reservations that will be used in the Allocation process.  The reference 

year is used such that reservation impacts in a given month in the reference year are used 

for each comparable month going forward in the Allocation process.  For example, the 

Allocations for July 2004, July 2005, and July 2006 etc. will always use the July 2004 

reservation impacts from the reference year.  Confirmed reservations received after the 

Freeze Date will not be considered. 

 

3. A potential for duplicate reservations exists if a transaction was made on individual CA 

tariffs (not a regional tariff) and both parties to the transaction (source and sink) are 

Reciprocal Entities.  In this case, each Reciprocal Entity will receive 50% of the 

transaction impact. 

 

4. To the extent a partial path reservation is known to exist, it will have 100% of its impacts 

considered on Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates owned by the party that sold the partial 

path service, split 50/50 between the Source Reciprocal Entity and the Sink Reciprocal 

Entity, and 0% of its impacts considered on other Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates. 
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5. Because reservations that are totally within the footprint of the regional tariff do not have 

duplicate reservations, these reservations will have the full impact considered even 

though both parties to the transaction (source and sink) are within the boundaries of the 

regional tariff and will be considered Reciprocal Entities, split 50/50 between the Source 

Reciprocal Entity and the Sink Reciprocal Entity, which in this case are the same.  

Similar to the firm network service calculation, the Firm Transmission Service 

calculation: 

 

a. Will consider all reservations (including those with less than 5% impact). 

 

b. Will base response factors on the topology of the system for the period under 

consideration. 

 

c. In general, will not make a generation-to-load calculation where a reservation exists. 

 

6.6.3 Limiting Firm Transmission Service Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Flowgate Allocations down to 0% will represent the share of total flowgate capacity (STFC) 

that a particular entity has been allocated.  This STFC represents the maximum total impact that 

entity is allowed to have on that Flowgate. 

 

In order to coordinate with the existing AFC process, it is necessary that this number be 

converted to an available STFC (ASTFC) which represents how much Flowgate capability 

remains available on that Flowgate for use as Transmission Service.  In order to accomplish this, 

the entity receiving STFC will do the following: 

 
Step Example 

1.) Start with the STFC 100 
2.) Add all forward Gen to Load 
impacts (down to 0%) and all Reverse 
Gen to Load impacts (down to 0%) to 
obtain the Net Gen to Load impacts. 
The Gen to Load impacts should be 
based on the best estimate of firm 
Gen-to-Load Flow for the time period 
being evaluated.  

42 + (-20) = 22 

3.) Subtract the net Gen to Load 
impacts from the STFC  

100 – 22 = 78 

4.) Subtract the CBM to produce an 
interim STFC 

78 – 0 = 78 

5.) Determine the Transmission 
Service impacts of service that has 
been sold.  By default, it should be 
assumed that 100% of forward 
service and 15% of counterflowing 
service will be scheduled and used.  
However, if Flowgate “owner” uses 
different percentages in their AFC 

58 + (0.15 (-45)) = 
 
58 + (-6.75) ≈ 
 
58 + (-7) = 51 
 

Page 99 of 120



calculation and the Flowgate 
manager’s calculation engine support 
it, percentages other than 100% and 
15% may be used.  Add all forward 
Transmission Service impacts (down 
to 0%) and all appropriate reverse 
Transmission Service impacts (down 
to 0%) to obtain the weighted net 
Transmission Service impacts.  The 
Transmission Service impacts should 
be based on the current set of 
reservations in effect for the time 
period being evaluated (not the 
historic reservation set) 

6.) Subtract the weighted net 
Transmission Service impacts from 
the Interim STFC.  The result is the 
ASTFC 

78 – 51 = 27 

 

The ASTFC values for Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates will be posted on OASIS along with 

the Allocation results.  This ASTFC can then be compared with the AFC calculated through 

traditional means when evaluating firm requests made on OASIS. 

 

If the AFC value is LOWER than the ASTFC value, the AFC value should be utilized for the 

purpose of approving/denying service.  In this case, while the Allocation process might indicate 

that the entity has rights to a particular Flowgate through the Allocation process, current 

conditions on that Flowgate indicate that selling those rights would result in overselling of the 

Flowgate, introducing a reliability problem. 

 

If the AFC value is HIGHER than the ASTFC value, the ASTFC value should be utilized for the 

purpose of approving/denying service.  In this case, while the AFC process might indicate that 

the entity can sell more service than the Allocation might indicate, the entity is bound to not sell 

beyond their Allocation. 

 

If a Reciprocal Entity uses all of its firm Allocation and desires to obtain additional capacity 

from another Reciprocal Entity who has remaining capacity, that additional capacity may be 

obtained using the procedures documented below. 

6.7 Sharing or Transferring Unused Allocations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Reciprocal Entities shall use the following process for the sharing or transferring of unused 

Allocations down to 0% between each other. 

6.7.1 General Principles Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This process includes the following general principles in the treatment of unused 

Allocations. 

 

1. A desire to fully utilize the Reciprocal Entities‟ Allocations such that in real-time, an 
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unused Allocation by Reciprocal Entities is caused by a lack of commercial need for 

the Allocation by Reciprocal Entities and not by restrictions on the use of the 

Allocation. 

 

2. For short-term requests (less than one year) where the lack of an Allocation could 

otherwise result in the denial of Transmission Service requests, there should be a 

mechanism to share or acquire a remaining Allocation on a non-permanent basis for 

the duration of the short-term transmission service requests.  The short-term 

Allocation transfers would revert back to the Reciprocal Entity with the original 

Allocation after the short term request expires. 

 

3. For long-term requests (one year or longer) where the lack of an Allocation could 

otherwise cause the construction of new facilities, there should be a mechanism to 

acquire a remaining Allocation such that new facilities are built only because they are 

needed by the system to support the transaction and not because of the Allocation 

split between Reciprocal Entities.  Long-term Allocation transfers would apply to the 

original time period of the request including any roll-over rights that are granted for 

such requests. 

 

4. Due to limitations on the frequency of transferring updated Allocation values and 

AFC‟s between the Reciprocal Entities, the Reciprocal Entities will utilize buffers to 

reduce the risk of overselling the same service, and to set aside a portion of the 

unused Allocation for the owner of the unused Allocation to accommodate any 

request that they may receive.  The buffer will be reduced on a Flowgate based upon 

factors such as the rating of the Flowgate and operational experience, with the goal to 

maximize the use of the unused Allocation.  The rationale for reducing the buffer is 

that potentially significant amounts of Transmission Service (up to many times the 

buffer amount) may be denied otherwise by the non-owner of the unused Allocation. 

6.7.2 Provisions for Sharing or Transferring of Unused Allocations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

1. Based upon the proposed infrastructure for Allocation calculations, daily Allocations 

are available for 7 days into the future and Weekly and Monthly Allocations are 

available up to 18 months into the future.  Sharing and transferring of unused 

Allocations will be limited to the granularity of the Allocation calculations. 

 

2. The Reciprocal Entities will share or transfer their unused firm Allocations during the 

time periods up until day ahead with the goal to fully utilize the Allocations. 

 

3. This sharing or transfer of the unused Allocation will occur automatically for short-

term Transmission Service requests, and manually for long-term (one year or greater) 

Transmission Service requests.  The Reciprocal Entity that has been requested to 

transfer unused Allocations to the other Reciprocal Entity for a long-term request 

shall respond within 5 business days of receipt of the transfer request. 

 

4. The Reciprocal Entities will post information available to the other Reciprocal Entity 
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on all requests granted that shared or acquired the other Reciprocal Entity‟s 

Allocation on a daily basis for review. 

 

5. Sharing an Unused Allocation During the Near-Term 

 

The Reciprocal Entities will share their Allocations during the near-term (the first 

7 days up until day ahead or a mutually agreed upon timeframe) with the goal to 

fully utilize the Allocations once in real-time through an automated process. 

 

This sharing of the unused Allocation during the near-term will occur such that an 

unused Allocation that has not already been committed for use by either Firm 

Transmission Service or for market service will be made available to the other 

Reciprocal Entities for their use to accommodate Firm Transmission Service 

requests submitted on OASIS. 

 

Other firm uses of the transmission system involving generation to load 

deliveries, which are not evaluated via automated request evaluation tools, will be 

handled via off-line processes.  The core principles to be applied in such cases 

include: 

 

a. A sharing of Allocation can occur. 

b. The sharing shall be done on a comparable basis for the market and non-

market entities. 

c. The sharing is not related to projected Market Flow absent new DNRs or 

Transmission Service submitted on OASIS. 

d. The details of the process will include such items as which DNRs are covered, 

time-lines for designations and comparable evaluation of DNRs.  If the details 

of this process can not be agreed upon, there shall be no sharing of the unused 

Allocations during the near-term. 

e. A buffer will limit the amount of Allocation that can be shared for short-term 

requests during automated processing of the Allocation sharing process.  The 

owner of the unused Allocation is not restricted by the buffer.  The buffer is 

defined as a percentage of the last updated unused Allocation, provided that 

the buffer shall not be allowed to be less than a certain MW value.  For 

example, a 25% or 20 MW buffer would mean that the requesting entity can 

use the other Reciprocal Entity‟s unused Allocation while making sure that 

the other entity‟s unused Allocation does not become smaller than 25% of the 

reported unused amount or 20 MW.  The specific provisions of the buffer 

shall be mutually agreed to by the Reciprocal Entities prior to implementing a 

sharing of unused Allocation.  The buffer will not be used in manual 

processing of Allocation sharing requests.  For manual processing of requests, 

the owner of the unused Allocation will share the remaining unused 

Allocation to the extent they do not need the unused Allocation for pending 

Transmission Service requests. 

 

For the sharing of unused Allocations in the near-term, the Allocations are not 
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changed and should congestion occur the NERC IDC obligations for the 

giving Reciprocal Entity will be in accordance with its original Allocation.  

The receiving Reciprocal Entity will not be required to retract or annul any 

service previously granted due to the sharing of Allocations. 

 

6. Acquiring an Unused Allocation Beyond the Near Term 

 

When a Reciprocal Entity does not have sufficient Allocation on a Flowgate to 

approve a firm point-to-point or network service request made on OASIS and 

evaluated via automated request evaluation tools and the other Reciprocal Entity 

has a remaining Allocation, the deficient Reciprocal Entity will be able to acquire 

an Allocation from the Reciprocal Entity with the remaining Allocation.  This 

Allocation must not already be committed for other appropriate uses, as agreed to 

by the Reciprocal Entities, and sufficient AFC must remain on the Flowgate, or 

will be created, to accommodate the request.  Such cases will be handled via 

automated processes. 

 

Other firm uses of the transmission system involving generation to load 

deliveries, which are not evaluated via automated request evaluation tools, will be 

handled via off-line processes.  The core principles to be applied in such cases 

include: 

a. A transfer of Allocation can occur. 

b. The transfer shall be done on a comparable basis for the market and non-

market entities. 

c. The transfer is not related to projected market flow absent new DNRs or Firm 

Transmission Service submitted on OASIS. 

d. The details of the process will include such items as which DNRs are covered, 

time-lines for designations and comparable evaluation of DNRs   If the details 

of this process can not be agreed upon, there shall be no transfer of the 

Allocation for the time period beyond the near term. 

 

A buffer will limit the amount of Allocation that can be acquired for these 

requests during automated processing of the Allocation transfer process.  The 

owner of the unused Allocation is not restricted by the buffer.  The buffer is 

defined as a percentage of the last updated unused Allocation, provided that 

the buffer shall not be allowed to be less than a certain MW value.  For 

example, a 25% or 20 MW buffer would mean that the requesting entity can 

use the other Reciprocal Entity‟s unused Allocation while making sure that 

the other entity‟s unused Allocation does not become smaller than 25% of the 

reported unused amount or 20 MW.  The specifics of the buffer shall be 

mutually agreed to by the Reciprocal Entities prior to implementing a 

transferring of unused Allocation.  The buffer will not be used in manual 

processing of Allocation sharing requests.  For manual processing of requests, 

the owner of the unused Allocation will transfer the remaining unused 

Allocation to the extent they do not need the unused Allocation for pending 

Transmission Service requests. 
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The determination of whether the remaining Allocation has already been 

committed will be established based on OASIS queue time.  All requests 

received prior to the queue time will be considered prior commitments to the 

remaining Allocation, while such requests are in a pending state (e.g. study 

status) or confirmed state.  Requests received after the queue time will be 

ignored when determining whether remaining capacity has already been 

committed. 

 

In the event that prior-queued requests are still in a pending state (i.e. not yet 

confirmed), the Reciprocal Entity requesting a transfer of unused Allocations 

may await the resolution of any prior-queued requests in the other Reciprocal 

Entity‟s OASIS queue before relinquishing its ability to request an Allocation 

transfer. 

 

For the transfer of unused Allocations, the Reciprocal Entity‟s Allocations 

will be changed to reflect the Allocation transfer at the time the Allocation 

transfer request is processed.  To the extent the request is not ultimately 

confirmed, the Allocation will revert back to the original Reciprocal Entity 

with the remaining Allocation.  For yearly requests, the transfer of the 

Allocation applies to the original time period of the request including any roll-

overs that are granted. 

 

6.8 Market-Based Operating Entities Quantify and Provide... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

6.8 Market-Based Operating Entities Quantify and Provide Data for Market Flow 

In addition to the responsibilities described earlier in “Market-Based Operating Entity 

Congestion Management” Section 5 of this document, Market-Based Operating Entities will 

have an additional obligation, on Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates, to further quantify their 

Non-Firm Flows into two (2) separate priorities:  Non-Firm Network (6-NN), and Non-Firm 

Hourly (2-NH). Priorities will be determined as follows: 

 

1. If the Market Flow exceeds the sum of the Firm Flow Limit and the 6-NN Allocation, 

then: 

2-NH = Market flow – (Firm Flow Limit + 6-NN Allocation) 

6-NN = 6-NN Allocation 

7-FN = Firm Flow Limit 

2. If the Market Flow exceeds the Firm Flow Limit but is less than the 6-NN Allocation, 

then: 

2-NH = 0 

6-NN = Market Flow – Firm Flow Limit 

7-FN = Firm Flow Limit 

 

3. If the Market Flow does not exceed the Firm Flow Limit, then 
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2-NH = 0 

6-NN = 0 

7-FN = Market Flow 

 

All other aspects of this data remain identical to those described in “Market-Based Operating 

Entity Congestion Management” Section 5. 

6.9 Real-time Operations Process for Market-Based Operating... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

6.9 Real-time Operations Process for Market-Based Operating Entities 

6.9.1 Market-Based Operating Entity Capabilities Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Capabilities remain as described in “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion Management” 

Section 5. 

6.9.2 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-Time Actions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Procedures remain as described in “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion Management” 

Section 5.  However, as described above, additional information regarding the firmness of those 

Non-Firm Market Flows will be communicated as well. A portion will be reported as 6-NN, 

while the remainder will be reported as 2-NH.   This will provide additional ability for the IDC 

to curtail portions of the Non-Firm Market Flows earlier in the TLR process. 

Section 7 Appendices Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Appendix A Glossary Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Allocation – A calculated share of capability on a Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate to be used 

by Reciprocal Entities when coordinating AFC, transmission sales, and dispatch of generation 

resources. 

 

Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) – The applicable rating of the applicable Flowgate less 

the projected loading across the applicable Flowgate less TRM and CBM.  The firm AFC is 

calculated with only the appropriate Firm Transmission Service reservations (or interchange 

schedules) in the model, including recognition of all roll-over Transmission Service rights.  Non-

firm AFC is determined with appropriate firm and non-firm reservations (or interchange 

schedules) modeled. 

 

AFC Flowgate – A Flowgate for which an entity calculates AFC‟s. 

 

Control Area – Shall mean an electric power system or combination of electric power systems 

to which a common automatic generation control scheme is applied. 
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Control Zones – Within an Operating Entity Control Area that is operating with a common 

economic dispatch, the Operating Entity footprint is divided into Control Zones to provide 

specific zonal regulation and operating reserve requirements in order to facilitate reliability and 

overall load balancing.  The zones must be bounded by adequate telemetry to balance generation 

and load within the zone utilizing automatic generation control. 

 

Coordinated Flowgate (CF) – Shall mean a Flowgate impacted by an Operating Entity as 

determined by one of the four studies detailed in Section 3 of this document.  For a Market-

Based Operating Entity, these Flowgates will be subject to the requirements under the 

Congestion Management portion of this document (Sections 4 and 5).  A Coordinated Flowgate 

may be under the operational control of a Third Party. 

 

Designated Network Resource – A resource that has been identified as a designated network 

resource pursuant to a transmission provider‟s Open Access Transmission Tariff. 

 

Firm Flow – The estimated impacts of Firm Transmission Service on a particular Coordinated or 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

Firm Flow Limit – The maximum value of Firm Flows an entity can have on a Coordinated or 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, based on procedures defined in Sections 4 and 5 of this 

document. 

 

Firm Market Flow – The portion of Market Flow on a Coordinated or Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate related to contributions from the native load serving aspects of the dispatch 

(constrained as appropriate by the Firm Flow Limit). 

 

Firm Transmission Service – The highest quality (priority) service offered to customers under a 

filed rate schedule that anticipates no planned interruption or similar quality service offered by 

transmission providers by contract that do not require the filing of a rate schedule.  Firm 

Transmission Service only includes firm point-to-point service, network designated transmission 

service and grandfather agreements deemed firm by the transmission provider as posted on 

OASIS. 

 

Flowgate – A representative modeling of facilities or groups of facilities that may act as  

significant constraint points on the regional system. 

 

Freeze Date – The cutoff date chosen by Reciprocal Entities to be used in the calculation of 

Historic Firm Flows. 

 

Gen to Load (GTL) – See Network and Native Load. 

 

Generator Shift Factor – A factor to be applied to a generator‟s expected change in output to 

determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an identified 

transmission facility or Flowgate, referenced to a swing bus. 

 

Historic Firm Flow – The estimated total impact an entity has on a Reciprocal Coordinated 
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Flowgate when considering the impacts of (1) its historic Designated Network Resources serving 

native load, and (2) imports and exports, based on Firm Transmission Service reservations that 

meet the “Freeze Date” criteria. 

 

Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flow – The flow associated with the native load serving aspects of 

dispatch that would have occurred if all Control Areas maintained their current configuration and 

continued to serve their native load with their generation. 

 

Historic Ratio – The ratio of Historic Firm Flow of one Reciprocal Entity compared to the 

Historic Firm Flow of all Reciprocal Entities on a specific Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

LMP Based System or Market – An LMP based system or market utilizes a physical, flow-

based pricing system to price internal energy purchases and sales. 

 

Load Shift Factor – A factor to be applied to a load‟s expected change in demand to determine 

the amount of flow contribution that change in demand will impose on an identified transmission 

facility or Flowgate, referenced to a swing bus. 

 

Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) – The processes related to the determination of the LMP, 

which is the market clearing price for energy at a given location in a Market-Based Operating 

Entity‟s market area. 

 

Market Flows – The calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate as a result of dispatch of 

generating resources serving market load within a Market-Based Operating Entity‟s market. 

 

Market-Based Operating Entity – An Operating Entity that operates a security constrained, 

bid-based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined market area. 

 

Network and Native Load (NNL) – The impact of generation resources serving internal system 

load, based on generation the network customer designates for Network Integration Transmission 

Service (NITS). NNL is also referred to as Gen to Load. 

 

Non-Firm Market Flow – That portion of Market Flow related to a Market-Based Operating 

Entity‟s market operations in excess of that entity‟s Firm Market Flow. 

 

Operating Entity – An entity that operates and controls a portion of the bulk transmission 

system with the goal of ensuring reliable energy interchange between generators, loads, and 

other operating entities. 

 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreement – An agreement between Operating Entities to implement 

the reciprocal coordination procedures defined in the CMP. 

 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate (RCF) – A Flowgate that is subject to reciprocal 

coordination by Operating Entities, under either this Agreement (with respect to Parties only) or 

a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between one or more Parties and one or more Third Party 

Operating Entities.  An RCF is: 
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1. A CF that is (a) (i) within the operational control of Reciprocal Entity or (ii) may be 

subject to the supervision of Reciprocal Entity as Reliability Coordinator, and 

(b) affected by the transmission of energy by two or more Parties; or 

2. A CF that is (a) affected by the transmission of energy by one or more Parties and one 

or more Third Party Operating Entities, and (b) expressly made subject to CMP 

reciprocal coordination procedures under a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement 

between or among such Parties and Third Party Operating Entities; or 

3. A CF that is designated by agreement of both Parties as an RCF. 

 

Reciprocal Entity – An entity that coordinates the future-looking management of Flowgate 

capacity in accordance with a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement as developed under Section 6 

of this document, or a congestion management process approved by the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission; provided such congestion management process is identical or 

substantially similar to this Congestion Management Process. 

 

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch – The utilization of the least cost economic dispatch 

of generating and demand resources while recognizing and solving transmission constraints over 

a single Market-Based Operating Entity Market. 

 

Transfer Distribution Factor – The portion of an interchange transaction, typically expressed 

in per unit, that flows across a Flowgate. 

 

Transmission Service – Services provided to the transmission customer by the transmission 

service provider to move energy from a point of receipt to a point of delivery. 

 

Appendix B Determination of Marginal Zone Participation Factors Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

In order for the IDC to properly account for tagged transactions, a Market-Based Operating 

Entity will need to send data describing the locations of the marginal generators that are either 

supplying generation to exports or are having energy replaced by imports. 

 

In general, the Market-Based Operating Entity will be required to define a set of zones that can 

each be easily aggregated into a common distribution factor that is representative of the zone.  

This information must be shared and coordinated with the interchange distribution calculator.  

Following this step, the Market-Based Operating Entity must then send to the IDC participation 

factors for those zones (percentages that indicate on a real-time basis how those zones are 

providing or would provide marginal megawatts).  Data sets for each external source/sink are 

required, which correspond to: 

 

 An IMPORT set, which indicates the next marginal units to supply replacement energy 

should the import transactions be curtailed, and 
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 An EXPORT set, which indicates the last marginal units used to supply the energy 

exported to other areas. 

 

Marginal Zone Definition 

 

Marginal Zones will be determined through collaboration of the Market-Based Operating Entity 

with the relevant NERC and/or NAESB working group.  As stated above, Marginal Zones should 

be comprised of generators that have electrically similar characteristics from a distribution factor 

point-of-view. 

 

Participation Factor Calculation 

 

Raw Marginal Zone Participation Factors are determined relatively simply.  The Market-Based 

Operating Entity will examine the constraints and pricing information for the entire market 

footprint and determine the percentages of generation output in each zone that represents the 

marginal megawatts that the zones are providing or would be providing.  These will establish, for 

imports and exports, a set of participation factors that, when summed, will equal 100%. 

 

Appendix C Flowgate Determination Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

This section is has been added to clarify: 

 

 How initial Flowgates are identified (Figure C-1, Table C-1) 

 Process for Flowgates in the Coordinated Flowgate list 

 Process for Flowgates in the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate list 

 Process for Flowgates in the AFC List 

 How Flowgates will be added (Figure C-2, Table C-2) 

 How often Flowgates are changed (Figure C-2, Table C-2) 
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1) Retrieve FG
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FG’s

2) Does FG

Pass >=1 CMP

Study

8) Set FG = RCF

9) Are there

more FG’s on

the list

YES

NO

NO

YES

Figure C-1

Determine AFC Flowgates,

Coordinated Flowgates, and Reciprocal

Coordinated Flowgates

6) Set FG =

Coordinated

7) Is FG

Coordinated for

>=2 Reciprocal

Entities and

owned  by a

Reciprocal Entity

NO YESA

3) Is there a

mutually agreed

upon reason this

should not be a

CF

NO

11) Is this a

mutually agreed

upon RCF

NO

YES

10) Is there a

unilaterally

agreed upon

reason this should

be a CF

No

4) Is Flowgate

under control

of RE

5) Is Flowgate

an AFC

Flowgate

NO

Yes

YES

NO

Yes

YES

 

Table C-1 

Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

1 Retrieve FG From 

List Of Known FG‟s 

Retrieve FG from AFC 

list of FGs, NERC Book 

of FGs, and any other list 

of FGs. 

 Retrieve the FG from the list of 

FGs.  If a Reciprocal Entity wants 

us to consider a temporary FG it 

would go through the same 

process.   
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Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

2 Determine if FG 

passes >= 1 CMP 

Study 

The decision determines if 

the FG passes at least one 

of the four CMP studies  

 If the FG passes any of the studies, 

determine if there is mutually 

agreed upon reason why this 

should not be a coordinated FG. 

 If the FG does not pass any of the 

studies, it will be determined if 

there is a unilaterally decided 

reason for inclusion as a CF. 

 

See Impacted 

Flowgate 

Determination -

Section 3  

3 Is There a Mutually 

Agreed Upon Reason 

This Should Not Be 

A Coordinated 

Flowgate 

Determine if there is a 

mutually agreed reason, 

despite passing one of the 

four tests, why this FG 

should not be considered 

Coordinated.  

 If there is no mutually agreed 

reason why this FG should not be 

considered coordinated, test 

whether FG is under control of a 

Reciprocal Entity. 

 If there is a mutually agreed reason 

why this FG should not be 

considered coordinated, record the 

reason proceed to Step 9. 

 

 

4 Is the Flowgate under 

control of a 

Reciprocal Entity 

If the flowgate is under 

the control of a non-

reciprocal entity and the 

Flowgate passes one of 

the four tests it will be 

treated as a coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If the Flowgate is not under control 

of a Reciprocal Entity proceed to 

Step 6. 

 If the Flowgate is under control of 

a Reciprocal Entity Proceed to 

Step 5. 

 

5 Is Flowgate an AFC 

Flowgate 

A check is done to 

determine if the Flowgate 

controlled by a Reciprocal 

Entity is in its AFC 

process. If it is not the 

Flowgate will not be 

treated as a Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If the Flowgate is in the AFC 

process proceed to Step 6. 

 Otherwise proceed to Step 9 

 

6 Set FG = Coordinated The FG would be 

coordinated for the entity. 

 

 The FG would be considered a CF.  
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Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

7 Is FG Coordinated 

for >= 2 Reciprocal 

Entities and “owned” 

by a Reciprocal 

Entity 

Determine whether the FG 

is coordinated for two or 

more Reciprocal Entities 

 If the FG is coordinated for two or 

more Reciprocal Entities and it is 

“owned” by one of the entities, it 

will be added to the CMP process 

as a reciprocal coordinated FG.  

 If it is not coordinated for two or 

more Reciprocal Entities and 

“owned” by one of the entities, 

determine if it is a mutually agreed 

upon RCF. 

CM Process -

Section 6 

8 Set FG = RCF Set the Flowgate equal to 

a Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 Set the Flowgate equal to a 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 Proceed to Step 9. 

 

9 Are there more FGs 

on the list? 

Determine if there are any 

more FGs on the list that 

need to go through the 

CMP determination 

process. 

 If there are no more FGs that need 

to go through the determination 

process, the process ends. 

 If there are more FGs that need to 

go through the determination 

process, retrieve the next one. 

 Proceed to Step 1 if another FG 

requires evaluation. 

 Otherwise, the process ends. 

 

10 Is There a Unilateral 

Decision This Should 

Be A Coordinated FG 

This decision determines 

if an entity wants to make 

this a Coordinated FG for 

a reason other than the 

four tests. 

 If an entity decides to make this a 

coordinated FG, proceed to Step 4. 

 Otherwise, proceed to Step 9. 

 

 

11 Is This a Mutually 

Agreed Upon RCF  

Determine if there is a 

mutually agreed reason 

this should be considered 

a Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If there is no mutually agreed 

reason this should be considered 

an RCF, leave it as coordinated 

and check for more FGs. 

 If there is a mutually agreed reason 

this should be considered an RCF, 

mark it as such. 

 If Reciprocal Entities decide to 

make the Flowgate Reciprocal 

proceed to Step 8. 

 Otherwise, proceed to Step 9. 
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Table C-2 

Steps Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

1 Bi-Annual 

Review of the 

BOFs and AFC 

FGs  

Retrieve the FG from 

the list of FGs for the 

entity running the 

process. 

 Flowgate review should be 

done consistent with the IDC 

summer/winter base case 

changes, which would occur 

twice per year instead of 

Quarterly.  Each base case 

update done at NERC for the 

IDC will need a certain 

amount of review just to make 

sure that current Flowgates 

will continue to function with 

the new model.  The FGs will 

be run through the process 

summarized in figure C-1. 

 

2 Monthly update of 

the Book of 

Flowgates and 

Data Exchange 

Take monthly updates 

from book of 

Flowgates, monthly 

full files and monthly 

incremental files and 

run them through the 

Flowgate process and 

tests. 

 Monthly the Reciprocal 

Entities will perform full 

Flowgate updates and 

synchronization. In addition 

the NERC Book of Flowgates 

is updated once a month. We 

will run these changes 

through the process 

summarized in figure C-1. 

 

3 Customer FG 

Requests 

Any customer FG 

requests will also be 

subject to the tests and 

process above. 

 Any customer FG requests 

will be run through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1. 

 

 

4 Temporary 

Flowgate added 

by Reciprocal 

Entity 

Any temporary 

Flowgate added by a 

Reciprocal Entity will 

also be subject to the 

tests and processes in 

Step 5. 

 Any temporary Flowgates 

added by a Reciprocal Entity 

will be run through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1 

 

5 Run Through FG 

Process and Tests 

Run through FG 

Determination 

Process, figure C-1 

 Any FGs being reviewed or 

added will be run through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1. 
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Steps Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

6 AFC/CF/RCF List Any FG additions or 

modifications would 

need to be committed 

to the repository of 

FGs and their 

qualifications. 

 Any FG additions or 

modifications would need to 

be committed to the 

repository of FGs, along with  

their qualifications. 

 

 

 

Appendix D Training Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The concepts in these proposals should not have a significant impact upon system operators 

beyond the operators of the Operating Entity.  The reason that this impact rests upon the 

Operating Entities is that the Operating Entities Operators will need to be trained to monitor and 

respond to the external Flowgates. 

 

Reliability Coordinator (RC) Operator Training Impacts include: 

 

1. The ability to recognize and respond to Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

a. IDC outputs will show schedule curtailments and possible redispatch 

requirements. 

 

b. Must be able to enter constraint in systems to provide the redispatch relief within 

15 minutes. 

 

c. Must be able to confirm that the required redispatch relief has been provided and 

data provided to the IDC. 

 

2. Capability to enter Flowgates on the fly. 

 

Other RC System Operators Training Impacts include: 

 

1. The ability to take projected net system flows between an Operating Entity's Control 

Zones versus only tag data to run day-ahead analysis (data to be provided by the 

IDC). 

 

2. Need to develop a working knowledge of how relief on a TLR Flowgate can come 

from both schedule changes and redispatch on a select set of Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

3. Can coordinate with another RC Operator when the RC System Operator has a 

temporary Flowgate that they believe requires the implementation of the “Flowgate 

on the Fly” process. 
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Appendix E Reserved Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Appendix F FERC Dispute Resolution Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

RCF Dispute Resolution 

 

If a Party has followed all processes in the disputed flowgate process outlined in section 3.2 and 

is dissatisfied with the ORS resolution of the flowgate dispute, the Party may refer the dispute to 

FERC‟s Dispute Resolution Service for mediation, and upon a Party‟s determination at any point 

in the mediation that mediation has failed to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek formal 

resolution by initiating a proceeding before FERC. 

 

Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission Dispute Resolution  

 

If a Party has followed all processes in the Allocation Adjustment Peer Review process outlined 

in Appendix G and is dissatisfied with the resolution of the Congestion Management Process 

Council (CMPC), the Party may refer the dispute to FERC‟s Dispute Resolution Service for 

mediation, and upon a Party‟s determination at any point in the mediation that mediation has 

failed to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek formal resolution by initiating a proceeding 

before FERC. 

 

Appendix G Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission Faciliti... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Appendix G Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission Facilities and/or Designated 

Network  Resources 

 

1. Guiding Principles 

 

The following guiding principles will be used in determining the allocation adjustments for New 

Transmission Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources. 

 

 Principle 1 (Non-builder held harmless) - To the extent possible, the non-building entity 

will receive the same overall impacts in its allocations. 

 Principle 2 (Builder receives benefits) - To the extent possible, the building entity will 

receive any benefit to the transmission system that result from the system upgrade. 

 

To the extent these two principles conflict, the Non-Builder Held Harmless Principle will have 

priority over the Builder Receives Benefit Principle. 

  

2. New Transmission Facilities that Do Not Involve New DNR or New Firm Transmission 

Service 
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To the extent a new transmission facility causes a significant decrease in flow on a Reciprocal 

Coordinated Flowgate the change in the allocation will be assigned to the Party responsible for 

the new facility.  Otherwise, the normal allocation procedures will be followed and no allocation 

adjustments for new transmission facilities will be made. 

Significant impact is defined as a 3% change in flow that occurs to an OTDF Flowgate and a 5% 

change in flow that occurs to a PTDF Flowgate with the addition of the new facility.  The 3% 

and 5% are measured as a percentage of the Flowgate TTC (sometimes called Total Flowgate 

Capability (TFC)).   

 

The allocation adjustment will be assigned to the Party responsible for the new facility.  Both the 

original allocation and the allocation adjustment are assigned to the Reciprocal Entities.  When 

the term “Party responsible for the new facility” is used in this process, it refers to the Reciprocal 

Entity with functional control of the new transmission facility.  To the extent a group of 

transmission owners installs a new facility that includes multiple Reciprocal Entities and the new 

transmission facility results in a change in transfer capability on one or more RCFs, these 

Reciprocal Entities will work in collaboration to determine appropriate adjustments to each 

Reciprocal Entity‟s allocation on all significantly impacted RCFs. 

 

An analysis will be performed both with and without the new facility to determine whether there 

is a significant impact on one or more RCFs.  The analysis and any subsequent allocation 

adjustments will coincide with the expected in-service date of the new facility.  The inclusion of 

the new transmission facility in such an analysis is dependent on having a commitment that the 

new facility has or is expected to receive all of the appropriate approvals and will be installed on 

the date indicated. 

 

In order to qualify for an allocation adjustment, the new transmission facility must not only 

create a significant change in flows, it must also be a significant change to the transmission 

system (i.e. a new line or transformer that creates a significant change to flows on one or more 

RCFs).  The addition of a new generator without transmission additions (other than the 

generation interconnection) is not covered by this process for new transmission facility additions.  

A change in the rating of an RCF may qualify as a significant change to the transmission system 

and be eligible to receive an allocation adjustment even though it does not result in a change in 

flows. 

 

For stability limited Flowgates, a new generator, reactive device or change to a remedial action 

scheme may contribute to a change in the transfer limitation of stability limited Flowgates.  

Where this occurs and the addition is being made for the specific purpose of changing the 

transfer limitation of stability limited Flowgates, an allocation adjustment will be provided to the 

Reciprocal Entity responsible for the new generator, reactive device or change to a remedial 

action scheme.  By receiving an allocation adjustment, this new generator, reactive device or 

change to a remedial action scheme will not also be included in the historical usage calculation to 

avoid double-counting of the impacts. 

 

Not all new transmission facilities that significantly impact RCFs involve a change in flows.  A 

new facility may be added that changes the rating of an RCF but has minimal impact on the flow 

(i.e. reconductoring, replacing a wave trap (WT) or current transformer (CT), replacing a 
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transformer).  In this case, each Reciprocal Entity‟s historical usage flow will remain constant 

but the rating of the Flowgate will either increase or decrease.  The Reciprocal Entity responsible 

for the new facility will receive an allocation adjustment for rating increases.  There will be no 

allocation adjustments for rating decreases. 

 

There is an equity issue involving new transmission facilities that result in an increased rating.  

Where a new facility involves minimal cost change (such as replacing either a WT or CT, 

replacing a jumper, replacing a switch, changing a CT setting, etc.), there have already been 

significant costs incurred on a larger conductor that allows the increased rating to occur.  As long 

as the Reciprocal Entity making the minimal cost change is also responsible for the conductor, it 

is the appropriate Reciprocal Entity to receive the allocation adjustment.  However, if different 

Reciprocal Entities own the conductor versus are responsible for making the minimal cost 

change, there is an equity issue if the entire allocation adjustment is given to the Reciprocal 

Entity responsible for making the minimal cost change.  The Reciprocal Entities shall negotiate a 

mechanism to share in the allocation adjustment. 

 

3. New Transmission Facilities that Involve New DNR or New Firm Transmission Service 

 

Where a new transmission facility is added as part of an approved new usage of the transmission 

system (either a new DNR or a new Firm Transmission Service), the Reciprocal Entity 

responsible for the new facility has two choices on the treatment of this combination.  First, in 

recognition that they have addressed transmission concerns associated with the new DNR or new 

Firm Transmission Service, the combination of the new transmission facility and new DNR/Firm 

Transmission Service will be added to the base model used in the historic usage impact 

calculation.  The new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service will be treated as if it met the 

Freeze Date.  To the extent the new transmission facility and its associated new DNR or new 

Firm Transmission Service will not occur until a future time period, they will not appear in the 

historic usage impact calculation until after the in-service/start date.  The inclusion of the new 

transmission facility and associated DNR/Firm Transmission Service is dependent on having a 

commitment that both have been approved and will occur on the date indicated.  If no such 

commitment exists, these additions will not be included in the historic usage impact calculation.  

By making this choice to include the new transmission facility and DNR/Firm Transmission 

Service in the historic usage impact calculation, the NNL allocation will consider the impact of 

both.  This may result in increased NNL allocation to all Reciprocal Entities after considering 

historic usage impacts (down to 0%).  However, the Reciprocal Entity that builds the new 

transmission facility will not receive any special treatment (NNL allocation adjustment) because 

of the new transmission facility.  This inclusion of a new DNR or new Firm Transmission 

Service only applies where associated new transmission facilities have been added to 

accommodate the new transmission usage. 

 

Second, the Reciprocal Entity that builds the new transmission facility associated with a new 

DNR or new Firm Transmission Service can receive an NNL allocation adjustment and must 

honor that allocation when they apply the new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service in their 

use of NNL allocations.  The Reciprocal Entity determines the impact of the new transmission 

facility without the new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service to calculate any adjustments to 

the NNL allocations (the same process documented in the previous section “New Transmission 
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Facilities thatDo Not Involve New DNRs or New Firm Transmission Service”).  The Reciprocal 

Entity will use the remaining NNL allocation that has not been committed to other uses for the 

new DNRs or new Firm Transmission Service. 

 

The Reciprocal Entity responsible for the combination of new transmission facility and new 

DNR/Firm Transmission Service will make a single choice (either one or two) that applies to all 

RCFs that are significantly impacted by the combination.  There is no opportunity to have a 

different selection on different RCFs that are all impacted by the same combination. 

 

4. Allocation Adjustment Peer Review 

 

When reviewing the allocation adjustments, if an impacted Reciprocal Entity finds a situation 

where the rule set does not produce a satisfactory outcome, the impacted Reciprocal Entity may 

request a review by the CMPWG. The impacted Reciprocal Entity will present the unsatisfactory 

results and a proposed alternative. If the CMPWG agrees to the proposed alternative it will be 

implemented as an exception, and the CMPC will be notified of the exception prior to 

implementation.  If the CMPWG does not agree, the impacted Reciprocal Entity can seek further 

review by the CMPC. The impacted Reciprocal Entity will present its proposed alternative and 

the CMPWG member(s) will present their concerns to the Council for the Council to take action.  

All exceptions approved by the CMPWG or CMPC will be documented for future reference. 

 

Depending on the nature of the upgrade, the impact of the new facility will be held in abeyance 

pending completion of the review.  This means for a rating change, the prior rating will continue 

to be used in the model update process pending completion of the review. This means for a flow 

change, the new facility will be recognized in the model update process. The impacts will be 

calculated using the normal (socialized) allocation process and no allocation adjustments will be 

made pending completion of the review. These reviews should be completed in a timely manner. 

Appendix H Application of Market Flow Threshold Field Test Conditions Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Midwest ISO, PJM and SPP participated in a NERC approved Market Flow threshold field test 

from June 1, 2007 to October 31, 2009.  The purpose of the field test was to determine a Market 

Flow threshold percentage that allows the three Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs) to 

consistently meet their relief obligation during TLR without jeopardizing reliability.  Although 

the field test was able to achieve a success rate close to 100% based on Midwest ISO data using 

a 5% threshold, the following conditions were applied to the field test results: 

 

 Market Flows were evaluated 30 minutes after implementation of the TLR curtailment. 

 A 5 MW dead-band (or 10% of the relief obligation for relief obligations greater than 50 

MW) was applied to the Target Market Flow such that once actual Market Flows were within 

the dead-band, it was considered a success meeting the relief obligation. 

 There were no instances where Midwest ISO was able to meet its relief obligation if more 

than 30 MW must be removed within 30 minutes.  The field test found the amount of Market 

Flow that must be removed in 30 minutes and not the size of the relief obligation is an 

indicator whether the market will be successful. 
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Since the NERC ORS applied the three conditions above to the field test results in order to 

demonstrate a high success rate, these same conditions will be applied when the Market-Based 

Operating Entities have relief obligations on external flowgates during TLR. 

 

The field test results are only applicable to Flowgates that are external to each of the RTOs and 

does not include internal Flowgates (internal to that specific RTO) or market-to-market 

Flowgates (internal to one of the three RTOs but subject to market-to-market provisions with 

another RTO).  The reason for excluding internal Flowgates and market-to-market Flowgates is 

because the three RTOs use market redispatch to control total flow and to maintain reliability.  

As the Reliability Coordinator for the Flowgate, the three RTOs are responsible for the reliability 

of their own Flowgate and must manage total flow in order to meet their reliability responsibility.  

As described in the field test final report, by controlling total flow, the three markets effectively 

meet their relief obligation. 
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Attachment B 
 

MISO Response to  
Seams Agreement/CMP Related Questions  

for 2/28/12 Meeting 



Response to Seams Agreement/CMP Related Questions for 2/28/12 Meeting 

1) If the IS elects to continue Seams service with MISO, is withdrawal of the termination notice a 

possibility, or is re-executing Attachment KK-2 under MISO’s Tariff required? If the IS must re-

execute a new Attachment KK-2, how long does MISO expect that will take? If there is a lapse in 

the service, how long would it take for the IS and MISO to re-establish the service at a later date? 

Although the applicable Module F tariff provisions and form service agreement KK-2 are silent on this 

precise question, MISO believes that a mutual agreement to continue the existing service is acceptable if 

no changes have been made to either party’s models or internal processes that would affect 

transmission customers.  A timely withdrawal is “not inconsistent with the tariff” and is therefore 

defensible.  If the withdrawal notice takes effect and service is terminated, service can be applied for 

again simply by executing a new KK-2, with sufficient lead time to update models and establish any 

necessary communication protocols—approximately 60 days. 

2) What specific impacts does MISO expect to occur that will negatively impact the IS, if it terminates 

its Seams Agreement with MISO? Would those impacts be changed due to execution of a Seams 

Agreement between the IS and SPP? Is there a reason to have a Seams Agreement with both 

Parties? Or does the daisy chaining reciprocal treatment address coordination on the necessary 

flowgates? 

Once the existing service is terminated under Module F, MISO and the Congestion Management 

Customer are no longer obligated to coordinate the use of transmission pursuant to Module F, Part II.  

Congestion on the IS would be addressed using TLRs as they were before a seams agreement had been 

entered into.   

The execution of a subsequent JOA with SPP would not restore the rights and obligations that existed 

between MISO and Western to coordinate the use of their respective transmission systems under 

Attachment LL (the CMP).  The IS and SPP seams agreement will not restore the Congestion 

Management Service provided today under the Module F Part II of the MISO tariff.  The daisy chaining 

treatment will not be applicable to the IS parties with an IS SPP agreement. 

The options to coordinate congestion with MISO are available as a Tariff service, or, for transmission 

owning members of PJM or SPP, as part of the MISO-PJM or MISO-SPP JOA agreements.  For example, if 

Western joins SPP as a transmission owning member, then MISO and SPP would coordinate their 

respective transmission systems which would include the Western IS and associated flowgates.   

MISO believes it is Good Utility Practice for a Transmission Service Provider to have a seams 

coordination agreement in place with each of the operating entities with which it has interconnections.  

MISO and IS have a significant interconnection (tie line capacity in the order of 20 GW), which was the 

basis for developing and executing the congestion management service available under Module F Part II.   

3) Is there publicly available list(s) of the set of constraints that MISO and SPP consider in binding its 

market solution, including: 



a. Coordinated Flowgate (CF) List? 

b. Temporary Flowgate list? Any other Temporary Flowgates? 

c. Other internal constraints inside MISO or SPP? 

d. Any constraints external to the Party that are considered (that are not defined Flowgates)? 

MISO considers a Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate (RCF) owned by other Transmission Service Provider 

in binding its real-time market dispatch solution whenever it receives market flow relief obligation from 

Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) during a Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) event on that 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

a. Yes, List of MISO Coordinated Flowgates (CFs) and RCFs is available on the MISO OASIS under the 

System Information section.  

Link: https://oasis.midwestiso.org/oasis/MISO 

 

b. Yes, List of Real Time Binding Constraints (which includes permanent flowgates, temporary 

flowgates as well as other internal constraints) is available on the MISO website. 

Link: https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/MarketReports/Pages/MarketReports.aspx 

 

c. See Response to No. 3.c. 

 

d. MISO does not consider any external constraints, which are not defined as MISO RCFs, in binding its 

real time market dispatch solution. 

 

4) Are there differences between the set of constraints utilized in the day-ahead (DA) market binding 

versus the real-time (RT) market binding? Is there publicly available documentation of the details 

and summary of DA and real-time constraints to the market binding? Does DA market binding 

affect the ATC/AFC postings of either Party? 

MISO utilizes same set of constraints in day-ahead (DA) and real-time (RT) market dispatch solutions 

because of the MISO settlement construct (DA and RT). These DA & RT constraints come from MISO 

functional control list (internal) and the book of flowgates (captures internal and external CFs & RCFs). 

MISO DA market process considers its Firm Allocations on the MISO RCFs owned by other Transmission 

Service Provider.  MISO RT binding constraints are also used as one of the inputs to the MISO DA market 

process to achieve convergence between DA market solution and RT market solution.   

MISO considers external RCFs in the RT market binding only if MISO receives market flow relief 

obligation from IDC during a TLR event on that external RCF. 

The lists of real-time binding constraints and day-ahead binding constraints are available on the MISO 

website. 

Link: https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/MarketReports/Pages/MarketReports.aspx 



DA market binding on MISO RCFs does not affect MISO AFC/ATC postings. 

5) In the event the IS terminates its Seams Agreement with MISO and executes a Seams Agreement 

with another entity (utilizing CMP for congestion management):  

a. What specific provisions apply between each Reciprocal Entity (RE) via the indirect daisy-

chaining of seams agreements (e.g. what provisions would apply between IS and MISO based 

upon a SPP/IS Seams Agreement)? 

b. Would a Seams Agreement with another RE maintain, or restore the status of, the Reciprocally 

Coordinated Flowgates (RCFs) that are only reciprocal between the IS and MISO (i.e. those 

flowgates that would not otherwise retain RCF status based upon termination of the IS/MISO 

seams agreement)? 

c. Would any of the MAPP/MISO RCFs remain as RCFs, if the IS terminates its agreement with no 

other agreements with REs, based upon impacts from other MAPP members with seams 

agreements with MISO? 

See response to Answer No. 2.  MISO would not treat IS as a Reciprocal entity through an IS-SPP seams 

agreement.  

6) Would any non-common provisions of SPP’s JOA with MISO apply to the IS if it executes an IS/SPP 

Seams Agreement? 

No, the JOA is a bilateral agreement.  The MISO terms and conditions in Module F do not apply to 

parties that contract with SPP only.   

7) Under the CMP implementation, how are the following done by either Party (SPP or MISO): 

a. When allocating an RCF with its seams parties, how are the 3rd party (non-Reciprocal Entities) 

firm historic flows (Generation-to-Load and Firm Point-to-Point) treated? 

b. What is the process for, and how long does it typically take to add a “flowgate on the fly”? Does 

that vary, and if so, how, if the flowgate is: 

i. external versus internal to the Party  

ii. a CF versus an RCF (requested by a non-Reciprocal Entity versus a Reciprocal Entity)? 

c. How are TLR 5 (Firm) relief obligations provided by the Party in the interim period before the 

flowgate is added to Party’s market flow calculations supplied to the IDC?  

d. How does the Party represent 3rd party flows (Day-Ahead and Real-Time) on Coordinated 

Flowgates (CFs) internal to its footprint? 

e. How does the Party represent 3rd party flows (Day-Ahead and Real-Time) on CFs external to its 

footprint (i.e. non-Party owned flowgate)? 

f. How does the Party bind its market dispatch (Day-Ahead and Real-Time) based upon internal 

and external RCFs? Does it limit is market impacts to its Firm Allocation or based upon some other 

factor? 

g. How does the Party bind its market dispatch (Day-Ahead and Real-Time) based upon internal 

and external CFs? Does it limit its market impacts at all based upon external (non-Party) CFs? 

 



a. The non-Reciprocal Entities are treated as per the process described in Section 6.6 of the CMP.  A 3
rd

 

party non-Reciprocal Entity is allocated its firm historic flows based on impacts greater than or equal 

to 5%. 

 

b. MISO uses following steps to add a “flowgate on the fly”: 

i. MISO Flowgate Keeper receives a request to add a “flowgate on the fly”. 

ii. MISO Flowgate Keeper runs studies to check whether a requested flowgate passes one of 

the four Coordination Tests (described in Section 3.2.1 of CMP) for MISO.  If a requested 

flowgate passes at least one of the Coordination Tests for MISO, then proceed further or 

else notify the requester that flowgate fails the Coordination Tests for MISO. 

iii. MISO Flowgate Keeper coordinates with other Reciprocal Entities on the Coordination status 

and Flowgate Allocation Calculations. 

iv. MISO Flowgate Keeper adds flowgate to Market Flow Calculation (MFC) Engine, and 

Available Flowgate Capability Calculation (AFC) Engine. 

Since Two Day-Ahead (2DA) Flowgate Allocation values are used to report Market Flows to IDC in 

three priority buckets (ED-2, ED-6 and FN-7), MISO starts reporting Market Flows to IDC two days 

after the successful Flowgate Allocation Runs. 

It takes same duration to add and activate an external flowgate as it takes for a MISO internal 

flowgate. 

c. MISO will receive NNL obligation from IDC during TLR 5 (firm) if it is not reporting its market flows to 

IDC.  MISO will initiate manual re-dispatch to meet the NNL obligation from IDC. 

d. For internal CFs and RCFs, MISO uses RT market solution history to estimate external impacts 

(including 3
rd

 party loop flows) in the DA process. 

In Real-Time, MISO uses total flow to bind its internal CFs and RCFs in market dispatch solution.  

MISO uses IDC tool to check if there are any tagged transactions or external market flows impacting 

its internal flowgate.  If there is a substantial impact (greater than or equal to 5%) from external 

entities, MISO initiates TLR to manage congestion on its internal CF/RCF. 

e. MISO does not utilize 3rd party flows while binding external CFs and RCFs in its DA and RT market 

dispatch solution.   

f. See response to No. 3, 4 and 7.d.  MISO uses its Firm Allocation as limit for its market impacts on 

external RCFs in the Day-Ahead process.  In Real-Time, MISO reports its market flows in appropriate 

priority buckets using its Firm Allocation and relies on relief obligation from IDC for binding an 

external RCF in its market dispatch solution during TLR. 

For internal RCFs, MISO uses total flow to bind in the DA and RT market dispatch solution.  MISO 

also uses RT market solution history to estimate external impacts (including 3
rd

 party loop flows) in 

the DA process. 

g. MISO does not bind external CFs (non-RCFs) in its market dispatch solution unless the parties have 

agreed to add an external flowgate as MISO CF instead of a RCF. 

If any such agreement exists, MISO uses its Firm Historical Impacts to limit its market impact on 

external CF in the Day-Ahead process.  In Real-Time, MISO reports its market flows in appropriate 



priority buckets using its Firm Historic Impacts and relies on relief obligation from IDC for binding an 

external CF in its market dispatch solution during TLR.  

For internal CFs, MISO uses total flow to bind in the DA and RT market dispatch solution.  MISO also 

uses RT market solution history to estimate external impacts (including 3
rd

 party loop flows) in the 

DA process. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment C 
 

Notice Regarding Termination of 
Service Agreement for Interconnected Operations 

and Congestion Management Service 



Department of Energy
Western Area Power Administration

Watertown Operations Office
1330 41 st Street SE

P.O. Box 790
Watertown, SO 57201-0790

March 26,2012
Sent via Electronic Mail and Hardcopy

B4060.BL

Mr. Stephen G. Kozey
General Counsel
Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.
701 City Center Drive
Carmel, IN 46032

Re: Notice regarding Termination of Service Agreement for Interconnected Operations and
Congestion Management Service

Dear Mr. Kozey:

Pursuant to Section 88.1 of the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator's ("Midwest
ISO") Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff ("Tariff'), the Upper Great
Plains Region of Western Area Power Administration (Western) provided written notice of
termination of the service agreement (Contract No. 09-UGPR-30) for Interconnected Operations and
Congestion Management Service ("Seams Service") effective on March 31,2012, by letter to
Midwest ISO dated March 30,2011. Western originally executed the service agreement for Seams
Service on behalfof itself and the Integrated System (IS) that it administers for Western, Basin
Electric Power Cooperative, and Heartland Consumers Power District (collectively "IS Parties").

Subsequently, Western and Midwest ISO mutually agreed to extend the effective date of the
termination to midnight on April 30, 2012, by electronic mail dated February 27,2012. 1 During the
joint meeting between the IS Parties and Midwest ISO staffon February 28,2012, Midwest ISO
advised Western that it could withdraw its notice of termination, if desired, and requested that
Western provide it with notice by March 26,2012 of the IS Parties' decision to either withdraw its
notice of termination or allow its Seams Service to terminate on April 30, 2012. Unfortunately, the
IS Parties have determined based upon the Midwest ISO's unacceptable Tariff changes that they
must allow the Seams Service with Midwest ISO to terminate on April 30, 2012. Therefore, this
letter is notification that the IS Parties will not be withdrawing their previous termination notice to
the Midwest ISO.

1 Electronic mail from Mr. Gregory A. Troxell (Assistant General Counsel for Midwest ISO) to Mr. Lloyd Linke
(Operations Manager for Western UGPR) dated February 27,2012.



As stated in Western's March 30, 2011, letter, the decision to terminate is based upon the Midwest
ISO's unilateral, significant, and material changes to the existing Seams Service that would
adversely impact Western and the IS in an unacceptable way. It is the IS Parties' strong belief that
such changes will advantage Midwest ISO's market operations at the expense of the IS Parties. The
Midwest ISO has stated that the IS Parties must accept the Midwest ISO's terms and conditions,
without IS input or negotiation between the parties, or in the alternative have no seams agreement
with the Midwest ISO. The IS Parties simply cannot agree to continue or endorse such a one-sided
agreement and cannot agree with Midwest ISO's efforts to unilaterally impose changes to the
operation of the IS transmission facilities. In this regard, we note that the Midwest ISO has
continued its bilateral seams agreements with all other counter-parties except the MAPP members,
and that Midwest ISO terminated its bilateral agreement with the MAPP members and has required
only those parties to take Seams Service under Part II of Module F of its Tariff.

Further, this letter also constitutes notice to the Midwest ISO that Western, on behalf of the IS
Parties and in coordination with the Southwest Power Pool (SPP), anticipates executing a seams
agreement with SPP that will be effective prior to the termination date of the IS Seams Service
agreement with the Midwest ISO. The SPP/Western Seams Agreement will include the standard
Congestion Management Process ("CMP") as the method for coordination on flowgates. It is
Western's understanding that the Midwest ISO and SPP also have a seams agreement that
incorporates the CMP. Therefore, Western formally requests that the Midwest ISO continue to
honor the flowgates that are reciprocal between the IS Parties and Midwest ISO as Reciprocally
Coordinated Flowgates pursuant to the CMP requirements, and common implementation of the CMP
between all reciprocal entities. Upon execution, anticipated to be prior to April 30, 1012, Western
will provide a copy of the SPP/Western Seams Agreement to the Midwest ISO.

The IS Parties strongly disagree with the Midwest ISO position described during the
February 28, 2012, meeting that it will not honor the flowgates that are reciprocal between the IS
Parties and the Midwest ISO unless the IS Parties continue Seams Service under the Midwest ISO
Tariff. This is in violation of the CMP implementation provisions, and is discriminatory and non
comparable to the Midwest ISO's treatment of other reciprocal entities' flowgates.

Finally, the IS Parties remain willing and desire to negotiate and to put in place a bilateral Seams
Agreement or Coordination Agreement with the Midwest ISO; provided that the terms of such
agreement are mutually beneficial, properly address the operation of each party's facilities across the
seam, don't allow unilateral changes, and don't allow one party to improperly use or appropriate the
other party's transmission property without permission or compensation. If the Midwest ISO
changes its position regarding its unwillingness to enter into a bilateral seams agreement with the IS
Parties, please let us know, and we would be happy to meet with you to develop a replacement
agreement.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Steve Sanders of my staff at 406-255-2840.

Lloyd A. Linke
Operations Manager



cc:
Mr. Clair Moeller, Midwest ISO
Mr. Gregory A. Troxell, Assistant General Counsel, Midwest ISO
Mr. Michael McMullen, Midwest ISO
Mr. Andrew Serri, CEO and General Manager, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Mr. Michael Risan, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Mr. John Knofczynski, Heartland Consumers Power District
Mr. Robert J. Harris, UGP Regional Manager, BOOOO.BL
Mr. Ray Brush, Northwestern Energy Company
Mr. Raymond Wahle, Missouri River Energy Services
~. William J. Head, CEO and General Manager, MAPPCOR
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Joint Operating Agreement 

Among And Between 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 

And 

Western Area Power Administration 
 

This Joint Operating Agreement (“Agreement”) dated this 13th    day of   April       , 

2012, among and between the following parties: 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), an Arkansas nonprofit corporation having a 

principle place of business at 415 N. McKinley, Suite 140, Little Rock, AR 

72205; and  

Western Area Power Administration, Upper Great Plains Region (“Western”)  

with Regional Office located at 2900 4
th

 Avenue, Room 600, Billings, MT 59101. 

Each party may be referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively referred to as the 

“Parties.” 

Western has assigned Contract No. 12-UGPR-32 to this contract for its record-keeping purposes. 

ARTICLE ONE:   

RECITALS 

 

1. SPP is the Regional Transmission Organization that provides operating and 

reliability functions in portions of the states of Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Missouri, 

Louisiana, Texas, Nebraska and New Mexico. SPP administers an open access tariff for 

transmission and related services on its grid (the “SPP OATT”), and administers a real time 

energy imbalance market.  SPP expects to operate a Day-ahead Market and Consolidated 

Balancing Authority (CBA) as part of its Integrated Marketplace effective March 1, 2014. 

 2. Western markets and delivers hydroelectric power and related services within 

Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota.  Western is the open 

access transmission tariff administrator and transmission operator for the transmission facilities 

of Western, Basin Electric Power Cooperative and Heartland Consumers Power District included 

in the integrated transmission system referred to as the Integrated System (“IS”) pursuant to the 

terms of the Contract for Management and Operation of the Integrated System (“IS Agreement”) 

dated September 17, 1998, as amended.  Western, as administrator, currently uses the Western 

Area Power Administration OATT as the open access tariff for transmission and related services 

on the Integrated System (“IS Tariff”).  Western also operates two Balancing Authority Areas, 

WAUE in the Eastern Interconnection and WAUW in the Western Interconnection. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration including the Parties’ mutual reliance 

upon the covenants contained herein, the Parties agree as follows: 
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ARTICLE TWO:   

ABBREVIATIONS, ACRONYMS, AND DEFINITIONS 

 

2.1 Abbreviations and Acronyms. 

2.1.1 “ATC” shall mean Available Transfer Capability. 

 

2.1.2 “AFC” shall mean Available Flowgate Capability. 

 

2.1.3 “BA” shall mean Balancing Authority. 

 

2.1.4 “BAA” shall mean Balancing Authority Area. 

 

2.1.5 “CBM” shall mean Capacity Benefit Margin. 

 

2.1.6 “CIM” shall mean Common Information Model. 

 

2.1.7 “EFOR” shall mean Equivalent Forced Outage Rate. 

 

2.1.8 “EMS” shall mean the respective Energy Management Systems utilized by the 

Parties to manage the flow of energy within their Regions. 

 

2.1.9 “FERC” shall mean the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or any successor 

agency thereto. 

 

2.1.10  “FTP” shall mean the standardized file transfer protocol for data exchange. 

 

2.1.11 “ICCP”, “ISN”, and “ICCP/ISN” shall mean those common communication  

protocols adopted to standardize information exchange. 

 

2.1.12  “IPSAC” shall mean Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee. 

 

2.1.13  “IDC” shall mean the NERC Interchange Distribution Calculator used for 

identifying and requesting congestion management relief. 

 

2.1.14  “IROL” shall mean the Interconnected Reliability Operating Limit. 

 

2.1.15 “ISN” shall have the meaning referred to in the reference to ICCP. 

 

2.1.16 “JPC” shall mean the Joint Planning Committee. 

 

2.1.17  “MMWG” shall mean the NERC working group that is charged with multi-

regional modeling. 

 

2.1.18 “MVAR” shall mean megavolt amp of reactive power. 

 

2.1.19 “MW” shall mean megawatt of real power. 
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2.1.20 “NAESB” shall mean the North American Energy Standards Board or its 

successor organization. 

 

2.1.21 “NERC” shall mean the North American Electricity Reliability Corporation or 

successor organization. 

 

2.1.22 “NSI” shall mean net scheduled interchange. 

 

2.1.23 “OASIS” shall mean the Open Access Same-Time Information System required 

by FERC for the posting of market and transmission data on the internet. 

 

2.1.24 “OATT” shall mean the applicable Open Access Transmission Tariff. 

 

2.1.25 “OC” shall refer to the Operating Committee under this Agreement. 

 

2.1.26 “PMAX” shall mean the maximum generator real power output reported in MWs 

on a seasonal basis. 

 

2.1.27 “PMIN” shall mean the minimum generator real power output reported in MWs 

on a seasonal basis. 

 

2.1.28 “QMAX” shall mean the maximum generator reactive power output reported in 

MVARs at full real power output of the unit. 

 

2.1.29 “QMIN” shall mean the minimum generator reactive power output reported in 

MVARs at full real power output of the unit. 

 

2.1.30 “RC” shall mean Reliability Coordinator. 

 

2.1.31 “RCF” shall mean Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

2.1.32 “RCIS” shall mean the Reliability Coordinator Information System. 

 

2.1.33 “RTO” refers to Regional Transmission Organization as defined in FERC’s Order 

No. 2000. 

 

2.1.34 “SCADA” refers to a supervisory control and data acquisition system. 

 

2.1.35 “SDX System” shall mean the system used by NERC to exchange system data. 

 

2.1.36 “SOL” shall mean System Operating Limit. 

 

2.1.37 “TFC” shall mean Total Flowgate Capability. 
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2.1.38 “TLR” shall mean the NERC Transmission Loading Relief Procedures used in the 

Eastern Interconnection as specified in NERC Reliability Standards. 

 

2.1.39 “TOP” shall mean Transmission Operator. 

 

2.1.40 “TRM” shall mean Transmission Reliability Margin. 

 

2.1.41 “TTC” shall mean Total Transfer Capability. 

 

2.2  Definitions 

Any undefined, capitalized term used in this Agreement that is not defined in this Section 

shall have the meaning given in the preamble of this Agreement; and if not defined in the 

preamble, shall have the meaning given under industry custom, and where applicable, in 

accordance with Good Utility Practice. 

2.2.1 “a & b multipliers” shall mean the multipliers that are applied to TRM in the 

planning horizon and in the operating horizon to determine non-firm AFC/ATC.  

The “a” multiplier is applied to TRM in the planning horizon to determine 

non-firm AFC/ATC.  The “b” multiplier is applied to TRM in the operating 

horizon to determine non-firm AFC/ATC.  The “a & b” multipliers can vary 

between 0 and 1, inclusive.  They are determined by individual transmission 

providers based on network reliability considerations. 

 

2.2.2  “Affected System” shall mean the electric system of the Party other than the 

Party to which a request for interconnection or long-term firm delivery service is 

made and that may be affected by the proposed service. 

 

2.2.3 “Agreement” shall have the meaning stated in the preamble. 

 

2.2.4 “Available Flowgate Capability” shall mean the amount of transfer capability 

over a Flowgate that remains available for additional transmission service 

reservations above and beyond existing uses of that Flowgate capacity. 

 

2.2.5 “Available Flowgate Rating” shall mean the maximum amount of power that can 

flow across the applicable interface without overloading (either on an actual or 

contingency basis) any element of the Flowgate.  The Flowgate rating is in units 

of megawatts.  If the Flowgate is voltage or stability limited, a megawatt proxy is 

determined to ensure adequate voltages and stability condition.  

 

2.2.6 “Available Transfer Capability” shall mean the Total Transfer Capability less the 

projected loading across the interface, less TRM and CBM.   

 

2.2.7 “Balancing Authority Area(s)” shall mean an electric power system or 

combination of electric power systems to which a common automatic generation 

control scheme is applied. 

 

2.2.8 “Confidential Information” shall have the meaning stated in Section 13.1. 
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2.2.9 “Congestion Management Process” means that document which is Attachment 2 

to this Agreement as it exists on the Effective Date and as it may be amended or 

revised from time to time.  

 

2.2.10 "Contract Path" shall mean an agreed upon electrical path with established rights 

for the continuous flow of electrical power between the parties exchanging 

energy. 

 

2.2.11 “Coordinated Flowgate(s)” shall mean a Flowgate impacted by an Operating 

Entity as determined by one of the four studies detailed in Section 3 of the 

attached document entitled “Congestion Management Process.” For a Market-

Based Operating Entity, these Flowgates will be subject to the requirements under 

the Congestion Management portion of the Congestion Management Process 

(Sections 4 and 5). A Coordinated Flowgate may be under the operational control 

of a Third Party. 

 

2.2.12 “Economic Dispatch” shall mean the sending of dispatch instructions to 

generation units to minimize the cost of reliably meeting load demands. 

 

2.2.13 “Effective Date” shall have the meaning stated in Section 12.1 

  

2.2.14 “Facilities Study” shall mean a study conducted by the Transmission Service 

Provider, or its agent, for the interconnection customer to determine a list of 

facilities, the cost of those facilities, and the time required to interconnect a 

generating facility with the transmission system or enable the sale of firm 

transmission service. 

 

2.2.15 “Firm Flow” shall mean the estimated impacts of Firm Transmission Service on a 

particular Coordinated Flowgate.2.2.18 “Firm Flow Limit” shall mean the 

maximum value of Firm Flows an entity can have on a Coordinated Flowgate 

based on procedures defined in Sections 4 and 5 of the Congestion Management 

Process (Attachment 2 of the Joint Operating Agreement). 

 

2.2.16 “Flowgate” shall mean a representative modeling of facilities or groups of 

facilities that may act as potential constraint points on the regional system. 

 

2.2.17 “Good Utility Practice” shall mean any of the practices, methods, and acts 

engaged in or approved of by a significant portion of the electric utility industry 

during the relevant time period, or any of the practices, methods, and acts which, 

in the exercise of reasonable judgment in light of the facts known at the time the 

decision was made, could have been expected to accomplish the desired result at a 

reasonable cost consistent with good business practices, reliability, safety, and 

expedition.  Good Utility Practice is not intended to be limited to the optimum 

practice, method, or act to the exclusion of all others, but rather to be acceptable 

practices, methods, and acts generally accepted in the region. 
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2.2.18 “Governmental Authority” shall mean any federal, state, regional, local, or 

foreign court, tribunal, government, governmental agency, military, governmental 

or regulatory body or authority over the transmission and/or generation facilities 

of a Party or the Parties. 

 

2.2.19 “Intellectual Property” shall mean (i) ideas, designs, concepts, techniques, 

inventions, discoveries, or improvements, regardless of patentability, but 

including without limitation patents, patent applications, mask works, trade 

secrets, and know-how; (ii) works of authorship, regardless of copyright ability, 

including copyrights, and any moral rights recognized by law; and (iii) any other 

similar rights, in each case on a worldwide basis. 

 

2.2.20 “Interconnection Service” shall mean the service provided by the Transmission 

Service Provider associated with interconnecting the generating facility to the 

transmission system and enabling it to receive electric energy and capacity from 

the generating facility at the point of interconnection, pursuant to the terms of the 

generator interconnection agreement and, if applicable, the tariff. 

 

2.2.21 “Interconnection Study” shall mean any of the following studies: the 

interconnection Feasibility Study, the interconnection System Impact Study, and 

the interconnection Facilities Study, or the restudy of any of the above, described 

in the generator interconnection procedures. 

 

2.2.22 “Joint and Coordinated System Plan” shall mean the studies that are performed by 

SPP and Western for the purpose of development of a transmission expansion 

plan as defined in Article 7.3.5. 

 

2.2.23 “Joint Planning Committee” shall have the meaning referred to in Section 7.1. 

 

2.2.24 “Market” shall mean the energy and/or ancillary services market facilitated by the 

Parties pursuant to FERC Order No. 2000. 

 

2.2.25 “Market-Based Operating Entity” shall mean an Operating Entity that operates a 

security constrained, bid-based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined 

market area. 

 

2.2.26 “Market Flows” shall mean the calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate 

as a result of dispatch of generating resources within a Market Based Operating 

Entity’s market (excluding tagged transactions). 

 

2.2.27 “Notice” shall have the meaning stated in Section 14.10. 

 

2.2.28 “Operating Committee” shall have the meaning stated in Section 3.1. 

 

Page 11 of 109



 

 

 

 

2.2.29 “Operating Entity” shall mean an entity that operates and controls a portion of the 

bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring reliable energy interchange 

between generators, loads, and other operating entities. 

 

2.2.30 “Outages” shall mean the planned unavailability of transmission and/or 

generation facilities operated by the Parties, as described in Article VII of this 

Agreement. 

 

2.2.31 “Party” or “Parties” refers to each party to this Agreement or all, as applicable. 

 

2.2.32 “Reciprocal Coordination Agreement” shall mean an agreement between 

Operating Entities to implement the reciprocal coordination procedures defined in 

the Congestion Management Process. 

 

2.2.33 “Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate(s)” shall mean a Flowgate that is subject to 

reciprocal coordination by Operating Entities, under either this Agreement (with 

respect to Parties only) or a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between one or 

more Parties and one or more Third Party Operating Entities.  A RCF is:  

 

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is (a) (i)within the operational control of a 

Reciprocal Entity or (ii) may be subject to the supervision of a Reciprocal 

Entity as RC, and (b) affected by the transmission of energy by the Parties 

or by either Party or both Parties and one or more Reciprocal Entities; or 

 

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is (a) affected by the transmission of energy 

by one or more Parties and one or more Third Party Operating Entities, 

and (b) expressly made subject to Congestion Management Process 

reciprocal coordination procedures under a Reciprocal Coordination 

Agreement between or among such Parties and Third Party Operating 

Entities; or 

 

 A Coordinated Flowgate that is designated by agreement of both Parties as 

a RCF. 

 

2.2.34 “Reciprocal Entity” shall mean any entity that coordinates the future-looking 

management of Flowgate capability in accordance with a reciprocal agreement as 

described in the Congestion Management Process. 

 

2.2.35 “Region” shall mean the Balancing Authority Areas and transmission facilities 

with respect to which a Party serves as the Transmission Service Provider under 

NERC Reliability Standards.  

 

2.2.36 “Reliability Coordinator” shall mean an entity approved by NERC to be 

responsible for performance of the Reliability Coordination function, as that 

function is defined by NERC, for one or more Balancing Authorities and/or 

Transmission Operators. 
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2.2.37 “SCADA Data” shall mean the electric system security data that is used to 

monitor the electrical state of facilities, as specified in NERC Reliability 

Standards.2.2.48 “Scheduled Outage” shall mean the planned unavailability of 

transmission and/or generation facilities dispatched by a Party and do not include 

forced or other unplanned outages. 

 

2.2.38 “SPP” Has the meaning stated in the preamble of this Agreement. 

 

2.2.39 “State Estimator” shall mean that computer model that computes the state 

(voltage magnitudes and angles) of the transmission system using the network 

model and real-time measurements.  Line flows, transformer flows, and injections 

at the buses are calculated from the known state and the transmission line 

parameters.  The state estimator has the capability to detect and identify bad 

measurements. 

 

2.2.40 “System Impact Study” shall mean an engineering study that evaluates the impact 

of a proposed interconnection or transmission service request on the safety and 

reliability of transmission system and, if applicable, an Affected System.  The 

study shall identify and detail the system impacts that would result if the 

generating facility were interconnected or transmission service commenced 

without project modifications or system modifications. 

 

2.2.41 “Third Party” refers to any entity other than a Party to this Agreement. 

 

2.2.42 “Third Party Operating Entity” shall refer to a Third Party entity that operates and 

controls a portion of the bulk transmission system with the goal of ensuring 

reliable energy interchange between generators, loads, and other operating 

entities. 

 

2.2.43 “Total Flowgate Capability” shall mean the maximum amount of power that can 

flow across that interface without overloading (either on an actual or contingency 

basis) any element of the Flowgate.  The Flowgate capability is in units of 

megawatts.  If the Flowgate is voltage or stability limited, a megawatt proxy is 

determined to ensure adequate voltages and stability conditions.  

 

2.2.44 “Transmission Loading Relief” shall mean the procedures used in the Eastern 

Interconnection as specified in NERC Standards IRO-006 and the NAESB 

Business Practices WEQ-008. 

 

2.2.45 “Transmission Operator” shall mean the entity responsible for the reliability of its 

“local” transmission system, and that operates or directs the operations of the 

transmission facilities. 

 

2.2.46 “Transmission Owner” shall mean the entity that owns and maintains 

transmission facilities. 
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2.2.47 “Total Transfer Capability” shall mean the amount of electric energy that can be 

transferred over applicable transmission facilities in a reliable manner, generally 

the applicable rating of the applicable transmission facility. 

 

2.2.48 “Transmission Reliability Margin” shall mean that amount of transmission 

transfer capability necessary to ensure that the interconnected transmission 

network is secure under a reasonable range of uncertainties in system conditions. 

 

2.2.49 “Transmission Service Provider” shall mean the entity that administers the 

transmission tariff and provides transmission service to transmission customers 

under applicable transmission service agreements. 

 

2.2.50 “Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures” shall have the meaning 

given under Article Nine. 

 

2.3  Rules of Construction. 

 

2.3.1 No Interpretation Against Drafter.  Each Party participated in the drafting of 

this Agreement and each Party agrees that no rule of construction or interpretation 

against the drafter shall be applied to the construction or the interpretation of this 

Agreement. 

2.3.2 Incorporation of Preamble and Recitals.  The Preamble and Recitals of this 

Agreement are incorporated into the terms and conditions of this Agreement and 

made a part thereof. 

2.3.3 Rules of Interpretation.  Defined terms in the singular shall include the plural 

and vice versa, and the masculine, feminine, or neuter gender shall include all 

genders.  Whenever the words “include,” “includes,” or “including” are used in 

this Agreement, they are not limiting and have the meaning as if followed by the 

words “without limitation.”  The word “Section” refers to the applicable section 

of this Agreement and, unless otherwise stated, includes all subsections thereof.  

The word “Article” refers to articles of this Agreement. 

2.3.4 NERC Reliability Standards.  All activities under this Agreement shall be 

conducted in a manner that meets or exceeds the applicable NERC Reliability 

Standards, as such standards may be revised from time to time. 

2.3.5 Geographic Scope.  SPP will perform this Agreement with respect to each 

Balancing Authority Area for which SPP serves as the Transmission Service 

Provider.  Western will perform this Agreement with respect to its WAUE 

Balancing Authority Area located in the Eastern Interconnection only. 

 

Page 14 of 109



 

 

 

 

 

ARTICLE THREE:   

OPERATING COMMITTEE 

 

3.1 Establishment and Functions of Operating Committee.   

The purpose of this Agreement is to coordinate data exchange, planning, scheduling and 

other aspects of transmission operations and planning in accordance with industry 

standards and Good Utility Practices.  The Parties expect that their systems and 

technology applicable to those systems and to the collection and exchange of data will 

change from time to time throughout the term of this Agreement.  To administer the 

arrangements under this Agreement, the Parties shall establish an Operating Committee 

(“OC”). 

3.1.1 The OC shall have the following duties and responsibilities: 

3.1.1.1 Determine the date(s) for implementing the various parts of this 

Agreement in accordance with Section 12.1; 

3.1.1.2 Meet no less than annually to address any issues associated with this 

Agreement that a Party may raise and to determine whether any changes to 

this Agreement, or procedures employed under this Agreement, would 

enhance reliability, efficiency, or economy; 

3.1.1.3 Conduct additional meetings upon Notice given by any Party, provided 

that the Notice specifies the reason(s) for the requested meeting; 

3.1.1.4 Conduct dispute resolution in accordance with Article Ten of this 

Agreement;  

3.1.1.5 Initiate process reviews at the request of any Party for activities 

undertaken in the performance of this Agreement; 

3.1.1.6 In its discretion, take other actions, including the establishment of 

subcommittees and/or task forces, to address any issues that the OC deems 

necessary in the implementation of this Agreement. 

3.1.1.7 Designate a planning representative and an operating representative for 

each Party to serve as a single point of contact with respect to planning 

and operational issues. 

3.1.2 Operating Committee Representatives.  Upon execution of this Agreement, 

each Party shall designate a primary and alternate representative to the OC and 

shall inform the other Party of its designated representatives by Notice.  A Party 

may change its designated OC representatives at any time, provided that timely 

Notice is given to the other Party.  Each designated OC representative shall have 

the authority to make decisions on issues that arise during the performance of this 

Page 15 of 109



 

 

 

 

Agreement.  The costs and expenses associated with each Party’s designated OC 

representatives shall be the responsibility of the designating Party.   

3.1.3 Limitations Upon Authority of Operating Committee.  Actions taken by the 

OC pursuant to this Agreement shall only be taken after a meeting in which there 

is mutual agreement of the OC representatives regarding an action to be taken.  

Neither Party shall be obligated to make any changes to its systems or operations 

or to purchase, install or otherwise implement new equipment, software or 

devices except as specifically required herein.   

3.2 Ongoing Review and Revisions.   

The Parties have agreed to the terms and conditions of this Agreement as their respective 

systems exist and are contemplated as of the Effective Date.  The Parties expect that these 

systems and technology applicable to those systems and to the collection and exchange of 

data will change from time to time throughout the term of this Agreement.  The Parties 

agree that the objectives of this Agreement can be fulfilled only if the Parties, from time 

to time, review and, as appropriate, revise the requirements stated herein in response to 

changes, including deleting, adding, or revising requirements and protocols.  Each Party 

shall negotiate in good faith in response to such revisions the other Party may propose 

from time to time.  Nothing in this Agreement, however, shall require any Party to reach 

agreement with respect to any such changes, or to purchase, install, or otherwise 

implement new equipment, software, or devices, or functions except as required to 

perform this Agreement. 

 

ARTICLE FOUR:   

EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND DATA 

 

4.1 Exchange of Operating Data.   

The Parties will exchange the following types of data and information: (a) Real-Time and 

Projected Operating Data; (b) SCADA Data; (c) EMS Models; (d) Operations Planning 

Data; and (e) Operations Planning Information and Models.  The frequency of exchange 

will be as stated with respect to specific exchanges provided under this Article or, if no 

frequency is stated, then the frequency shall be as necessary or appropriate to support the 

purpose of the exchange or otherwise in accordance with Good Utility Practice.  The 

Operating Committee will determine various commencement dates for the exchange of 

information hereunder.  Nothing in this Agreement shall require a Party to provide or 

exchange information that it does not possess or cannot obtain. 

To facilitate the exchange of all such data, each Party will designate to the other a 

contact, which can include its transmission and generation control dispatchers, to be 

available twenty-four (24) hours each day, seven (7) days per week and an alternate 

contact to act in the absence or unavailability of the primary contact, to respond to any 

inquiries.  With respect to each contact and alternate, each Party shall provide the name, 
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telephone number, e-mail address, and fax number.  Each Party may change a contact 

from time to time by Notice to the other Party. 

The Parties agree to exchange data in a timely manner consistent with existing defined 

formats or such other formats to which the Parties may agree.  The Parties have 

independently developed certain methodologies for the compilation, formatting, 

transmitting, and integration of the data that is the subject of this Agreement.  The Parties 

agree to use, to the extent possible, their previously developed methodologies for 

exchanging the data set forth in this Article Four.  If the use of a previously developed 

methodology is impracticable, the Parties shall negotiate in good faith to develop a 

substitute methodology for that data that will minimize the cost of developing new data 

exchange methodologies for both Parties.  If any required data exchange format has not 

been agreed upon as of the Effective Date, or if a Party determines that an agreed format 

should be revised, a Party shall give Notice of the need for an agreed format or revision 

and the Parties will jointly seek to complete development of the format within thirty (30) 

days of such Notice. 

4.1.1 Real-Time and Projected Operating Data. 

4.1.1.1 The Parties shall exchange the following information: 

(a) Real–time operating information: 

(i) Generation status of the units in each Party’s Region; 

(ii) Transmission line status; 

(iii) Real-time loads; 

(iv) Scheduled use of reservations; 

(v) TLR information, including, if applicable, calculation of 

Market Flows; 

(vi) Redispatch information, including the next most 

economical generation block to decrement/increment; and 

(vii) Real-time constraints. 

(b) Projected operating information:  

(i) Unit commitment/merit order; 

(ii) Maintenance schedules; 

(iii) Forced outage rates; 

(iv) Firm purchase and sales;  

(v) Independent power producer information including current 

operating level, projected operating levels, Scheduled 

Outage start and end dates; 

(vi) The planned and actual operational start-up dates for any 

permanently added, removed, or significantly altered 

transmission segments; and 
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(vii) The planned and actual start-up testing and operational 

start-up dates for any permanently added, removed, or 

significantly altered generation units. 

4.1.1.2 The Parties agree that the data exchanged under Section 4.1, with 

the exception of that data already made available on the owning 

Party’s OASIS, are Confidential Information with protections 

provided under Article Thirteen. 

4.1.2 Exchange of SCADA Data.  With reference to NERC Reliability Standard TOP-

005, Attachment 1-TOP-005: 

4.1.2.1 The Parties shall exchange requested transmission power flows, measured 

bus voltages, and breaker equipment statuses of their bulk transmission 

facilities via ICCP or ISN. 

4.1.2.2 Each Party shall accommodate, as soon as practical, the other Party’s 

request for additional ICCP/ISN bulk transmission data points, but in any 

event, no more than one (1) week after the request has been submitted. 

4.1.2.3 The Parties will comply with all governing confidentiality agreements 

executed by the Parties relating to ICCP/ISN data. 

4.1.2.4 The Parties shall exchange SCADA data consisting of: 

(a) Status measurements 69 kV and above (breaker statuses) (as 

available and required to observe for reliability as the respective 

Parties may determine); 

 

(b) Analog measurements 69 kV and above (flows and voltages) as 

available and required to observe for reliability as the respective 

Parties may determine; 

 

(c) Generation point measurements, including generator output for 

each unit in MW and MVARS, as available; 

 

(d) Load point measurements, including bus loads, and specific loads 

at each substation in MW and MVARS, as available; 

 

(e) Balancing Authority Area net interchange; 

 

(f) Balancing Authority Area total load; 

 

(g) Balancing Authority Area operating reserves; and 

 

(h) Identification of other real-time data available through ICCP/ISN. 
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4.1.3 Models.  The Parties will exchange their detailed EMS models once a year in 

CIM format, and shall exchange updates of the CIM files as new data becomes 

available.  The annual exchange shall include the ICCP/ISN mapping files, 

identification of individual bus loads, seasonal equipment ratings, and one-line 

drawings that shall be used to expedite the model conversion process.  The Parties 

shall also exchange updates that represent the incremental changes that have 

occurred to the EMS model since the most recent update. 

4.1.4 Operations Planning Data.  Upon receiving the written request of the other 

Party (“requesting Party”), a Party (“providing Party”) shall provide the 

information specified in this Section to the extent such information is available or 

can be calculated or obtained.  The requesting Party may ask for additional data in 

its written request and, if the providing Party agrees, the providing Party shall 

make a good faith effort to provide the requested information. 

4.1.4.1 Flowgates.   

(a) Flowgate definitions including seasonal TTC, TRM, CBM, and 

a & b multipliers (i.e. TRM coefficients); 

(b) Flowgates to be added on demand; 

(c) List of Flowgates to recognize when granting transmission service; 

and 

(d) Firm and non-firm AFC for all Flowgates identified pursuant to 

Sections 4.1.4.1(b) and (c). 

4.1.4.2 Transmission Service Reservations.   

(a) Daily list of all reservations, hourly increment of new reservations; 

where each Party’s Study status reservations will be recognized 

and included in AFC calculations by the other Party.   

(b) List of reservations to exclude from AFC calculations; 

(c) Reservation and interchange schedules required to permit the 

accurate calculation of TTC and ATC/AFC values. 

4.1.4.3 Available Flowgate Capability Data.  The providing Party shall calculate 

and make available to the requesting Party the specified AFC data at the 

following frequencies: 

(a) Hourly AFC data for first seven (7) days, once per hour; 

(b) Daily AFC data for days eight (8) through thirty-one (31), once per 

day; and 
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(c) Monthly AFC data for months two (2) through eighteen (18), twice 

per month. 

4.1.4.4 Load Forecast.   

(a) Hourly load forecast data for next seven (7) days, daily load 

forecast data for days eight (8) through thirty-one (31), and 

monthly load forecast data for months two (2) through eighteen 

(18), provided once a day; 

(b) The origin of the forecast (e.g., identity of RTO, RC, Balancing 

Authority Area, etc.); 

(c) An indication of whether this forecast includes transmission 

system losses, and if so, what the percent losses are; 

(d) An identification of non-conforming loads;  

(e) A description of how municipal entities, cooperatives, and other 

entity loads are treated as well as an indication  of whether they are 

included in the forecast, and if so, an indication of the total load or 

net load after removing other entity generation. 

4.1.4.5 Generator Data.  For all generators explicitly modeled: 

(a) Unit owner, bus location in model; 

(b) Seasonal ratings, PMIN, PMAX, QMIN, QMAX; 

(c) Station auxiliaries to the extent gross generation has been reported; 

(d) Regulated bus, target voltage and actual voltage; and 

(e) EFOR. 

4.1.4.6 Dynamic Schedules.   

(a) List of all dynamic schedules; 

(b) Identification of the dynamic schedules being used to move load 

into the Balancing Authority Area or out of the Balancing 

Authority Area;  

(c) Identification of marginal generation zones.  

4.1.4.7 Generation and Transmission Scheduled and Forced Outages.   

Page 20 of 109



 

 

 

 

(a) Scheduled Outages of generation resources that are planned or 

forecast, provided as soon as practicable, including all data 

specified in Section 5.1.1; 

(b) Scheduled Outages of transmission resources that are planned or 

forecast, provided as soon as practicable, including all data 

specified in Section 5.1.3; and 

(c) Notification of all forced outages of both generation and 

transmission resources within thirty (30) minutes after they are 

identified. 

4.2 Cost of Data and Information Exchange.   

Each Party shall bear its own cost of providing the data and information to the other Party 

as required under this Article Four and otherwise under this Agreement. 

 

ARTICLE FIVE:   

TTC/ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS 

 

5.1 TTC/ATC/AFC Protocols.   

As of the date of this Agreement, the Parties use the NERC SDX System and shall use 

such system to provide to the other Party the planned status of all generators rated greater 

than 50 MW, Scheduled Outages of all interconnections and other transmission facilities, 

and peak load forecasts subject to NERC SDX Data Exchange Requirements.  Reporting 

of forced outages and update of information on a basis more frequent than once a day will 

be completed using a separate data exchange system. 

5.1.1 Scheduled Outages of Generation Resources.  Each Party shall provide to the 

other Party the projected status of generation availability for a minimum of 

eighteen (18) months, or for a longer period if the information is available.  The 

Parties will update this data no less than once daily for the full posting horizon 

and more often as required by system conditions.  The data shall include complete 

generation maintenance schedules and the most current available generator 

availability data, including the “return date” of a generator from a scheduled or 

forced outage.  Each Party shall include the status of all generators rated greater 

than 50 MW.  If the status of a particular generator of equal to or less than 50 

MW is used within a Party’s TTC/ATC/AFC calculation, the status of this unit 

shall also be supplied. 

5.1.2 Generation Dispatch Order.  Each Party shall provide to the other Party a 

typical generation dispatch order or the generation participation factors of all units 

on an affected Balancing Authority Area basis.  The typical generation dispatch 

order or the generation participation factors shall be provided in sufficient detail 

to permit the other Party to develop a reasonably accurate dispatch for any model 

conditions.  The generation dispatch order will be updated as required by changes 
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in the status of the unit; however, a new generation dispatch order need not be 

provided more often than prior to each peak load season. 

5.1.3 Scheduled Outages of Transmission Resources.  Each Party shall provide to the 

other Party the projected status of all Scheduled Outages of transmission facilities 

for a minimum of eighteen (18) months or more if available (“posting horizon”).  

The projected status of the Scheduled Outages shall be updated no less than once 

daily for the full posting horizon and more often as required by system conditions.  

The projected status of the Scheduled Outages shall include current, accurate, and 

complete transmission facility maintenance schedules, including the “outage date” 

and “return date” of a transmission facility from a Scheduled Outage or forced 

outage.  If the status of a particular transmission facility is critical to the 

determination of TTC and ATC/AFC of a Party, the status of such facility will 

also be provided. 

5.1.4 Transmission Interchange Schedules and Reservations Schedules.  Each Party 

shall make available all of its reservation and interchange schedules, as required 

to permit accurate calculation of TTC and ATC/AFC values.  The Parties shall 

post this data to an FTP site for downloading by the other Party as required by 

other Party’s process and schedules.  The Parties may request NERC to modify 

the IDC to allow for selected interrogation by the Parties as an alternative to the 

process set forth in the sentence above. 

5.1.5 Reservations. 

5.1.5.1 Each Party shall make available, on an FTP site, actual transmission 

reservation information for integration into the other Party’s 

TTC/ATC/AFC determination process. 

5.1.5.2 Each Party shall develop and implement practices and procedures for 

modeling reservations, including external reservations, and incorporating 

counterflows created by reservations in electrically opposite directions.  

Each Party shall provide the other Party with such practices and 

procedures.  

5.1.5.3 Each Party shall create, maintain, and exchange a list of reservations from 

its OASIS that should not be considered in ATC/AFC calculations.  If a 

Party does not include a reservation from its OASIS in its own evaluation, 

the reservation shall be included on the list and should be excluded in the 

other Party’s ATC/AFC calculations. 

5.1.6 Load Data.  Each Party shall provide to the other Party peak load data for each 

period (e.g., daily, weekly, and monthly) in accordance with NERC Reliability 

Standards and NAESB Business Practices.  For the next seven (7) day horizon, the 

Parties shall either supply hourly load forecasts, or they shall supply daily peak 

load forecasts with a load profile.   
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5.1.7 Calculated Firm and Non-firm Available Flowgate Capability.  Each Party 

shall provide to the other Party firm and non-firm AFC for all relevant Flowgates.  

Each Party shall accept or reject transmission service requests based upon 

projected AFCs applicable to both Parties Flowgates. 

 

5.1.8 Exchange of Available Flowgate Ratings.  Each Party shall provide to the other 

Party all Available Flowgate Ratings (seasonal, normal, and emergency) as well 

as all limiting conditions (thermal, voltage, or stability).  The Parties shall update 

this information in a timely manner as required by changes on the transmission 

system.  Voltage and stability limits shall be periodically manually updated.  

5.1.9 Identification of Flowgates.  Each Party shall consider in its TTC and ATC/AFC 

determination process all Flowgates that may be reasonably expected to initiate a 

TLR event.  

5.1.10 Configuration/Facility Changes (for power system model updates). 

5.1.10.1 Initially, each Party shall communicate transmission configuration 

changes and generation additions (or retirements) to the other Party 

through the NERC MMWG process.  The Parties shall incorporate 

such changes and additions that occur to the transmission network 

in their models used in the TTC/ATC/AFC calculation as soon as 

practical.  Within sixty (60) days after the Effective Date of this 

Agreement, the Parties shall institute a process designed to 

incorporate all such significant changes and additions of an 

adjacent Transmission Provider neighbor in each Party’s 

TTC/ATC/AFC calculation model.   

 Such changes and additions shall include at a minimum the “New 

Facilities” listings typically included in inter-regional reports as 

well as any explicit modeling information associated with the 

listings to accomplish the modifications described above.  This 

data exchange shall occur no less often than prior to each peak load 

season. 

5.1.10.2 The Parties shall exchange TTC/ATC/AFC calculation models of 

their transmission systems as soon as mechanisms can be 

established to facilitate this exchange.  

5.1.11 Dynamic Schedule Flows.  Each Party will provide the other Party with the 

actual amount and future projection of dynamic schedule flows.  All dynamic 

schedule flows and tags will be submitted in accordance with NERC policy and 

procedures. 

5.2 Consideration of External Limitations and Coordination of Short-Term 

Transmission Service.  
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Each Party shall continue to use its established methodology for determining AFC/ATC 

information, by which it evaluates requests for and grants access to short-term 

transmission service (less than one year), but shall consider limitations on the other 

Party’s system as follows: 

5.2.1 Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates Operating Protocols In order to 

coordinate congestion management proactively, each Party agrees to respect the 

other Party’s determinations of AFC and calculations of firmness for real-time 

operations applicable to the Party’s Coordinated Flowgates.  Additionally, each 

Party agrees to respect the allocations defined by the allocation process set forth 

in the Congestion Management Process included as Attachment 2 to this 

agreement.  The Parties commit to developing the process and timing for 

exchanging their respective AFC calculations and Firm Flow 

calculations/allocations with respect to all RCFs.    The Parties’ capabilities and 

real time actions shall be governed by and in accordance with the Congestion 

Management Process. 

 

5.2.2 Costs Arising From Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates. In the event 

redispatch occurs in order to coordinate congestion management under Section 

5.2.1 or subparts thereof, including redispatch necessary to respect the other 

Party’s Flowgate, as set forth in Attachment 1 to this agreement, the Party 

responsible for the flow that required the redispatch shall bear the costs of the 

redispatch. 

 

5.2.3 Maintaining Current Flowgate Models.  Each Party will maintain a detailed 

model of the other Party's system for operations and planning purposes.  Each 

Party’s model will be sufficiently detailed to properly honor that Party’s 

Coordinated Flowgates.  Furthermore, each Party will populate its model with 

credible data and will keep such models up-to-date. 

5.3 Transmission Capacity for Reserve Sharing.   

 

Each Party shall make transmission capacity available for reserve sharing by either 

redispatching its generation or holding TRM on its Flowgates for generation outages in 

the other Party’s system.  The Party responsible for making transmission capacity 

available for the reserve sharing obligation shall bear the costs of the redispatch to the 

extent the costs may be recovered under such Party’s OATT. 

5.4 Direct Exchanges of Energy Between the Parties. 

 

5.4.1 General Terms of Use. Energy may be exchanged between the Parties up to the 

total amount of Contract Path capacity between the Parties.  The total amount of 

Contract Path capacity between the Parties shall be limited to: 

1. The sum of capacity of all direct interconnections between Transmission  

Owners of the Parties; and/or 

2. The contractual transmission agreements between Transmission Owners of 

each respective Party. 
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5.4.2 Compensation for Use. The necessary transmission service required to facilitate 

such energy exchange shall be compensated in accordance with the Parties’ tariffs. 

5.5 Exchanges of Energy Within a Party Causing Flows on the Other Party. 

 

5.5.1 General Terms of Use. The amount of energy that can be delivered within a 

Transmission Owner’s system, or exchanged between the systems of two 

Transmission Owners located within a Party’s region, which causes energy flows on 

the other Party’s system that will be permitted without the reservation of transmission 

service on the other Party, is limited as follows:  

5.5.1.1  The total amount of Contract Path capacity within a Transmission  

Owner’s system is limited to: 

1. The sum of capacity of the transmission facilities owned by the 

Transmission Owner.  

 

5.5.1.2 The total amount of Contract Path capacity between Transmission 

Owners within a Party shall be limited to: 

1. The sum of capacity of all direct interconnections between the 

Transmission Owners; and/or 

2. Contractual transmission agreements between the Party’s 

Transmission Owners. 

 

5.5.2 Excess Use. Energy deliveries in excess of the total amount of Contract Path 

capacity, as limited by Section 5.5.1, within a Transmission Owner’s system, 

or energy exchanges in excess of the total amount of Contract Path capacity 

between the Transmission Owners exchanging energy shall require 

transmission service reservations from one or more other Transmission 

Service Providers that have sufficient Contract Path capacity with the 

Transmission Owner(s) to facilitate the delivery or exchange.  Compensation 

for such service shall be in accordance with the applicable Transmission 

Service Providers’ tariffs. 

 

5.6 Usage of Contract Path Capacity with Third Parties. 

 

5.6.1 General Terms of Use. Each Party agrees to limit its energy exchange with a 

Third Party to its Contract Path capacity with that Third Party and subject to the 

appropriate additional transmission service being reserved in accordance with the 

Party’s and Third Party’s tariffs.  For purposes of this section, the total amount of 

Contract Path capacity between a Party and Third Parties shall be limited to: 

 

1. The sum of capacity of all direct interconnections between the Party and Third 

Party; and/or 

2.  Contractual transmission agreements between the Party and Third Party;  
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5.6.2  Excess Use. Each Party may exchange energy in excess of its Contract Path 

capacity with a Third Party if it obtains the additional requisite Contract Path 

capacity from the other Party or another entity that is also connected to the Third 

Party and reserves the appropriate transmission service in accordance with the 

applicable tariffs. 

 

 

ARTICLE SIX:   

PRINCIPLES CONCERNING JOINT OPERATIONS IN EMERGENCIES 

 

6.1 Emergency Operating Principles. 

 

6.1.1 In the event a Party declares an emergency condition in accordance with its 

published operating protocols, the Parties shall coordinate respective actions to 

provide immediate relief until the declaring Party eliminates the declaration of 

emergency.  The Parties shall notify each other of emergency maintenance and 

forced outages as soon as possible after the conditions are known.  The Parties 

shall evaluate the impact of emergency and forced outages on the Parties’ systems 

and coordinate their actions to develop remedial steps as necessary and 

appropriate.  If time permits, the normal procedures for action requests will be 

followed.  The Parties shall conduct joint annual emergency drills, and shall 

require that all appropriate operating staff are trained and certified, and shall 

practice joint emergency drills for declaring an emergency, prioritizing action 

plans, staffing and responsibilities, and communications. 

6.1.2 Each Party shall communicate with and to its respective Reliability Coordinator to 

identify and assist in the resolution of any emergency condition that develops or is 

expected to develop on the system(s) of the Party(ies). 

6.1.3 Joint Voltage Stability Operating Protocol.  The Parties shall coordinate their 

operations in accordance with Good Utility Practice in order to maintain stable 

voltage profiles throughout their respective Regions.  The Parties shall coordinate 

their established daily voltage/reactive management plans.   

6.1.4 Operating to the Most Conservative Result.  When either Party identifies an 

overload/emergency situation that may impact the other Party’s system and the 

affected Party’s results/systems do not observe a similar situation, the Parties will 

operate to the most conservative result until the Parties can identify the reasons 

for these difference(s). 
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ARTICLE SEVEN:   

COORDINATED REGIONAL TRANSMISSION EXPANSION PLANNING 

 

7.1 Joint Planning Committee.   

The OC shall form, as a subcommittee of the OC, a “Joint Planning Committee” (“JPC”) 

comprised of representatives of the Parties’ staffs in numbers and functions to be 

identified from time to time.  Each Party shall have the right, every other year, to 

designate a Chairman of the JPC to serve a one-year calendar term, except that the term 

of the first Chairman shall commence on the Effective Date and end at the end of that 

calendar year.  The OC shall designate the first Chairman.  The Chairman shall be 

responsible for the scheduling of meetings, the preparation of agendas for meetings, and 

the production of minutes of meetings.  The JPC shall coordinate the joint and 

coordinated system planning under this Agreement, including the following:  

a) Prepare and document detailed procedures for the development of power system 

analysis models.  At a minimum, and unless otherwise agreed, the JPC shall 

develop common power system analysis models to perform systems planning, as 

well as models for power flow analyses, short circuit analyses, and stability 

analyses.  For studies of generator or transmission interconnections between or in 

close electrical proximity at the boundaries between the systems of the Parties, the 

JPC will direct the performance of a detailed review of the appropriateness of 

applicable power system models. 

b) Prepare, every other year beginning in 2013, a Joint and Coordinated System 

Plan, as required under Section 7.3.5.  

c) Coordinate all planning activities under this Article Seven, including the 

exchange of data provided under this Article. 

d) Maintain and share the cost of maintaining an Internet site and e-mail or other 

electronic lists for the communication of information related to the coordinated 

planning process. 

e) Meet at least semi-annually to review and coordinate transmission planning 

activities. 

f) Establish working groups as necessary to provide adequate review and 

development of the regional plans.   

g) Establish a schedule for the rotation of responsibility for data management, 

coordination of stakeholder meetings, coordination of analysis activities, report 

preparation, and other activities. 

h) Oversee an annual meeting of the Parties’ system operations, market operations, 

and system planning personnel (such personnel as the Parties may designate for 
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the meeting), to review the issues impacting the coordination of these functions as 

they impact long range planning and the coordination of planning between the 

systems. 

i) Coordinate the provision of information by the Parties to federal and state 

agencies or other regional or multi-state bodies in order to enable any required 

review of elements of the Joint and Coordinated System Plan or to facilitate 

multi-state planning of transmission facilities.   

7.1.1 Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  The Parties shall 

form an Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee (“IPSAC”).  

The IPSAC shall facilitate stakeholder review and input into coordinated system 

planning for the development of the Joint and Coordinated System Plan.  IPSAC 

members shall be the parties of the IS Agreement, or its successor, and designated 

representatives from the SPP membership and/or SPP’s state regulators.  Other 

stakeholders shall be permitted to become members, including stakeholders 

created by change of geographic scope.  The IPSAC will meet no less frequently 

than prior to the start of each cycle of the coordinated planning process, during 

the development of the Joint and Coordinated System Plan, and upon completion 

of the Plan to review final results.  If Western and SPP mutually agree, 

coordinated system planning for the development of the Joint and Coordinated 

System Plan alternatively can be accomplished by way of the SPP stakeholder 

process for the development of the STEP established under the SPP Tariff.  In 

such event, Western shall participate in such stakeholder process as a non-voting 

participant in the same manner as SPP Transmission Owners, provided, however, 

that Western shall not be subject to any requirement to construct upgrades under 

that process. 

7.2 Data and Information Exchange.   

In support of joint and coordinated system planning, each Party shall provide the other 

with the following data and information.  Unless otherwise indicated, such data and 

information shall, at a minimum, be provided annually. 

a) Data required for the development of load flow cases, short-circuit cases, and 

stability cases, including ten (10) year load forecasts, including all critical 

assumptions that are used in the development of these cases. 

b) Fully detailed planning models (up to the next ten (10) years) on an annual basis 

and monthly updates that reflect system enhancement changes or other changes, 

as they occur.  The Parties agree to support model building and maintenance 

activities on a collaborative basis with appropriate documentation and details 

regarding any proposed model changes, including but not limited to planned 

transmission expansion projects, generation commitment and dispatch schedules, 

firm imports and exports, generator retirements, and load forecasts. 
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c) The regional plan document produced by the Party, any long-term or short-term 

reliability assessment documents produced by the Party, and any operating 

assessment reports produced by the Party. 

d) The status of expansion studies, system impact studies and generation 

interconnection studies, such that each Party has knowledge that a commitment 

has been made to a system enhancement as a result of any such studies. 

e) Transmission system maps for the Party’s bulk transmission system and lower 

voltage transmission system maps that are relevant to the coordination of planning 

between the systems. 

f) Contingency lists for use in load flow and stability analyses, including lists of all 

single contingency events and multiple facility tower line contingencies, as well 

as breaker diagrams for the portions of the Party’s transmission system that are 

relevant to the coordination of planning between the systems. 

g) The timing of each planned enhancement, including estimated completion dates 

and project mobilization schedules, and indications of the likelihood a system 

enhancement will be completed and whether the system enhancement should be 

included in system expansion studies, system impact studies and generation 

interconnection studies, and all related applications for regulatory approval and 

the status thereof.  This information shall be provided quarterly and from time to 

time upon changes in status. 

h) Monthly identification of generation and transmission interconnection requests 

that have been received and any long-term firm transmission services that have 

been approved that may impact the operation of a Party’s system in a manner that 

affects the other Party’s system. 

i) Quarterly, the status of all generation and transmission interconnection requests 

that have been identified. 

j) Information regarding long-term firm transmission services on all interfaces 

relevant to the coordination of planning between or among the systems. 

k) Load flow and short-circuit data initially will be exchanged in PSS/E format.  To 

the extent practical, the maintenance and exchange of power system modeling 

data will be implemented through databases.  When feasible, transmission maps 

and breaker diagrams will be provided in an electronic format agreed upon by the 

Parties.  Formats for the exchange of other data will be agreed upon by the Parties 

from time to time. 

l) Such other data and information as is needed for each Party to plan its own 

system accurately and reliably and to assess the impact of conditions existing on 

the system of the other Party. 

Page 29 of 109



 

 

 

 

m) Each Party shall bear its own cost of providing the data and information to the 

other Party as required under this Article Four and otherwise under this 

Agreement. 

7.3 Joint and Coordinated System Planning.   

The primary purpose of joint and coordinated transmission planning is to ensure that 

transmission planning analyses are performed to identify expansions or enhancements to 

transmission system capability needed to maintain reliability, improve operational 

performance, or provide an economic benefit to the Parties. 

7.3.1 Single Party Planning.  Each Party shall engage in such transmission planning 

activities, including expansion plans, system impact studies, and generator 

interconnection studies, as are necessary to fulfill its obligations under its 

agreements and OATT.  Such planning shall conform to applicable reliability 

requirements of NERC, applicable regional reliability entities, or any successor 

organizations, and all applicable requirements of federal, state, or regulatory 

authorities.  Each Party agrees to prepare a regional transmission planning report 

and document the procedures, methodologies, and business practices that are 

utilized in preparing and completing this transmission planning report.  The 

Parties further agree to share, on an ongoing basis, information that arises in the 

performance of such single party planning activities as is necessary or appropriate 

for effective coordination between the Parties, including, in addition to the 

information sharing requirements of Sections 7.2 and 7.3, the identification of 

proposed transmission system enhancements that may affect the Parties’ 

respective systems. 

7.3.2 Joint and Coordinated System Plan.  The Parties will perform joint and 

coordinated studies required to assure the reliable, efficient, and effective 

operation of the transmission system.  Results of such coordinated studies will be 

included in the Joint and Coordinated System Plan.  The Joint and Coordinated 

System Plan shall have as input the results of ongoing analyses of requests for 

generation and transmission interconnection and ongoing analyses of requests for 

long-term (one year or longer) firm transmission service.  Construction of 

upgrades on the SPP system that are identified as necessary in the Joint and 

Coordinated System Plan shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the SPP 

Membership Agreement and SPP Tariff applicable to the construction of upgrades 

identified in the expansion planning process. Construction of upgrades on 

the Integrated System that are identified as necessary in the Joint and Coordinated 

System Plan shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the IS Agreement and 

the IS Tariff applicable to the construction of upgrades and identified in the 

planning process. The Parties shall coordinate in the analyses of these ongoing 

service requests in accordance with Sections 7.3.3 and 7.3.4.  The Joint and 

Coordinated System Plan shall be an integral part of the expansion plans of each 

Party.  If Western and SPP mutually agree, the performance of joint and 

coordinated studies and the production of a Joint and Coordinated System Plan 

alternatively can be accomplished by way of the SPP stakeholder process for the 

development of the STEP established under the SPP Tariff.  In such event, 
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Western shall participate, as a non-voting member, in such stakeholder process 

in the same manner as SPP Transmission Owners, provided, however, that 

Western shall not be subject to any requirement to construct upgrades under that 

process. 

7.3.3 Analysis of Generation Interconnection Requests.  In accordance with the 

procedures under which the Parties provide generator interconnection service, 

each Party will coordinate with the other and conduct, in a timely manner, any 

studies required in determining the impact of, and necessary upgrades required to 

provide, such requested generation interconnection service.  Results of such 

coordinated studies will be included in the impacts reported to the generator 

interconnection customers as appropriate.  If Western and SPP mutually agree, the 

coordination of studies required for generator interconnections alternatively can 

be accomplished by way of the SPP study procedures for generator 

interconnection under the SPP Tariff.  In such event, Western shall participate in 

such procedures in the same manner as SPP Transmission Owners, provided, 

however, that Western shall not be subject to any requirement to construct those 

or alternative upgrades under those SPP tariff procedures, unless as otherwise 

required by Western’s tariff or agreed to by the Parties.  Coordination of studies 

and upgrades will include the following: 

a) Upon the posting to the OASIS of a request for generator interconnection, 

the Party (or Parties) receiving the request(s) (“direct connect system(s)”) 

will determine, to the extent possible, whether the other Party is 

potentially impacted.  If the other Party (Parties) is potentially impacted, 

the directly connected system(s) will notify the other Party (Parties) and 

convey the information provided in the posting. 

b) If the potentially impacted Party (Parties) determines that its system may 

be materially impacted by the generator interconnection, that Party will 

contact the direct connect system(s), and request participation in the 

applicable generator interconnection studies.  The Parties will coordinate 

with respect to the nature of studies to be performed to test the impacts of 

the generator interconnection on the potentially impacted Party, who will 

perform the studies.  The Parties will strive to minimize the costs 

associated with the joint and coordinated study process. 

c) Any joint and coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with 

the study timeline requirements of the applicable generation 

interconnection procedures of the direct connect system(s).  The 

potentially impacted Party will use reasonable efforts to comply with this 

schedule. 

d) The potentially impacted Party may participate in the joint and 

coordinated study either by taking responsibility for performance of 

studies of its system, or by providing input to the studies to be performed 

by the direct connect system(s).  If the Parties mutually agree, the study 
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cost estimates indicated in the study agreement between the direct connect 

system(s) and the generator interconnection customer will reflect the costs, 

and the associated roles of the study participants including the potentially 

impacted Party.  The direct connect system(s) will review the cost 

estimates submitted by all participants for reasonableness, based on 

expected level of participation and responsibilities in the study. 

e) If the Parties mutually agree, the direct connect system(s) will collect from 

the generator interconnection customer the costs incurred by the 

potentially impacted Party associated with the performance of such studies 

and forward collected amounts to the potentially impacted Party.   

f) If the results of the joint and coordinated study indicate that transmission 

upgrades are required in accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, 

or standards applicable to the potentially impacted system, the direct 

connect system(s) will identify the need for such transmission upgrades in 

the system impact study prepared for the generator interconnection 

customer. 

g) Requirements for construction of, and the reimbursement of costs related 

to, such transmission upgrades on affected system will be under the terms 

and conditions of the potentially impacted system, pursuant to an 

agreement between the generator interconnection customer and the 

potentially impacted system, and consistent with applicable federal or state 

regulatory policy. 

h) Each Party will maintain a separate generator interconnection queue.  The 

JPC will maintain a composite listing of generator interconnection 

requests for all interconnection projects that have been identified as 

potentially impacting the systems of both Parties.  The JPC will post this 

listing on the Internet site maintained for the communication of 

information related to the joint and coordinated system planning process.  

The Internet site will contain links to the web sites of each Party where 

individual generator interconnection study results will be maintained. 

i) The Party receiving the request will not grant generator interconnection 

service (i.e. allow the generator to be placed in-service) until notified by 

the potentially impacted Party that impacts on its system have been 

adequately addressed by the generator interconnection service customer 

for the timeframe(s) and generation injection level(s) being granted by the 

Party receiving the request. 

7.3.4 Analysis of Long-Term Firm Transmission Service Requests.  In accordance 

with applicable procedures under which the Parties provide long-term firm 

transmission service (one year or more), the Parties will coordinate with each 

other and conduct, in a timely manner, any studies required to determine the 

impact of, and necessary upgrades required to provide, such requested service.  
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Results of such joint and coordinated studies will be included in the impacts 

reported to the transmission service customers as appropriate.  If Western and 

SPP mutually agree, the coordination of studies required to determine the impact 

of long-term transmission service requests alternatively can be accomplished by 

way of the SPP study procedures for transmission service requests under the SPP 

Tariff.  In such event, Western shall participate in such procedures in the same 

manner as SPP Transmission Owners, provided, however, that Western shall not 

be subject to any requirement to construct those or alternative upgrades under that 

SPP tariff process, unless as otherwise required by Western’s tariff or agreed to 

by the Parties.  Coordination of studies will include the following: 

a) If applicable, the Parties will coordinate the calculation of ATC values 

associated with the service, based on contingencies on the systems of each 

Party that may be impacted by the granting of the service. 

b) Upon the posting to the OASIS of a request for service, the Party receiving 

the request will determine, to the extent possible, whether the other Party 

is potentially impacted.  If the other Party is potentially impacted, the 

Party receiving the request will notify the other Party and convey the 

information provided in the posting. 

c) If the potentially impacted Party determines that its system may be 

materially impacted by the service, that Party will contact the Party 

receiving the request and request participation in the applicable 

transmission service studies.  The Parties will coordinate with respect to 

the nature of studies to be performed to test the impacts of the requested 

service on the potentially impacted Party, who will perform the studies.  

The Parties will strive to maximize the cost efficiency of the joint and 

coordinated study process.  The JPC will develop screening procedures to 

assist in the identification of service requests that may impact systems of 

parties other than the system receiving the request. 

d) Any joint and coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with 

the study timeline requirements of the applicable transmission service 

procedures of the Party receiving the request.  The potentially impacted 

Party will use reasonable efforts to comply with this schedule. 

e) The potentially impacted system may participate in the joint and 

coordinated study either by taking responsibility for performance of 

studies of their system, or by providing input to the studies to be 

performed by the Party receiving the request.  If the Parties mutually 

agree, the study cost estimates indicated in the study agreement between 

the Party receiving the request and the transmission service customer will 

reflect the costs and the associated roles of the study participants.  The 

Party receiving the request will review the cost estimates submitted by all 

participants for reasonableness, based on expected levels of participation 

and responsibilities in the study. 

Page 33 of 109



 

 

 

 

f) If the Parties mutually agree, the Party receiving the request will collect 

from the transmission service customer, and forward to the potentially 

impacted system, the costs incurred by the potentially impacted Party 

associated with the performance of such studies. 

g) If the results of a joint and coordinated study indicate that transmission 

upgrades are required in accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, 

or standards applicable to the potentially impacted system, the system 

receiving the request will identify the need for such transmission upgrades 

in the system impact study prepared for the transmission service customer.  

h) Requirements for the construction of, and reimbursement of costs related 

to, such transmission upgrades on affected system(s)  will be under the 

terms and conditions of the potentially impacted system, pursuant to an 

agreement between the transmission service customer and the potentially 

impacted system, and consistent with applicable federal and state 

regulatory policy. 

i) The Party receiving the request will not grant transmission service (i.e. 

allow the transmission service to be utilized) until notified by the 

potentially impacted Party that impacts on its system have been adequately 

addressed by the transmission service customer for the timeframe(s) and 

transmission service level(s) being granted by the Party receiving the 

request. 

7.3.5 Development of the Joint and Coordinated System Plan.  Each Party agrees to 

assist in the preparation of a Joint and Coordinated System Plan applicable to the 

Parties’ systems.  Each Party’s annual transmission planning reports will be 

incorporated into the Joint and Coordinated System Plan, however, neither Party 

shall have the right to veto any planning of the other Party nor shall either Party 

have the right, under this Article, to obtain financial compensation due to the 

impact of another Party’s plans or additions. The IPSAC will have an opportunity 

to review and comment before the Joint and Coordinated System Plan is finalized.  

The IPSAC’s approval is not required to finalize the Joint and Coordinated 

System Plan.   

The Joint and Coordinated System Plan shall: 

a)   Integrate the Parties’ respective transmission expansion plans, including 

any reliability and economic additions to system infrastructure (such as 

generation or transmission projects) and transmission system upgrades that 

are impacted by or are beneficial to both Parties, together with alternatives 

to upgrades that were considered. 

b)  Set forth actions to resolve any impacts that may result across the seams 

between the Parties’ systems due to such system additions or upgrades; 

and 
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c) Describe results of the analysis for the combined transmission systems, as 

well as the procedures, methodologies, and business practices that were 

utilized in preparing and completing the joint transmission analysis. 

7.3.5.1 Coordination of studies required for the development of the Joint and 

Coordinated System Plan will include the following steps: 

a) Every other year, the Parties shall perform a comprehensive, joint 

and coordinated regional transmission expansion planning study.  

Sensitivity analyses will be performed, as required, during the off 

years based on a review by the JPC and IPSAC of discrete 

reliability problems or operability issues that arise due to changing 

system conditions.  Ad hoc study groups may be formed as needed 

to address localized seams issues identified. 

b) Each Party will be responsible for providing the technical support 

required to complete the analysis for the study.  The responsibility 

for the joint and coordinated study and the compilation of the joint 

and coordinated study report will alternate between the Parties.   

c) The JPC will develop a scope and procedure for the Joint and 

Coordinated System Plan.  The scope of the study will include 

evaluations of the transmission systems against the reliability 

criteria, operational performance criteria, and economic 

performance criteria applicable to each Party.  Each Party will 

provide a baseline model that includes all committed transmission 

enhancements included in the Party’s regional transmission 

expansion plan, and all of the committed generation 

interconnection projects and any associated transmission upgrades. 

d) The Parties will use planning models that are developed in 

accordance with the procedures to be established by the JPC.  

Exchange of power flow models will be in a format that is 

acceptable to both Parties and will use a consistent bus numbering 

convention and bus naming convention to minimize work that is 

needed to merge detailed power flow models. 

e) The Joint and Coordinated System Plan will initially evaluate the 

reliability of the combined transmission systems.  Any upgrades 

required to resolve criteria violations will be agreed upon and 

included in an updated baseline model. Agreed upon upgrades 

required to resolve criteria violations will be included in the Joint 

and Coordinated System Plan. 

f) The performance of the combined transmission systems will be 

tested against agreed upon operational and economic criteria, 

where applicable, using the updated baseline model derived from 
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7.3.5.1(e).  Agreed upon upgrades required to resolve operational 

and/or economic performance criteria violations will be included in 

the Joint and Coordinated System Plan. 

g) Economic planning criteria applicable to either Party shall be 

consistent with any such criteria on file with any regulatory 

authority having jurisdiction over such Party or policies established 

by the Parties’ respective Board of Directors. 

7.4 Allocation of Costs of Upgrades.  

 

7.4.1 Upgrades Associated with Generation Interconnections.  Costs associated with 

transmission system upgrades required as a result of the reliability related impacts 

of requests for generation interconnection will be recovered under the terms of the 

tariff of the impacted Party or other controlling agreements and consistent with 

applicable federal and state regulatory policy. 

7.4.2 Upgrades Associated with Transmission Service Requests.  Costs associated 

with transmission system upgrades required as a result of any reliability related 

impacts of requests for long-term firm delivery service requests will be recovered 

under the terms of the tariff of the impacted Party or other controlling agreements 

and consistent with applicable federal and state regulatory policy.   

7.4.3  Reserved. 
 

ARTICLE EIGHT:   

JOINT CHECKOUT PROCEDURES 

 

8.1 Scheduling Checkout Protocols. 

 

8.1.1 Scheduling Protocols.  Each Party shall utilize to the greatest extent possible 

technology to perform electronic approvals of schedules, and to perform 

electronic checkouts, in lieu of telephone calls.  The Parties shall follow the 

following scheduling protocols: 

8.1.1.1 Each Party, acting as the scheduling agent for its respective Balancing 

Authority Area(s), shall conduct all checkouts with its first-tier 

Balancing Authority Areas or the applicable scheduling agent on behalf 

of those Balancing Authority Areas.  SPP acts as the scheduling agent 

for all Balancing Authority Areas operating within its transmission 

system. 

8.1.1.2 The Parties shall require all schedules to be tagged in accord with the 

NERC tagging standard.  For reserve sharing and other emergency 

schedules that are not tagged, the Parties will enter manual schedules 
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after the fact into their respective scheduling systems to facilitate 

checkout between the Parties. 

8.1.1.3 When there is a scheduling conflict, the Parties shall modify the 

schedule as soon as practical in order to properly resolve the conflict.  If 

there is a scheduling conflict that is identified before the schedule has 

started, then both Parties shall make the correction in real-time and not 

wait until the quarter hour.  If the schedule has already started and one 

Party identifies an error, then the Parties will make the correction at the 

earliest quarter hour increment.  If a scheduling conflict cannot be 

resolved between the Parties but the source and sink have agreed to a 

MW value, then the Parties will both adjust their numbers to that same 

MW value.  If source and sink are unable to agree to a MW value, then 

the previously tagged value will stand for both Parties. 

8.1.1.4 For entities that do not use the respective Parties’ electronic scheduling 

interfaces, the Parties shall contact the non-member first-tier entities by 

telephone to perform checkouts. 

8.1.1.5 The Parties shall perform the following types of checkouts: 

(a) Pre-schedule (Day-Ahead), daily between 1600 and 2000 hours. 

(b) Hourly Before the Fact (Real-Time): 

(i) Hourly before the fact checkout includes the verification of 

import and export totals, and is not limited to net scheduled 

interchange for Balancing Authority Areas with the ability 

to determine such net scheduled interchange.  At a future 

time, the Parties may checkout individual schedules. 

(ii) Hourly checkout shall be performed starting at the half 

hour and ending at the ramp hour. 

(iii) Intra-hour checkout/schedule confirmation shall occur as 

required due to intra-hour scheduled changes. 

(c) After the fact (day end) daily starting at 0100 hours. 

(d) After the fact (monthly) on a daily basis (usually via email), 

starting on the first business day of the following month and 

ending by the tenth (10
th

) business day of that month.  

8.1.1.6 For schedules between Western and any of the Balancing Authority 

Areas operating in SPP, checkouts shall be performed between Western 

and SPP.  If a checkout discrepancy is discovered, the Parties will use 

the NERC tag to determine where the discrepancy exists.  The Parties 

shall require any entity that conducts business within its Region to 
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checkout with the applicable Party using NERC tag numbers; a Party 

shall not permit a special naming convention be used by that entity or 

other naming conventions be given to schedules by other entities. 

 

ARTICLE NINE:   

VOLTAGE CONTROL AND REACTIVE POWER COORDINATION 

 

9.1 Coordination Objectives.   

The Parties shall follow the following procedures (“Voltage and Reactive Power 

Coordination Procedures”) under this Article. 

9.1.1 The Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures address the following 

components: (a) procedures to assist the Parties in maintaining a wide area view 

of interconnection conditions by enhancing the coordination of voltage and 

reactive levels throughout their respective footprints as transmission providers; 

(b) procedures to ensure the maintenance of sufficient reactive reserves to respond 

to scenarios of high load periods, loss of critical reactive resources, and unusually 

high transfers; and (c) procedures for sharing of data with other neighboring 

Reliability Coordinators for their analysis and coordinated operation. 

9.1.2 The Parties will review the Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures 

from time to time to make revisions and enhancements as appropriate to 

accommodate additional capabilities or changes to industry reliability 

requirements. 

9.2 Specific Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures.  

The Parties will utilize the following procedures to coordinate the use of voltage control 

equipment to maintain a reliable bulk power transmission system voltage profile on their 

respective systems.  

9.2.1 Under normal conditions, each Party shall coordinate with the owners of the 

transmission facilities subject to its control, and the Balancing Authority Areas as 

necessary and feasible to supply its own reactive load and losses at all load levels. 

9.2.2 Each Party shall work with its owners of transmission facilities and Balancing 

Authority Areas and shall determine adequate and reliable voltage schedules 

under actual and post-contingency conditions. 

9.2.3 Each Party shall establish voltage limits at critical locations within its own system 

and provide this information to the other Party. This information shall include: 

normal high voltage limits; normal low voltage limits; post-contingency 

emergency high voltage limits; post-contingency emergency low voltage limits; 

and the voltage limit value (if available) at which load shedding will be 

implemented. 
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9.2.4 Each Party shall remain aware of the voltage limits in the other Party’s area 

(where the EMS Model includes sufficient detail to permit this) and of outages 

and potential contingencies that could result in violation of those voltage limits.  

Each Party shall attempt to avoid exceeding such voltage limits. 

9.2.5 The Parties shall clearly communicate the level of voltage support needed during 

pre- or post-contingency conditions requiring voltage and reactive power 

coordination. 

9.2.6 Each Party shall maintain a list of actions that are available to be taken when 

voltage support is necessary to respond to anticipated or prevailing system 

conditions. 

9.2.7 At least once each calendar quarter, the Parties will exchange voltage schedules 

and meet and confer to identify system conditions that could impact the 

schedules.  The Parties shall determine adjustments to the schedules, consistent 

with reliability. 

9.2.8 The Parties shall use voltage control equipment in a cooperative manner to 

maintain a reliable bulk power transmission system voltage profile on their 

systems and surrounding systems, as follows:  

9.2.8.1 Each Party has operational or functional control of reactive sources 

within its system, and shall direct adjustments to voltage schedules at 

appropriate facilities. 

(a) Each Party generally will adjust its voltage schedules to best utilize 

its resources for operation. 

(b) If a Party anticipates voltage or reactive problems, it shall inform 

the other Party (operations planning with respect to future day and 

Reliability Coordinator with respect to same day) of the situation, 

describe the conditions, and request voltage/reactive support under 

these procedures.  As a part of the request, the Party shall identify 

the specific area where voltage/reactive support is requested, and 

provide an estimate of the magnitude and time duration of the 

request as well as the specific voltage and limit. 

(c) The requesting Party shall arrange a conference call between the 

affected Balancing Authority Areas/Transmission Owners and the 

other Party. The purpose of this call is to ensure that the situation is 

fully understood and that an effective operating plan to address the 

situation has been or will be developed. 

(d) Each Party shall implement or direct voltage schedule changes 

requested by the other Party, provided that a Party may decline a 

requested change if the change would result in equipment 

violations or reduce the effective operation of its facilities. A Party 
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that declines a requested change must inform the requesting Party 

that the request cannot be granted and state the reason for denial. 

 

ARTICLE TEN:   

DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 
 

10.1 Dispute Resolution Procedures.   

The Parties shall attempt in good faith to achieve consensus with respect to all matters 

arising under this Agreement and to use reasonable efforts through good faith discussion 

and negotiation to avoid and resolve disputes that could delay or impede a Party from 

receiving the benefits of this Agreement.  These dispute resolution procedures apply to 

any dispute that arises from a Party’s performance of, or failure to perform, this 

Agreement and which the Parties are unable to resolve prior to invocation of these 

procedures.   

10.1.1 Step One.  In the event a dispute arises, a Party shall give Notice of the 

dispute to the other Party.  Within ten (10) days of such Notice, the OC 

shall meet and the Parties will attempt to resolve the Dispute by 

reasonable efforts through good faith discussion and negotiation.  In 

addition to a Party’s OC representative, a Party shall also be permitted to 

bring no more than two (2) additional individuals to OC meetings held 

under this Step One as subject matter experts; however, all such 

participants must be employees of the Party they represent.  In addition, 

each Party may bring no more than two (2) attorneys (who need not be 

employees of the Party they represent). In the event the OC is unable to 

resolve within twenty (20) days of such Notice, either Party shall be 

entitled to invoke Step 2. 

10.1.2  Step Two.  A Party may invoke Step 2 by giving Notice thereof to the 

OC. In the event a Party invokes Step 2, the OC shall, in writing, and no 

later than five (5) days after the Notice, refer the dispute in writing to the 

Parties’ Senior Management, SPP President and Western Regional 

Manager, for consideration. The Parties’ Senior Management shall meet in 

person no later than fourteen (14) days after such referral and shall make a 

good faith effort to resolve the dispute. The Parties shall serve upon each 

other, written position papers concerning the dispute, no later than forty-

eight (48) hours in advance of such meeting. In the event the Parties’ 

Senior Management fail to resolve the dispute, either Party shall be 

entitled to invoke Step Three. 

 

10.1.3 Step Three. Upon the demand of either Party, the dispute shall be referred 

to FERC’s Office of Dispute Resolution for mediation, and upon a Party’s 

determination at any point during the mediation that mediation has failed 

to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek formal resolution by initiating 
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a proceeding before FERC to the extent that FERC has jurisdiction over 

such dispute.  

10.1.4 Exceptions. In the event of disputes involving Confidential Information, 

infringement or ownership of Intellectual Property or rights pertaining 

thereto, or any dispute where a Party seeks temporary or preliminary 

injunctive relief to avoid alleged immediate and irreparable harm, the 

procedures stated in this Article shall apply, but shall not preclude a Party 

from seeking such temporary or preliminary injunctive relief.  

 

ARTICLE ELEVEN:   

RETAINED RIGHTS OF PARTIES 

 

11.1 Parties Entitled to Act Separately.   

This Agreement does not create or establish, and shall not be construed to create or 

establish, any partnership or joint venture between or among any of the Parties.  This 

Agreement establishes terms and conditions solely of a contractual relationship, among 

independent entities, to facilitate the achievement of the joint objectives described in the 

Agreement.  The contractual relationship established hereunder implies no duties or 

obligations among the Parties except as specified expressly herein.  All obligations 

hereunder shall be subject to, and performed in a manner that complies with each Party’s 

internal requirements; provided, however, this sentence shall not limit any payment 

obligation under Article 14.1, or indemnity obligation under Article 15.3.  

11.2 Agreement to Jointly Make Required Tariff Changes to Implement 

Agreement.  

The Parties agree that they shall cooperate in good faith in the filing of any Section 205 

filings before FERC that may be required to implement the terms of this Agreement to 

facilitate the Effective Date.  The Party(ies) agree to request FERC to approve an 

effective date of April 30, 2012 (“Effective Date” is the date contained herein or 

otherwise the date specified by the FERC). 

 

ARTICLE TWELVE:   

EFFECTIVE DATE, IMPLEMENTATION, TERM AND TERMINATION 

 

12.1 Effective Date; Implementation.  

This Agreement shall become effective on the date it is accepted or approved by FERC.  

Commencing with the Effective Date, the Parties shall commence and continue efforts to 

implement other provisions of this Agreement on dates determined by the OC, which 

dates shall be the earliest dates reasonably feasible for the Parties but none of which are 
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expected to be earlier than six (6) months from the date of the execution of this 

Agreement. 

12.2 Term.   

This Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and shall continue in full force 

and effect for a term of three (3) years (“Initial Term”), unless terminated earlier in 

accordance with the provisions of this Agreement. The term of the Agreement may be 

extended beyond the Initial Term by mutual agreement of the Parties. All extensions shall 

be submitted to FERC for acceptance or approval. 

12.3 Right of a Party to Terminate. 

 

12.3.1 Either Party may terminate this Agreement after the Initial Term upon not less 

than twelve (12) months’ Notice. 

12.3.2 Both Parties may terminate at any time by mutual agreement of both Parties.   

12.3.4 Either Party may terminate this Agreement in accordance with Section 12.4, 12.5, 

or 12.6. 

12.4 Termination Due to Regulatory Action.   

In the event that FERC, or any person, takes any action to subject Western or SPP’s 

activities under this Agreement to FERC’s jurisdiction under the Federal Power Act, any 

Party may terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days’ Notice.  This provision is not 

applicable to the exercise of either Party in submitting to FERC a dispute involving this 

Agreement as provided for in Section 10.1.3, Step Three of the Dispute Resolution 

Procedures provided in this Agreement.  

12.5 Termination Due To FERC Modification.   

SPP has concluded that this Agreement must be filed with FERC under the Federal 

Power Act and its implementing regulations.  Should FERC require any modifications to 

this Agreement that adversely affect the rights or obligations of a Party, that Party may 

terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days’ written notice. 

12.6 Change in NERC.   

This Agreement is premised on the existence of NERC, and the applicability of NERC 

definitions, policies, and procedures.  To the extent that NERC ceases to exist in its 

current form, and/or is replaced with an entity with authority for reliability over the 

transmission systems of the Parties, the Parties shall promptly meet to determine whether 

to revise this Agreement to reflect the new reliability entity and the Parties’ obligations in 

light of the authority of the new reliability entity or to terminate this Agreement.   

12.7 Survival.   

The applicable provisions of this Agreement shall continue in effect after any termination 

of this Agreement to provide for adjustments and payments under Article Ten, dispute 

resolution, determination and enforcement of liability, and indemnification, arising from 

acts or events that occurred during the period this Agreement was in effect. 
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12.8 Post-Termination Cooperation.   

Following any termination of this Agreement, all Parties shall thereafter cooperate fully 

and work diligently in good faith to achieve an orderly resolution of all matters resulting 

from such termination. 

 

ARTICLE THIRTEEN:   

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

 

13.1 Definition.   

The term “Confidential Information” shall mean: (a) all data and information, whether 

furnished before or after the execution of this Agreement, whether oral, written, or 

recorded/electronic, and regardless of the manner in which it is furnished, that is marked 

“Confidential” or “Proprietary” or which under all of the circumstances should be treated 

as confidential or proprietary; (b) any data or information deemed confidential under 

some other form of confidentiality agreement or tariff provided to a Party by a generator; 

(c) all reports, summaries, compilations, analyses, notes, or any other data or information 

of a Party hereto which are based on, contain, or reflect any Confidential Information; 

and (e) any data and information which, if disclosed by a transmission function employee 

of a utility regulated by the FERC to a market function employee of the same utility 

system, other than by public posting, would violate the FERC’s Standards of Conduct set 

forth in 18 C.F.R. Part 358.  The Parties agree that Confidential Information constitutes 

commercially sensitive and proprietary trade secret information. 

13.2 Protection.   

During the course of the Parties’ performance under this Agreement, a Party may receive 

or become exposed to Confidential Information.  Except as set forth herein, the Parties 

agree to keep confidential, and not to copy, disclose, or distribute any Confidential 

Information or any part thereof, without the prior written permission of the issuing Party.  

In addition, each Party shall ensure that its employees, its agents, its subcontractors, and 

its subcontractors’ employees, and agents to whom Confidential Information is given or 

exposed, agree to be bound by the terms and conditions contained herein.  Each Party 

shall be liable for any breach of this Article by its employees, its agents, its 

subcontractors, and its subcontractors’ employees and agents.   

13.3 Scope.   

This obligation of confidentiality shall not extend to data and information that, at no fault 

of a recipient Party, is or was: (a) in the public domain or generally available or known to 

the public; (b) disclosed to a recipient by a non-Party who had a legal right to do so; or 

(c) independently developed by a Party or known to such Party prior to its disclosure 

hereunder.      

13.4 Standard of Care.   

Each Party shall protect Confidential Information from disclosure, dissemination, or 

publication.  Regardless of whether a Party is subject to the jurisdiction of the FERC 
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under the Federal Power Act, and regardless of whether a Party is a RTO, each Party 

agrees to restrict access to all Confidential Information to only those persons authorized 

to view such information: (a) by the FERC’s Standards of Conduct, 18 C.F.R. Part 358 

or, if implemented, (b) by such Party’s board resolutions, tariff provisions, posted 

Standards of Conduct, or other internal policies governing access to, and the sharing of, 

energy market or transmission system information. 

13.5 Required Disclosure.  

The obligations of confidentiality contained herein shall not apply to Confidential 

Information which is required to be disclosed by subpoena, law, or other directive of a 

Governmental Authority with proper jurisdiction; however, nothing in this section is 

intended to diminish or change the confidentiality of Confidential Information 

notwithstanding the requirement to disclose. If a Governmental Authority requests or 

requires a Party to disclose any Confidential Information, such Party shall provide the 

supplying Party with prompt Notice of such request or requirement so that the supplying 

Party may seek an appropriate protective order or other appropriate remedy or waive 

compliance with the provisions of this Agreement.  Notwithstanding the absence of a 

protective order or a waiver, a Party shall disclose only such Confidential Information 

that it is legally required to disclose.  Each Party shall use reasonable efforts to obtain 

reliable assurances that confidential treatment will be accorded to Confidential 

Information required to be disclosed.  

If a Party is required to disclose any Confidential Information (the “Disclosing Party”) 

under this Section, a Party supplying such Confidential Information (the “Supplying 

Party”) shall have the right to immediately suspend supplying such Confidential 

Information to the Disclosing Party.  In that event, the Parties shall meet as soon as 

practicable in an effort to resolve any and all issues associated with the required 

disclosure of such Confidential Information, and the likelihood of additional disclosures 

of such Confidential Information.  If the Parties are unable to resolve those issues within 

ten (10) days, notwithstanding Section 12.3, the Supplying Party shall have the right to 

terminate this Agreement immediately. 

13.6 Return of Confidential Information.   

All Confidential Information provided by the Supplying Party shall be returned by the 

Receiving Parties to the supplying Party promptly upon request.  Except as otherwise 

agreed by the Parties, upon termination or expiration of this Agreement, a Party shall use 

reasonable efforts to destroy, erase, delete, or return to the supplying Party any and all 

written or electronic Confidential Information. Upon request, the Receiving Party shall 

certify in writing that it has satisfied the obligations of such a request.  In no event shall a 

receiving Party retain copies of any Confidential Information provided by a supplying 

Party. 

13.7 Equitable Relief.   

Each Party acknowledges that remedies at law are inadequate to protect against breach of 

the covenants and agreements in this Article, and hereby in advance agrees, without 

prejudice to any rights to judicial relief that it may otherwise have, to the granting of 

equitable relief, including injunction, in the supplying Party’s favor without proof of 

Page 44 of 109



 

 

 

 

actual damages.  In addition to the equitable relief referred to in this Section, a supplying 

Party shall only be entitled to recover from a receiving Party any and all gains wrongfully 

acquired, directly or indirectly, from a receiving Party’s unauthorized disclosure of 

Confidential Information. 

 

ARTICLE FOURTEEN:   

ACCOUNTING AND ALLOCATION OF COSTS 

 

14.1  Revenue Distribution.  

This Agreement does not modify any prior commitment or agreement under SPP’s OATT 

with regard to revenue distribution or cost allocation. All distribution of revenue received 

under this agreement shall be distributed by the Party receiving such revenue in 

accordance with the terms of such Party’s prior agreement under the OATT. Payments 

for costs pursuant to the OATT or by other agreement or incurred by joint operations 

shall be invoiced and paid according to the provisions of this Article. 

14.2 Billing and Invoicing Procedures.  

Each Party shall render invoices to the other Party for amounts due under this Agreement 

in accordance with its customary billing practices and payment shall be due in 

accordance with the invoicing Party’s customary payment requirements. All payments 

shall be made in immediately available funds payable to the invoicing Party by wire 

transfer pursuant to instructions set out by the Parties from time to time. If the amount 

due is not paid on or before the due date, a late payment charge shall be applied to the 

unpaid balance and shall be added to the next invoice.  Such late payment charge shall be 

calculated based on an annual interest rate consistent with the Prompt Payment Act (31 

U.S.C. §§ 3901-3909) and effective in the month in which the invoice is rendered.  

14.3 Access to Information by the Parties.  

Each Party grants the other Party, acting through its officers, employees and agents such 

access to the books and records of the other as is necessary to audit and verify the 

accuracy of charges between the Parties under this Agreement. Such access shall be at the 

location of the Party whose books and records are being reviewed pursuant to this 

Agreement and shall occur during regular business hours. 

 

ARTICLE FIFTEEN:   

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

15.1 Unauthorized Transfer of Third-Party Intellectual Property.   

In the performance of this Agreement, neither Party shall transfer to the other Party any 

Intellectual Property, the use of which by the other Party would constitute an 

infringement of the rights of any non-Party.  In the event such transfer occurs, whether or 

not inadvertent, the transferring Party shall, promptly upon learning of the transfer, 
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provide Notice to the receiving Party and upon receipt of such Notice the receiving Party 

shall take reasonable steps to avoid claims and mitigate losses.   

15.2 Intellectual Property Developed Under This Agreement.   

If during the term of this Agreement, the Parties mutually develop any new Intellectual 

Property that is reduced to writing, the Parties shall negotiate in good faith concerning the 

ownership and licensing of such Intellectual Property.   

15.3 Indemnification.   

SPP hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the United States, its employees, 

agents, or contractors from any loss or damage and from any liability on account of 

personal injury, death, or property damage, or claims for personal injury, death, or 

property damage of any nature whatsoever and by whomsoever made (“Losses”) arising 

out of SPP’s, its employees’, agents’, or subcontractors’ gross negligence, recklessness, 

or willful misconduct in the performance of this Agreement,  except to the extent the 

Losses arise from the gross negligence, recklessness or willful misconduct of the United 

States, its employees, agents or contractors, and as limited by Subsection 15.4.1. 

15.4 Limitation of Liability.   

15.4.1  Except as provided for under 15.3, SPP, its directors, officers, agents and 

employees shall not be liable to Western for damages, including but not limited 

to, any indirect, incidental, special, compensatory, punitive or consequential 

damages or damages for lost profit or lost goodwill; provided, however, that this 

section shall not apply to actions which are unlawful, undertaken in bad faith, or 

are the result of gross negligence or willful misconduct.   

15.4.2  Western is liable only for negligence on the part of its officers and employees in 

accordance with the Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 1346(b), 1346(c), 

2401(b), 2402, 2671, 2672, 2674-2680, as amended or supplemented.  

15.5 Successors and Assigns.    

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties and their 

respective successors and assigns permitted herein, but shall not be assigned by either 

Party, by operation or law or otherwise, without the written consent of the non-assigning 

Party, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld.  In the case of a merger, 

consolidation, sale, reorganization, or spin-off by a Party, such Party shall assure that the 

successor or purchaser adopts this Agreement.   

15.6 Force Majeure.  

Neither Party shall be in breach of this Agreement to the extent and during the period that 

such Party’s performance is made impracticable by any unanticipated cause or causes 

beyond such Party’s control, and without such Party’s fault or negligence, which may 

include, but are not limited to, any act, omission, or circumstance occasioned by or in 

consequence of any act of God, labor dispute, act of the public enemy, war, insurrection, 

riot, fire, storm or flood, explosion, breakage or accident to machinery or equipment, or 

curtailment, order, regulation or restriction imposed by a Governmental Authority.  Upon 

the occurrence of an event considered by a Party to constitute a force majeure event, such 
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Party shall use reasonable efforts to endeavor to continue to perform its obligations as far 

as reasonably practicable and to remedy the event, provided that this Section shall not 

require any Party to settle any strike or labor dispute.  A Party claiming a force majeure 

event shall notify the other Parties in writing immediately, and in no event later than 

forty-eight (48) hours after the occurrence of the force majeure event.  The foregoing 

notwithstanding, the occurrence of a cause under this Section shall not excuse a Party 

from making any payment otherwise required under this Agreement.   

15.7 Amendment.   

No amendment of or modification to this Agreement shall be made or become 

enforceable except by a written instrument duly executed by both Parties and such 

amendment has been accepted by FERC.  

15.8 Headings.  

The headings used for the Articles and Sections of this Agreement are for convenience 

and reference purposes only, and shall not be construed to modify, expand, limit, or 

restrict the provisions of this Agreement.   

15.9 Counterparts.  

This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be 

an original, but all of which together will constitute one instrument, binding upon the 

Parties hereto, notwithstanding that all Parties may not have executed the same 

counterpart. 

15.10 Notices.   

A notice (“Notice”) shall be effective only if in writing and delivered by:  hand; reputable 

overnight courier; United States mail; or telefacsimile.  Electronic mail is not effective 

Notice.  Notice shall be deemed to have been given: (a) when delivered to the recipient 

by hand, overnight courier, or telefacsimile or (b) if delivered by United States mail, on 

the postmark date.  Notice shall be addressed as follows: 

 

SPP:  Carl Monroe 

  Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 

  415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 

  Little Rock, AR  72205 

 

Western:  Lloyd A. Linke 

Operations Manager 

1330 41
st
 Street 

PO Box 790 

Watertown, SD 57201 

 

15.11 Governing Law.  

Federal law shall control the obligations and procedures established by this agreement 

and the performance and enforcement thereof.  The forum for litigation arising from this 

Page 47 of 109



 

 

 

 

agreement shall exclusively be a Federal court of the United States, unless the parties 

agree to pursue alternative dispute resolution. 

15.12 Prior Agreements; Entire Agreement.   

All prior agreements between the Parties relating to the matters contemplated by this 

Agreement, whether written or oral, are superseded by this Agreement, and shall be of no 

further force or effect.   

 

ARTICLE SIXTEEN:   

Participation by the Government of the United States of America 

 

16.1 Applicability to SPP.  

Nothing contained in this Section 16 shall be construed to require or obligate SPP to 

comply with such Federal laws or regulations contained herein or have such Federal laws 

or regulations apply to SPP by virtue of participating in this Agreement.   

 

16.2 Subject to Acts of Congress.   

The performance by Western of its obligations contained in this Agreement shall be 

subject to applicable Federal laws and regulations, including, but not limited to, Acts of 

Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), 

August 4, 1977 (91 Stat. 565), and Acts amendatory or supplementary to the foregoing 

Acts, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 

U.S.C. 13451, the Freedom of Information Act, and the Debt Collection Act, 31 U.S.C. 

3701 et seq. This reservation includes, but is not limited to, the statutory limitations on 

the authority of the Secretary of Energy to submit disputes to arbitration.   

 

16.3 Projects.   

The individual hydroelectric projects from which the Western markets power and energy 

are owned and controlled by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation.  These projects are operated to satisfy multi-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 express approval of either the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation. 

 

16.4 Contingent Upon Appropriations.   

Where activities provided for in the Agreement extend beyond the current fiscal year, 

continued expenditures by the Western are contingent upon Congress making the 

necessary appropriations required for the continued performance of the Western’s 

obligations under the Agreement.  In case such appropriation is not made, SPP hereby 

releases the Western from its contractual obligations and from all liability due to the 

failure of Congress to make such appropriation.   

 

16.5 Covenant Against Contingent Fees.   
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  SPP warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed or retained to solicit or 

secure the contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission, percentage, 

brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona fide employees or bona fide established 

commercial or selling agencies maintained by SPP for the purpose of securing business.  

For breach or violation of this warranty, the Western shall have the right to annul the 

contract without liability or in its discretion to deduct from the contract price or 

consideration the full amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent 

fee. 

 

16.6 Work Hours and Standards.   

 As applicable, SPP shall comply with the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, 29 

USC §201 and the regulations promulgated by the Department of Labor pursuant to the 

Act. 

 

16.7 Equal Opportunity Employment Practices.   

 As applicable, SPP shall comply with Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 

42 USC §2000e, et. Seq., which prohibits, among other things, unlawful employment 

practices because of an individual’s race, color, religion, sex or national origin.  

 

16.8 Use of Convict Labor.   

 SPP agrees not to employ any person undergoing sentence of imprisonment in performing 

the agreement 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. 

 

16.9 No Expansion Of Jurisdiction, Waiver Of Defenses, Liability For  

Penalties, Or Inconsistent Obligations.   

By entering into this Agreement, Western has not waived or conceded any defense it may 

have, including sovereign immunity, intergovernmental immunity, or lack of subject 

matter jurisdiction in any action against it by an Enforcement Authority, nor has Western 

accepted any liability, responsibility, or obligation to pay any civil monetary penalties or 

fines to which it would not have been subject in the absence of this Agreement that may 

be imposed by an Enforcement Authority.    Enforcement Authority in this Agreement 

means the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), Electric Reliability 

Organization (ERO), or Regional Entities with enforcement authority pursuant to a 

delegation from an ERO or FERC for the purpose of proposing and enforcing reliability 

standards.   

 

16.10 Saving Clause.   

If, during the term of this Agreement, SPP executes an agreement with another Federal 

entity that obligates SPP to comply with 40 U.S.C. §§ 3701-3708 and Section 202 of 

Executive Order No. 11246, SPP agrees to meet with Customer and attempt to negotiate 

as soon as reasonably possible for the purpose of arriving at mutually satisfactory 

language to address such provisions in this Agreement.   
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SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC.
By:

~
Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

By: f

JIq.[i
Lloyd A:. Linke
Operations Manager

Contract No. 12-UGPR-32
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1.1 Within the Initial Term of this Agreement, the Parties commit to develop mutually 

acceptable redispatch procedures that shall apply to generation redispatch arising under 

this Agreement.  However; no portion of this Attachment 1 shall be implemented until 

such procedures have been developed. 

 

1.2 The Parties agree to redispatch generation, or to assist each other in the necessary 

arrangements to allow for the redispatch of generation under its control, at the request of 

the other Party, as set forth below.  Such generation redispatch shall be for the purpose of 

relieving actual or contingency overloads on flowgates when the Party requesting 

redispatch determines that meeting its assigned relief obligation would be operationally 

burdensome or the cost of relieving the actual or contingency overload would be 

substantial. 

 

1.3 The Parties shall confer to identify: (i) transmission operating constraints that could result 

in TLR or other emergency procedures in order to alleviate the transmission constraints, 

the need for which could be reduced or eliminated by the redispatch of generation 

controlled by Western or SPP, and (ii) the generation units on the SPP and Western 

systems, the redispatch of which would alleviate the identified transmission constraints. 

 

1.4 Prior to implementing this Attachment 1, the Parties commit to develop processes and 

procedures for compensating the responding Party of a generation redispatch request. 

 

1.4.1 The billing and payment terms for this Attachment 1 shall be as set forth in 

Section 14.2 of this Agreement. 
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Executive Summary - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

This Congestion Management Process document provides significant detail in the areas of 

Market Flow Calculation.  These additional details are the result of discussions between multiple 

Operating Entities.    

 

As Operating Entities expand and implement their respective markets, one of the primary seams 

issues that must be resolved is how different congestion management methodologies (market-

based and traditional) will interact to ensure that parallel flows and impacts are recognized and 

controlled in a manner that consistently ensures system reliability.    This proposed solution will 

greatly enhance current Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) granularity by utilizing 

existing real-time applications to monitor and react to Flowgates external to an Operating 

Entity’s footprint. 

 

In brief, the process includes the following concepts: 

 

 Participating Operating Entities will agree to observe limits on an extensive list of 

coordinated external Flowgates. 

 Like all Control Areas (CA), Market-Based Operating Entities will have Firm Market 

Flows upon those Flowgates. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will determine Firm Market Flows and constrain their 

operations to limit Firm Market Flows on the Coordinated Flowgates to no more than the 

calculated Firm Flow Limit established in the analysis. 

 In real-time, Market-Based Operating Entities will calculate and monitor one-hour 

ahead projected and actual flows. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will post to the IDC the actual and the one-hour ahead 

projected market flow, consisting of the Firm Market Flow and the additional Non-Firm 

Market Flow, for both internal and external Coordinated Flowgates. 

 Market-Based Operating Entities will provide to the IDC detailed representation of their 

marginal units, so that the IDC can continue to effectively compute the effects of all 

tagged transactions regardless of the size of the market area.  These tagged transactions 

will include transactions into the market, transactions out of the market, transactions 

through the market, and tagged grandfathered transactions within the market. 

 When there is a Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) 3a request or higher called on a 

Coordinated Flowgate, and the Market-Based Operating Entity’s actual/one-hour ahead 

projected Market Flows exceed the Firm Flow Limits, Market-Based Operating Entities 

will respond to their relief obligations by redispatching their systems in a manner that is 

consistent with how non-market entities respond to their share of Network and Native 

Load (NNL) relief obligations per the IDC congestion management report. 

 Because the IDC will have the real-time/one-hour ahead projected flows throughout the 

Market-Based Operating Entity’s system (as represented by the impacts upon various 

Coordinated Flowgates), the effectiveness of the IDC will be greatly enhanced. 

 The above processes refer to the “Congestion Management” portion of the paper, which 

will be implemented by Market-Based Operating Entities. 

 Additional entities may choose to enter into similar Reciprocal Coordination Agreements 

that describe how Available Transfer Capability (ATC)/Available Flowgate Capability 

Page 54 of 109



 

 

(AFC), Firm Flows, and outage maintenance will be coordinated on a forward basis. 

 The complete process will allow participating Operating Entities to address the 

reliability aspects of congestion management seams issues between all parties whether 

the seams are between market to non-market operations or market-to-market operations. 

 

Change Summary - Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 
Change Summary 
 

Generate baseline Congestion Management Process (CMP) document based on CMP documents 

executed by: 

 

 Manitoba Hydro and the Midwest ISO 

 MAPPCOR and the Midwest ISO 

 The Midwest ISO and PJM 

 The Midwest ISO, PJM and TVA 

 The Midwest ISO and SPP 

 

The document also includes subsequent changes agreed upon by a majority of the Congestion 

Management Process Council (CMPC).  For items which are specific to a limited number of 

agreements, the CMP members have used an approach of documenting these unique items in 

separate appendices rather than in the base document. The CMPC members reserve all rights 

with respect to the different options identified in the appendices attached hereto without any 

obligation to adopt or support such options.  The CMPC members reserve the right to oppose any 

position taken by another CMPC member in a FERC filing or otherwise with respect to the 

choice of options listed in the appendices.  Nothing contained herein shall be construed to 

indicate the support or agreement by the CMPC members to an option presented in the 

appendices. 

 

Revision 1.1 (November 30, 2007) 

 

Per FERC Order ER07-1417-000, in the “Forward Coordination Processes” section 6.6 added the 

word “outage” between “unit” and “scheduling” in the following sentence, “Market-Based 

Operating Entities will use the Flowgate limit to restrict unit outage scheduling for a Coordinated 

Flowgate when maintenance outage coordination indicates possible congestion and there is 

recent TLR activity on a Flowgate.” 

 

Revision 1.2 (May 2, 2008) 
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The Market Flow Threshold is changing from 3% to 5%.  The NERC Standards Committee 

approved changing the Market Flow Threshold for the field test at its April 10, 2008 meeting. 

 

Revision 1.3 (July 16, 2008) 

 

Per FERC Order issued in Docket Nos. ER08-884-000 and ER08-913-000, Appendix H (Market 

Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions) was added. 

 

Revision 1.4 (October 31, 2008) 

 

The percentages were changed in Sections 4.4 (Firm Market Flow Calculation Rules) and 5.5 

(Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions) to be consistent with changes made under 

Revision 1.2.  Appendix H – Market Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions was 

updated to reflect the NERC approved Market Flow Threshold Field Test extension to October 

31, 2009. 

 

Revision 1.5 (December 18, 2008) 

 

Updated Section 5.2 (Quantify and Provide Data for Market Flow) and Appendix B – 

Determination of Marginal Zone Participation Factors to support changes to the manner in 

which the Midwest ISO uses marginal zones and submits marginal zone information to the IDC. 

 

Revision 1.6 (February 19, 2009) 

 

Appendix H – Market Flow Threshold Field Test Terms And Conditions was updated to reflect 

that Midwest ISO no longer has a contractual obligation to observe a 0% threshold for Midwest 

ISO market flows on flowgates where both MAPP and the Midwest ISO are reciprocal. 

 

Revision 1.7 (November 1, 2009) 

 

Applied updates based on the results of the Market Flow Threshold Field Test including 

clarifications that allocations are calculated down to zero percent.  Changes have been applied to 

the Executive Summary, Section 4.1 Market Flow Determination, Section 4.4 Firm Market Flow 

Calculation Rules, Section 5.5 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions, Section 6.6 

Forward Coordination Processes, Section 6.6.3 Limiting Firm Transmission Service, Section 6.7 

Sharing or Transferring Unused Allocations, and Appendix H – Application of Market Flow 

Threshold Field Test Conditions. 

 

Revision 1.8 (May 31, 2010) 

 

Applied updates to further standardize the “Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission 

Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources” process. Changes have been made to Appendix 

F – FERC Dispute Resolution and Appendix G – Allocation Adjustments for New Transmission 

Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources. 
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Section 1 Introduction Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

It is the intention of the Reciprocal Entities to utilize the processes within this document.  It is 

further the intention to develop this process in a way that will allow other regional entities with 

similar concerns to utilize the concepts within this process to aid in the resolution of their own 

seams issues. 

 

1.1  Problem Definition Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1.1.1 The Nature of Energy Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Energy flows are distinctly different from the manner in which the energy commodity 

is purchased, sold, and ultimately scheduled.  In the current practice of “contract 

path” scheduling, schedules identify a source point for generation of energy, a series 

of wheeling agreements being utilized to transport that energy, and a specific sink 

point where that energy is being consumed by a load.  However, due to the electrical 

characteristics of the Eastern Interconnection, energy flows are more dispersed than 

what is described within that schedule.  This disconnect becomes of concern when 

there is a need to take actions on contract-path schedules to effect changes on the 

physical system (for example, the curtailment of schedules to relieve transmission 

constraints). 

 

In the Eastern Interconnection, much of this concern has been addressed through the 

use of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and/or North 

American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) TLR process.  Through this process, 

Reliability Coordinators utilize the IDC to determine appropriate actions to provide 

that relief.  The IDC bases its calculations on the use of transaction tags: electronic 

documents that specify a source and a sink, which can be used to estimate real power 

flows through the use of a network model.  In order to change flows, the IDC is given 

a particular constraint and a desired change in flows.  The IDC returns back all source 

to sink transactions that contribute to that constraint and specifies schedule changes to 

be made that will effect that change in flows. 

 

In other parts of the Eastern Interconnection, however, the use of centralized 

economic dispatch results in a solution that does not focus on changing entire 

transactions (effectively redispatching through the use of imbalance energy), but 

rather redispatch itself.  In this procedure, the party attempting to provide relief does 

not need to know that a balanced source to sink transaction should be adjusted; rather, 

they are aware of a net generation to load balance and the impacts of different 

generators on various constraints.  Bid-based security constrained central dispatch 

based on Locational Marginal Pricing is a regional implementation of this practice. 

 

Currently, these two practices are somewhat incompatible.  Due to the electrical 

characteristics of the Interconnection and geographic scope of the regions, this 

incompatibility has been of limited concern.  However, regional market expansion 
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has begun to draw attention to this operational disjoint, as the expansion itself 

exacerbates the negative effects of the incompatibility. 
 

1.1.2 Granularity in the IDC Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The IDC uses an approximation of the Interconnection to identify impacts on a 

particular transmission constraint that are caused by flows between Control Areas.  

This approximation allows for a Reliability Coordinator to identify tagged 

transactions with specific sources and sinks that are contributing to the constraint.  

While tagged transactions may specify sources and sinks in a very specific manner, 

the IDC in general cannot respect this detail, and instead consolidates the impacts of 

several generators and loads into a homogenous representation of the impacts of a 

single Control Area.  This is referred to as the granularity of the IDC.  Current 

granularity is typically defined to the Control Area level; finer granularity is present 

in certain special situations as deemed necessary by NERC. 
 

1.1.3 Reduced Data and Granularity Coarseness Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As centrally dispatched energy markets expand their footprint, two related changes 

occur with regard to the above process.  In some cases, data previously sent to the 

IDC is no longer sent due to the fact that it is no longer tagged.  In others, transactions 

remain tagged, but the increased market footprint results in an increase in granularity 

coarseness within the IDC; that is, the apparent Control Area boundary becomes the 

same as the market boundary so that what had been historically 30 or more Control 

Areas now appears as one. 

 

In the first change, transactions contained entirely within the market footprint are 

considered to be utilizing network service (even when the market spans multiple 

Control Areas).  As such, there is no requirement for them to be tagged (or such 

requirement is waived by NERC), and therefore, no requirement that they be sent to 

the IDC.  This is of concern from a reliability perspective, as the IDC will no longer 

have a large pool of transactions from which to provide relief, although the energy 

flows may remain consistent with those prior to the market expansion.  In other 

words, flows subject to TLR curtailment prior to the market expansion are no longer 

available for that process. 

 

In the second change, the expansion of the footprint itself results in a dilution of the 

approximation utilized by the IDC.  When a market region is relatively small (or 

isolated), the Control Area to Control Area approximation of that region’s impact on 

transmission constraints is acceptable; actions within the market footprint generally 

have a similar and consistent impact on all transmission facilities outside the 

footprint.  However, when the market footprint expands significantly, and is co-

mingled with non-market Control Areas, the ability to utilize the historic 

approximation of electrically representative flows fails to effectively predict energy 

flow.  Impacts on external facilities can vary significantly depending on the dispatch 

of the resources within the market footprint. With regard to the IDC, this information 

is effectively lost within the expanded footprint, and results in an increase in the level 
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of granularity coarseness, or a “loss of granularity.” 

 
1.1.4 Accounting for Loop Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The processes for accounting for loop flows caused by uses of the transmission 

system between Control Areas are different under a market environment.  Absent a 

market, loop flows from Transmission Service reservations between Control Areas 

are identified and accounted for by importing transmission reservations from 

surrounding systems.  Under a market environment, the market will not have explicit 

transmission reservations for evolving market dispatch conditions between market 

Control Areas.  Thus, a mechanism for accounting for anticipated Market Flows on 

non-market systems is necessary. 
 

1.1.5 Conclusion Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The net effect of these changes is that reliability must be managed through different 

processes than those used before the market region’s expansion.  While relief can still 

be requested using the current process, both the ability to predict the effectiveness of 

a curtailment to provide that relief and the general pool of transactions available for 

curtailment are reduced.  This congestion management process (CMP) offers a 

strategy for eliminating this concern through a process that provides more 

information (finer granularity) to the NERC IDC for the market area.  This new 

congestion management process will ensure that reliability is not adversely affected 

as markets expand by providing information and relief opportunities previously 

unavailable to the IDC. 

 

1.2  Process Scope and Limitations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

1.2.1 Vision Statement Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As Operating Entities become Market-Based Operating Entities, and expand their 

various markets, one of the primary seams issues that must be resolved is how 

different congestion management methodologies (market-based and traditional TLR) 

will interact to ensure parallel flows and impacts are recognized and controlled in a 

manner that consistently ensures system reliability and equitability. Reliability 

Coordinators can mandate emergency procedures to maintain safe operating limits, 

however, without coordination agreements that maintain flow limits in advance, the 

market would become volatile and the burden for relieving excess flow would ignore 

the economics of the entities which would be required to redispatch.  For these 

entities, this process will offer a manner in which Market-Based Operating Entities 

can coordinate parallel flows with Operating Entities that have not yet or do not 

contemplate implementing markets.  This process will provide more proactive 

management of transmission resources, more accurate information to Reliability 

Coordinators, and more candidates for providing relief when reliability is threatened 

due to transmission overload conditions. 

 
1.2.2   Process Scope Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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This process has been written specifically with the goal of coordinating seams 

between Reciprocal Entities and their respective neighbors. 

 

1.3 Goals and Metrics Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This document focuses on a solution to meet the following goals and requirements: 

 

1. Develop a congestion management process whereby transmission overloads can 

be prevented through a shared and effective reduction in Flowgate or constraint 

usage by Reciprocal Entities and adjoining Reliability Coordinators. 

 

2. Agree on a predefined set of Flowgates or constraints to be considered by all 

Reciprocal Entities, and a process to maintain this set as necessary. 

 

3. Determine the best way to calculate flow due to market impacts on a defined set 

of Flowgates. 

 

4. Develop Reciprocal Coordination Agreements that establish how each Operating 

Entity will consider its own Flowgate or constraint usage as well as the usage of 

other Operating Entities when it determines the amount of Flowgate or constraint 

capacity remaining.  This process will include both operating horizon 

determination as well as forward looking capacity allocation. 

 

5. Develop a procedure for managing congestion when Flowgates are impacted by 

both tagged and untagged energy flow. 

 

6. Develop a procedure for determining the priorities of untagged energy flows 

(created through parallel flows from the market). 

 

7. Agree on steps to be taken by Operating Entities to unload a constraint on a 

shared basis. 

 

8. Determine whether procedure(s) for managing congestion will differ based on 

where the Flowgate is located (i.e., inside Reciprocal Entity A, inside Reciprocal 

Entity B, or outside both Reciprocal Entity A and Reciprocal Entity B). 

 

9. Confirm that the solution will be equitable, transparent, auditable, and 

independent for all parties. 

 

10. Develop methodology to preserve and accommodate grandfathered transmission 

rights, contract rights, and other joint-use agreements. 

 

11. Develop methodology to address changes in Total Transfer Capability (TTC), 

such as future system topology changes, new Designated Network Resources  
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(DNRs), facility uprates/derates, prior outage limitations, etc., with respect to 

Allocation implications. 

 

12. Develop a methodology for releasing Allocations if other parties do not join  

the process or if there is ATC going unused. 

 

1.4 Assumptions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The processes set forth in this document were based on the following assumptions: 

 

1. Point-to-point schedules sinking in, sourcing from, or passing through a  

Market-Based Operating Entity will be tagged. 

 

2. The IDC or a similar repository of schedules is needed at the Interconnection’s 

current state and for the foreseeable future. 

 

3. The Market-Based Operating Entity can compute the impacts of the untagged 

market dispatch on the Flowgates as currently required by the IDC. 

 

4. The Market-Based Operating Entity’s Energy Management System (EMS) has  

the capability to monitor and respond to real-time and projected flows created by 

its real-time dispatch. 

 

5. The Reliability Coordinator of the area in which a Flowgate exists will be 

responsible for monitoring the Flowgate, determining any amount of relief 

needed, and entering the required relief in the IDC. 

 

6. The IDC has been modified to accept the calculated values of the impact of  

real-time generation in order to determine which schedules require curtailment  

in conjunction with the required Market-Based Operating Entity’s redispatch. 

 

7. The IDC can calculate the total amount of MW relief required by the Market-

Based Operating Entity (schedule curtailments required plus the relief provided 

by redispatch). 

 

Section 2 Process Overview Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

2.1 Summary of Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

In order to coordinate congestion management, a bridge must be established that provides 

for comparable actions between Operating Entities.  Without such a bridge, it is difficult, if 

not impossible, to ensure reliability and system coordination in an efficient and equitable 

manner.  To effect this coordination of congestion management activities, we propose a 

methodology for determining both firm and non-firm flows resulting from Market-Based 

Operating Entity dispatch on external parties’ Flowgates. 
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Market Flows are defined as the calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate as a result 

of dispatch of generating resources serving market load within a Market-Based Operating 

Entity’s market. (Note:  For the purposes of the Reciprocal Coordination process discussed 

later, Firm Transmission Service (7F) will be combined with the untagged firm component 

of Market Flows in the calculation of Historic Firm Flow.  The Historic Firm Flow is 

described later in this document). 

 

Market Flows can be divided into Firm Market Flows and Non-Firm Market Flows.  Firm 

Market Flows are considered as firm use of the transmission system for congestion 

management purposes and will be curtailed on a proportional basis with other firm uses 

during periods of firm curtailments and are equivalent to Firm Transmission Service.  Non-

Firm Market Flows are considered as non-firm use of the transmission system for 

congestion management purposes and will be curtailed on a proportional basis with other 

non-firm uses during periods of non-firm curtailments and are equivalent to non-firm 

Transmission Service.  As such, Reliability Coordinators can request Market-Based 

Operating Entities to provide relief under TLR based on these transmission priorities. 

 

By applying the above philosophy to the problem of coordinating congestion management, 

we can determine not only the impacts of a Market-Based Operating Entity’s dispatch on a 

particular Flowgate; we can also determine the appropriate firmness of those flows.  This 

results in the ability to coordinate both proactive and reactive congestion management 

between operating entities in a way that respects the current TLR process, while still 

Problem 
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allowing for the flexibility of internal congestion management based on market prices. 

 

There are two areas that must be defined in order for this process to work effectively: 

 Coordinated Flowgate Definition.  In order to ensure that impacts of dispatch are 

properly recognized, a list of Flowgates must be developed around which congestion 

management may be effected and coordination can be established. 

 

 Congestion Management.  By coordinating congestion management efforts and 

enhancing the TLR process to recognize both untagged energy flows and data of finer 

granularity, we can ensure that when TLR is called, the appropriate non-firm flows are 

reduced before Firm Flows.  This coordination will result in a reduction of TLR 5 events, as 

more relief will be available in TLR 3 to mitigate a constraint. This is accomplished through 

the calculation of flows due to economic dispatch, as well as by providing marginal unit 

information to aid in interchange transaction management. 

 

The next sections of this document discuss each of these areas in detail. 

Section 3 Impacted Flowgate Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

3.1  Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Flowgates are facilities or groups of facilities that may act as significant constraint points on 

the system.  As such, they are typically used to analyze or monitor the effects of power 

flows on the bulk transmission grid.  Operating Entities utilize Flowgates in various 

capacities to coordinate operations and manage reliability.  For the purpose of this process, 

there are three kinds of Flowgates: AFC Flowgates, which are defined in Appendix A, 

Coordinated Flowgates (CFs), which are defined below, and Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgates (RCFs), which are defined in “Reciprocal Operations” Section 6.  A diagram 

illustrating how these three categories of Flowgates are determined is included as Appendix 

C. 

 

3.2  Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

An Operating Entity will conduct sensitivity studies to determine which Flowgates are 

significantly impacted by the flows of the Operating Entity’s Control Zones (historic 

Control Areas that existed in the IDC).  An Operating Entity identifies these Flowgates by 

performing the following four studies to determine which Flowgates the Operating Entity 

will monitor and help control.  A Flowgate passing any one of these studies will be 

considered a Coordinated Flowgate.  Only AFC Flowgates will be eligible for consideration 

as Coordinated Flowgates.  A Flowgate must have AFCs computed and these AFCs must be 

used to sell Transmission Service in order to be a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

An Operating Entity may also specify additional Flowgates that have not passed any of the 
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four studies to be Coordinated Flowgates.  For Flowgates on which the Operating Entity 

expects to utilize the TLR process to protect system reliability, such specification is 

required.  For a list of Coordinated Flowgates between Reciprocal Entities, please see each 

Reciprocal Entity’s Open Access Same-Time Information System (OASIS) website. 

 

Coordinated Flowgates are identified to determine which Flowgates an entity impacts 

significantly.  This set of Flowgates may then be used in the congestion management 

processes and/or Reciprocal Operations defined in this document. 

 

When performing the four Flowgate studies, a 5% threshold will be applied on an absolute 

basis without regard to the positive or negative sign of the impact.  Use of a 5% threshold in 

the studies may not capture all Flowgates that experience a significant impact due to market 

operations.  The Operating Entities have agreed to adopt a lower threshold at the time 

NERC and/or NAESB implements the use of a lower threshold in the TLR process. 
 

3.2.1 Flowgate Studies Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Study 1) – IDC Base Case 
 

(using the IDC tool) 

This is a one time study done before Control Area consolidation. The IDC can provide a list 

of Flowgates for any user-specified Control Area whose GLDF (Generator to Load 

Distribution Factor (NNL)) impact is 5% or greater.  The Operating Entity will use the IDC 

capabilities to develop a preliminary set of Flowgates.  This list will contain Flowgates that 

are impacted by 5% or greater by the Control Areas that will be joining the Operating Entity 

as Control Zones/areas.  OTDF Flowgates will be analyzed with the contingent element out 

of service. Using the historic Control Area representation in the IDC (i.e., pre-Operating 

Entity expansion), if any one generator has a GLDF (Generator to Load Distribution Factor) 

greater than 5% as determined by the IDC, this Flowgate will be considered a Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 

Study 2) – IDC PSS/E Base Case 

 
(no transmission outages – offline study) 

For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity’s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a generator analysis 

performed to determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list 

of Coordinated Flowgates.  In order to confirm the IDC analysis, and to provide a better 

confidence that the Operating Entity has effectively captured the subset of Flowgates upon 

which its generators have a significant impact, an offline study utilizing MUST capabilities 

will be conducted.  The Operating Entity will perform off-line studies (using the IDC PSS/E 

base case) to confirm the IDC analysis. Study 1 and Study 2 are separate studies.  There is 

no requirement that a Flowgate must pass both studies in order to be coordinated. 
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Study 3) – IDC PSS/E Base Case 

 
(transmission outage - offline study) 

For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity’s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a Flowgate analysis 

performed to determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list 

of Coordinated Flowgates.  The Operating Entity, in consultation with affected operating 

authorities, will perform a prior outage analysis, including both internal and external 

outages.  The Flowgates determined using Study 2 or 4 that have a 3% to 5% distribution 

factor will be analyzed against prior outage conditions.  This study will be performed 

offline utilizing MUST capabilities.  If any Flowgates with a 3% to 5% distribution factor 

from Study 2 or 4 are impacted by 5% or more from a prior outage condition (Line Outage 

Distribution Factor LODF) from this method, the Flowgate will be added to the list of 

Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

Study 4) – Control Area to Control Area 

 
For those situations where one or more CAs are being, or have been incorporated into an 

Operating Entity’s footprint after the freeze date, there will be a Flowgate analysis 

performed to determine which Flowgates impacted by those CAs will be included in the list 

of Coordinated Flowgates.  The Operating Entity will analyze transactions between each 

new CA and the existing market, as well as between each CA/CA permutation (if more than 

one CA is moving into the footprint).  OTDF Flowgates will be analyzed with the 

contingent element out of service. This study will use Transfer Distribution Factors (TDFs) 

from the IDC and offline studies utilizing MUST capabilities.  Flowgates that are impacted 

by greater than 5% as determined by the IDC will be considered a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 
3.2.2 Disputed Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

If a Reciprocal Entity believes that another Reciprocal Entity implementing the congestion 

management portion of this process has a significant impact on one of their Flowgates, but 

that Flowgate was not included in the Coordinated Flowgate list, the involved Reciprocal 

Entities will use the following process. 

 

 

 If an operating emergency exists involving the candidate Flowgate, the Reciprocal 

Entities shall treat the facilities as a temporary Coordinated Flowgate prior to the 

study procedure below.  If no operating emergency or imminent danger exists, the 

study procedure below shall be pursued prior to the candidate Flowgate being 

designated as a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

 The Reciprocal Entity conducts studies to determine the conditions under which 

the other Reciprocal Entity would have a significant impact on the Flowgate in 

question.  The Reciprocal Entity conducting the study then submits these studies 

to the other Reciprocal Entity implementing this process.  The Reciprocal Entity’s 

studies should include each of the four studies described above; in addition to any 
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other studies they believe illustrate the validity of their request.  The other 

Reciprocal Entity will review the studies and determine if they appear to support 

the request of the Reciprocal Entity conducting the study.  If they do, the 

Flowgate will be added to the list of Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

 If, following evaluation of the supplied studies, any Reciprocal Entity still 

disputes another Reciprocal Entity’s request, the Reciprocal Entity will submit a 

formal request to the NERC Operations Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) asking 

for further review of the situation.  The ORS will review the studies of both the 

requesting Reciprocal Entity and the other Reciprocal Entity, and direct the 

participating Reciprocal Entities to take appropriate action. 

3.2.3 Third Party Request Flowgate Additions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Each party shall provide in its stakeholder processes opportunities for third parties or other 

entities to propose additional Coordinated Flowgates and procedures for review of relevant 

non-confidential data in order to assess the merit of the proposal.  The current procedure for 

the review and maintenance of Coordinated Flowgates is set forth in Appendix C. 

 
3.2.4 Frequency of Coordinated Flowgate Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The determination of Coordinated Flowgates will be performed at the initial implementation 

of the CMP and then on a periodic basis, as described in Appendix C. 
 

3.2.5 Dynamic Creation of Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

For temporary Flowgates developed “on the fly,” the IDC will utilize the current IDC 

methodology for determining NNL contribution until the Market-Based Operating Entity 

has begun reporting data for the new Flowgate.  Interchange transactions into, out of, or 

across the Market-Based Operating Entity will continue to be E-tagged and available for 

curtailment in TLR 3, 4, or 5.  Market-Based Operating Entities will study the Flowgate in a 

timely manner and begin reporting Flowgate data within no more than two business days 

(where the Flowgate has already been designated as an AFC Flowgate).  This will ensure 

that the Market-Based Operating Entity has the time necessary to properly study the 

Flowgate using the four studies detailed earlier in this document and determine the 

Flowgate’s relationship with the Market-Based Operating Entity’s dispatch. For internal 

Flowgates, the Market-Based Operating Entity will redispatch during a TLR 3 to manage 

the constraint as necessary until it begins reporting the Firm and Non-Firm Market Flows; 

during a TLR 5, the IDC will request NNL relief in the same manner as today. 

Alternatively, for internal and external Flowgates, an Operating Entity may utilize an 

appropriate substitute Coordinated Flowgate that has similar Market Flows and tag impacts 

as the temporary Flowgate.  In this case, an Operating Entity would have to realize relief 

through redispatch and TLR 3. An example of an appropriate substitute would be a 

Flowgate with a monitored element directly in series with a temporary Flowgate’s 

monitored element and with the same contingent element.  If the Flowgate meets the 

necessary criteria, the Market-Based Operating Entity will begin to provide the necessary 
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values to the IDC in the same manner as Market Flow values are provided to the IDC for all 

other Coordinated Flowgates.  The necessary criteria for adding a Flowgate are defined in 

Appendix C.  If in the event of a system emergency (TLR 3b or higher) and the situation 

requires a response faster than the process may provide, the Market-Based Operating 

Entities will coordinate respective actions to provide immediate relief until final review. 

 

Section 4 Market-Based Operating Entity Flow Calculations:... Version: 0.0.0 

Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Section 4 Market-Based Operating Entity Flow Calculations: Market Flow, Firm Market 

Flow, and Non-Firm Market Flow 

 

Market Flows on a Coordinated Flowgate can be quantified and considered in each direction.  

Market Flow is then further designated into two components: Firm Market Flow, which is energy 

flow related to contributions from the Network and Native Load serving aspects of the dispatch, 

and Non-Firm Market Flow, which is energy flow related to the Market-Based Operating 

Entity’s market operations. 

 

 

Total 
Market  
Flow on 

Flowgate 

 

Non-Firm  
Market Flows 

Firm  
Market Flows 

From Dispatch 

   Note: Market flows equal generation to load flows in market areas. 
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Each Market-Based Operating Entity will calculate their actual real-time and projected 

directional Market Flows, as well as their directional Firm and Non-Firm Market Flows, on each 

Coordinated Flowgate.  The following sections outline how these flows will be computed. 

 

4.1  Market Flow Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The determination of Market Flows builds on the “Per Generator” methodologies that were 

developed by the NERC Parallel Flow Task Force.  The “Per Generator Method Without 

Counter Flow” was presented to and approved by both the NERC Security Coordinator 

Subcommittee (SCS) and the Market Interface Committee (MIC).
1
  This methodology is 

presently used in the IDC to determine NNL contributions. 

 

Similar to the Per Generator Method, the Market Flow calculation method is based on 

Generator Shift Factors (GSFs) of a market area’s assigned generation and the Load Shift 

Factors (LSFs) of its load on a specific Flowgate, relative to a system swing bus.  The GSFs 

are calculated from a single bus location in the base case (e.g. the terminal bus of each 

generator) while the LSFs are defined as a general scaling of the market area’s load.  The 

Generator to Load Distribution Factor (GLDF) is determined through superposition by 

subtracting the LSF from the GSF. 

 

The determination of the Market Flow contribution of a unit to a specific Flowgate is the 

product of the generator’s GLDF multiplied by the actual output (in megawatts) of that 

generator.  The total Market Flow on a specific Flowgate is calculated in each direction; 

forward Market Flows is the sum of the positive Market Flow contributions of each 

generator within the market area, while reverse Market Flow is the sum of the negative 

Market Flow contributions of each generator within the market area. 

 

For purposes of the Market Flow determination, the market area may be the entire RTO 

footprint, as in the following illustration, or it may be a subset of the RTO region, such as a 

pre-integration NERC-recognized Control Area, as necessary to ensure accurate 

determinations and consistency with pre-integration flow determinations.  In the latter case, 

the total market flow of an RTO shall be the sum of the flows from and between such 

market areas. 
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The Market Flow calculation differs from the Per Generator Method in the following ways: 

 

The contribution from all market area generators will be taken into account. 

 

In the Per Generator Method, only generators having a GLDF greater than 5% are included 

in the calculation.  Additionally, generators are included only when the sum of the 

maximum generating capacity at a bus is greater than 20 MW.  The Market Flow 

calculations will use all flows, in both directions, down to a 5% threshold for the IDC to 

assign TLR curtailments and down to a 0% threshold for information purposes.  Forward 

flows and reverse flows are determined as discrete values. 

 

The contribution of all market area generators is based on the present output level of each 

individual unit. 

 

The contribution of the market area load is based on the present demand at each individual 

bus. 

 

By expanding on the Per Generator Method, the Market Flow calculation evolves into a 

methodology very similar to the “Per Generator Method,” while providing granularity on 

the order of the most granular method developed by the IDC Granularity Task Force. 

 

Directional flows are required for this process to ensure a Market-Based Operating Entity 

can effectively select the most effective generation pattern to control the flows on both 
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internal and external constraints, but are considered as distinct directional flows to ensure 

comparability with existing NERC and/or NAESB TLR processes. Under this process, the 

use of real-time values in concert with the Market Flow calculation effectively implements 

one of the more accurate and detailed methods of the six IDC Granularity Options 

considered by the NERC IDC Granularity Task Force. 

 

Units assigned to serve a market area’s load do not need to reside within the market area’s 

footprint to be considered in the Market Flow calculation.  However, units outside of the 

market area will not be considered when those units will have tags associated with their 

transfers. 

 

Additionally, there may be situations where the participation of a generator in the market 

may be less than 100% (e.g., a unit jointly owned in which not all of the owners are 

participating in the market).  Such situations will need to be recognized and accounted for in 

the markets’ operations. 

 

Finally, imports into or exports out of the market area, and tagged grandfathered 

transactions within the market area, must be properly accounted for in the determination of 

Market Flows.  When the actual generation of the market area exceeds the total load of that 

area, the market area is exporting energy.  These exports are tagged transactions that must 

be accounted for in the Market Flow calculation.  This will be accomplished within the 

calculation by including a new term that offsets the MW output of the marginal unit(s) by 

the amount of the net market export.  This ensures that the Market Flow calculation is 

measuring only the effect of internal generation serving internal load. 

 

When the actual generation of the market area is less than the total load of the market area, 

that area is importing energy.  These imports are tagged transactions that are inherently not 

included in the determination of Market Flows, as “Market Flows” are a measure of internal 

generation serving internal load. The processes currently within IDC will address the 

counting of these transactions. 

 

Below is a summary of the calculations discussed above. 

 

For a specified Flowgate, the Market Flow impact of a market area is given as: 

 
Total Directional “Market Flows”  =  ∑ (Directional “Market Flow” contribution of each unit in the 
Market-Based Operating Entity’s area), grouped by impact direction 
 

where, 

 

“Market Flow” contribution of each unit in the Market-Based Operating Entity’s area = 
(GLDF) (Real-Time generator output) (Participation Percent/100)  
 

and, 

 

GLDF is the Generator to Load Distribution Factor 
Real-Time generator output* is the present MW level of the generator 
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Participation Percent is the share of the unit participating in the Market-Based Operating Entity’s  
market  
 

(* if the Market-Based Operating Entity is a net exporter at the time of the calculation, the output level of the 

marginal unit(s) has been reduced by this export value) 

 

The real-time and one-hour ahead projected “Market Flows” will be calculated on-line 

utilizing the Market-Based Operating Entity’s state estimator model and solution.  This is 

the same solution presently used to determine real-time market prices as well as providing 

on-line reliability assessment and the periodicity of the Market Flow calculation will be on 

the same order.  Inputs to the state estimator solution include the topology of the 

transmission system and actual analog values (e.g., line flows, transformer flows, etc…).  

This information is provided to the state estimator automatically via SCADA systems such 

as NERC’s ISN link. 

 

Using an on-line state estimator model to calculate “Market Flows” provides a more 

accurate assessment than using an off-line representation for a number of reasons.  The 

calculation incorporates a significant amount of real-time data, including: 

Actual real-time and projected generator output.  Off-line models often assume an 

output level based on a nominal value (such as unit maximum capability), but there is no 

guarantee that the unit will be operating at that assumed level, or even on-line.  Off-line 

models may not reflect the impact of pumped-storage units when in pumping mode; these 

units may be represented as a generator even when pumping. Additionally off-line models 

may not reflect the impact of units such as wind generators. A real-time calculation 

explicitly represents the actual operating modes of these units. 

Actual real-time bus loads.  Off-line assessments may not be able to accurately account 

for changes in load diversity.  Off-line models are often based on seasonal winter and 

summer peak load base cases.  While representative of these peak periods, these cases may 

not reflect the load diversity that exists during off-peak and shoulder hours as well as off-

peak and shoulder months.  A real-time calculation explicitly accounts for load diversity.  

Off-line assessments may also reflect load reduction programs that are only in effect during 

peak periods. 

Actual real-time breaker status.  Off-line assessments are often bus models, where 

individual circuit breakers are not represented.  On-line models are typically node models 

where switching devices are explicitly represented.  This allows for the real-time calculation 

to automatically account for split bus conditions and unusual topology conditions due to 

circuit breaker outages. 

Additionally, the calculation rate of the on-line assessment is much quicker and accurate 

than an off-line assessment, as the on-line assessment immediately incorporates changes in 

system topology and generators.  Facility outages are automatically incorporated into the 

real-time assessment. 

 

In order to provide reliable and consistent flow calculations, entities utilizing this process as 

the basis for coordination must ensure that the modeling data and assumptions used in the 

calculation process are consistent.  Reciprocal Entities will coordinate models to ensure 
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similar computations and analysis. Reciprocal Entities will each utilize real-time ICCP and 

ISN data for observable areas in each of their respective state estimator models and will 

utilize NERC data for areas outside the observable areas to ensure their models stay 

synchronized with each other and the NERC IDC. 

 
1
  “Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure Reference Document,” NERC Operating Manual.  

11 Feb, 2003.  http://www.nerc.com/~oc/opermanl.html 

 

4.2  Firm Flow Determination Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Firm Market Flows represent the directional sum of flows created by Designated Network 

Resources serving designated network loads within a particular market area.  They are 

based primarily on the configuration of the system and its associated flow characteristics; 

utilizing generation and load values as its primary inputs.   Therefore, these Firm Market 

Flows can be determined based on expected usage and the Allocation of Flowgate capacity. 

 

An entity can determine Firm Market Flows on a particular Flowgate using the same 

process as utilized by the IDC.  This process is summarized below: 

 

1. Utilize a reference base case to determine the Generation Shift Factors for all 

generators in the current Control Areas’ respective footprints to a specific swing 

bus with respect to a specific Flowgate. 

 

2. Utilize the same base case to determine the Load Shift Factors for the Control 

Area’s load to a specific swing bus with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

3. Utilize superposition to calculate the Generation to Load Distribution Factors 

(GLDF) for the generators with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

4. Multiply the expected output used to serve native load from each generator by the 

appropriate GLDF to determine that generators flow on the Flowgate. 

 

5. Sum these individual contributions by direction to create the directional Firm 

Market Flow impact on the Flowgate. 

 

4.3  Determining the Firm Flow Limit Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Given the Firm Market Flow determinations described in the previous section, Market-

Based Operating Entities can assume them to be their Firm Flow Limits.  These limits 

define the maximum value of the Market Flows that can be considered as firm in each 

direction on a particular Flowgate.  Prior to real time, a calculation will be done based on 

updated hourly forecasted loads and topology.  The results should be an hourly forecast of 

directional Firm Market Flows.  This is a significant improvement over current IDC 

processes, which uses a peak load value instead of an hourly load more closely aligned with 

forecasted data. 
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4.4 Firm Market Flow Calculation Rules Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Firm Flow Limits for both 0% Market Flows and 5% Market Flows will be calculated 

based on certain criteria and rules.  The calculation will include the effects of firm network 

service in both forward and reverse directions.  The process will be similar to that of the 

IDC but will include one set of impacts down to 0% and another set down to 5%.  The down 

to 0% impacts will be used to determine Firm Flow Limits on 0% Market Flows.  The down 

to 5% impacts will be used to determine Firm Flow Limits on 5% Market Flows.  The 

following points form the basis for the calculation. 

 

1. The generation-to-load calculation will be made on a Control Area basis.  The 

impact of generation-to-load will be determined for Coordinated Flowgates. 

2. The Flowgate impact will be determined based on individual generators serving 

aggregated CA load.  Only generators that are Designated Network Resources for 

the CA load will be included in the calculation. 

3. Forward Firm Flow Limits for 0% Market Flows will consider impacts in the 

additive direction down to 0% and reverse Firm Flow Limits for 0% Market Flows 

will consider impacts in the counter flow direction down to 0%.  Forward Firm 

Flow Limits for 5% Market Flows will be determined by subtracting impacts 

between 0% and 5% in the additive direction from the Forward Firm Flow Limit 

for 0% Market Flows.  Reverse Firm Flow Limits for 5% Market Flows will be 

determined by subtracting the impacts between 0% and 5% in the counter-flow 

direction from the reverse Firm Flow Limit for 0% Market Flows.  Market Flow 

impacts and allocations using a 5% threshold are reported to the IDC to assign 

TLR curtailments.  Market Flow impacts and allocations using a 0% threshold are 

reported to the IDC for information purposes. 

4. Designated Network Resources located outside the CA will not be included in the 

generation-to-load calculation if OASIS reservations exist for these generators. 

5. If a generator or a portion of a generator is used to make off-system sales that have 

an OASIS reservation, that generator or portion of a generator should be excluded 

from the generation-to-load calculation. 

6. Generators that will be off-line during the calculated period will not be included in 

the generation-to-load calculation for that period. 

7. CA net interchange will be computed by summing all Firm Transmission Service 

reservations and all Designated Network Resources that are in effect throughout 

the calculation period.  Designated Network Resources are included in CA net 

interchange to the extent they are located outside the CA and have an OASIS 

reservation.  The net interchange will either be positive (exports exceed imports) or 

negative (imports exceed exports). 

8. If the net interchange is negative, the period load is reduced by the net interchange. 

9. If the net interchange is positive, the period load is not adjusted for net 

interchange. 

10. The generation-to-load calculation will be made using generation-to-load 

distribution factors that represent the topology of the system for the period under 

consideration. 

11. PMAX of the generators should be net generation (excluding the plant auxiliaries) 
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 and the CA load should not include plant auxiliaries. 

12. The portion of jointly owned units that are treated as schedules will not be I

 ncluded in the generation-to-load calculation if an OASIS reservation exists. 

 

Section 5 Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion Management Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Once there has been an establishment of the Firm Flow Limit that is possible given Firm Market 

Flow calculation, that data will be used in the operating environment in a manner that relates to 

real time energy flows. 

5.1  Calculating Market Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

On a periodic basis, the Market-Based Operating Entity will calculate directional Market 

Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates.  These flows will represent the actual flows in each 

direction at the time of the calculation, and be used in concert with the previously calculated 

Firm Flow Limits to determine the portion of those flows that should be considered firm 

and non-firm. 

 

5.2  Quantify and Provide Data for Market Flow Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Every fifteen minutes, the Market-Based Operating Entity will be responsible for providing 

to Reliability Coordinators the following information: 

 

 Firm Market Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each direction 

 Non-Firm Market Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each direction 

The Firm Market Flow (Priority 7-FN) will be equivalent to the calculated Market Flow, up 

to the Firm Flow Limit.  In real time, any Market Flow in excess of the Firm Flow Limit 

will be reported as Non-Firm Market Flow (Priority 6-NN) (note that under reciprocal 

operations, some of this Non-Firm Market Flow may be quantified as Priority 2-NH). 

 

This information will be provided for both current hour and next hour, and is used in order 

to communicate to Reliability Coordinators the amount of flows to be considered firm on 

the various Coordinated Flowgates in each direction.  When the Firm Flow Limit forecast is 

calculated to be greater than Market Flow for current hour or next hour, actual Firm Flow 

Limit (used in TLR5) will be set equal to Market Flow. 

 

Additionally, as frequently as once an hour, but no less frequently than once every three 

months, the Market-Based Operating Entity will submit to the Reliability Coordinator sets 

of data describing the marginal units and associated participation factors for generation 

within the market footprint.  The level of detail of the data may vary, as different Operating 

Entities will have different unique situations to address.  However, this data will at a 
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minimum be supplied for imports to and exports from the market area, and will contain as 

much information as is determined to be necessary to ensure system reliability.  This data 

will be used by the Reliability Coordinators to determine the impacts of schedule 

curtailment requests when they result in a shift in the dispatch within the market area. 

 

5.3  Day-Ahead Operations Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities will use a day-ahead operations process to establish 

the Firm Flow Limit on Coordinated Flowgates.  If the Market-Based Operating Entities 

utilize a day-ahead unit commitment, they will supplement the day-ahead unit commitment 

with a security constrained economic dispatch tool, which uses a network analysis model 

that mirrors the real-time model found within their state estimators.  As such, the day-ahead 

unit commitment and its associated Security Constrained Economic Dispatch respects 

facility limits and forecasted system constraints.  Facility limits of Coordinated Flowgates 

under the functional control of Market-Based Operating Entities and the allocations of all 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates will be honored. 

 

For Coordinated Flowgates, a Market-Based Operating Entity can only use one of the 

following two methods to establish Firm Flow Limit.  A Market-Based Operating Entity 

must use either the day-ahead unit commitment and its associated Security Constrained 

Economic Dispatch, or a Market-Based Operating Entity's GTL and unused Firm 

Transmission Service impacts, up to the Flowgate Limit, on the Coordinated Flowgate.   At 

any given time, an entity must use only one method for all Coordinated Flowgates and must 

give ninety days notice to all other Reciprocal Entities, if it decides to switch from one 

method to the other method. On a case by case basis, with agreement by all Reciprocal 

Entities the ninety-day notice period may be waived. 

 

5.4  Real-time Operations Process-Operating Entity Capabilities Version: 0.0.0          

       Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Operating Entities’ real-time EMS’s have very detailed state estimator and security analysis 

packages that are able to monitor both thermal and voltage contingencies every few 

minutes.  State estimation models will be at least as detailed as the IDC model for all the 

Coordinated and Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates.  Additionally, Reciprocal Entities will 

be continually working to ensure the models used in their calculation of Market Flow are 

kept up to date.  

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities’ state estimators and Unit Dispatch Systems (UDS) 

will utilize these real-time internal flows and generator outputs to calculate both the actual 

and projected hour ahead flows (i.e., total Market Flows, Non-Firm Market Flows, and Firm 

Market Flows) on the Coordinated Flowgates.  Using real-time modeling, the Market-Based 

Operating Entity’s internal systems will be able to more reliably determine the impact on 

Flowgates created by dispatch than the NERC IDC.   The reason for this difference in 

accuracy is that the IDC uses static SDX data that is not updated in real-time.   In contrast to 

the SDX data, the Market-Based Operating Entity’s calculations of system flows will utilize 

each unit’s actual output, updated at least every 15 minutes on an established schedule. 
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5.5  Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions Version: 0.0.0 Effective:       

       3/25/2011 

 

Market-Based Operating Entities will have the list of Coordinated Flowgates modeled as 

monitored facilities in its EMS.  The Firm Flow Limits a Market-Based Operating Entity 

will use for these Flowgates will be the Firm Flow Limits determined by the Firm Market 

Flow calculations. 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entity will upload the real-time and one-hour ahead projected 

Firm Market Flows (7-FN) and Non-Firm Market Flows (6-NN) on these Flowgates to the 

IDC every 15 minutes, as requested by the NERC IDCWG and OATI (note that under 

reciprocal operations, some of this 6-NN may be quantified as Priority 2-NH).  Market 

Flows will be calculated, down to five percent and down to zero percent, and uploaded to 

the IDC. When the real-time actual flow exceeds the Flowgate limit and the Reliability 

Coordinator, who has responsibility for that Flowgate, has declared a TLR 3a or higher, the 

IDC will determine tag curtailments, Market Flow relief obligations and NNL relief 

obligations using a 5% tag impact, Market Flow impact and NNL impact threshold.  The 

Market-Based Operating Entity will respond to the relief obligation by redispatching their 

system in a manner that is consistent with how non-market entities respond to their NNL 

relief obligations.  Note the Market-Based Operating Entity and the non-market entities may 

provide relief through either: (1) a reduction of flows on the Flowgate in the direction 

required, or (2) an increase of reverse flows on the Flowgate. 

 

Market-Based Operating Entities will implement this redispatch by binding the Flowgate as 

a constraint in their Unit Dispatch System (UDS).  UDS calculates the most economic 

solution while simultaneously ensuring that each of the bound constraints is resolved 

reliably. Additionally, the Market-Based Operating Entity will make any point-to-point 

transaction curtailments as specified by the NERC IDC. 

 

The Reliability Coordinator calling the TLR will be able to see the relief provided on the 

Flowgate as the Market-Based Operating Entity continues to upload its contributions to the 

real-time flows on this Flowgate. 

 

Section 6 Reciprocal Operations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreements can be executed on a market-to-market basis, a market-to-

non-market basis, and a non-market-to-non-market basis.  While the congestion management 

portions of this document are intended to apply specifically to Market-Based Operating Entities, 

the agreement to allocate Flowgate capability is not dependent on an entity operating a 

centralized energy market.  Rather, it simply requires that a set of Flowgates be defined upon 

which coordination shall occur and an agreement to perform such coordination. 

 

6.1  Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
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In order to coordinate congestion management on a proactive basis, Operating Entities may 

agree to respect each other’s Flowgate limitations during the determination of AFC/ATC 

and the calculation of firmness during real-time operations.  Entities agreeing to coordinate 

this future-looking management of Flowgate capacity are Reciprocal Entities.  The 

Flowgates used in that process are Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

6.2  The Relationship Between Coordinated Flowgates and Reciprocal Coordinated        

       Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

Coordinated Flowgates are associated with a specific entity’s operational sphere of 

influence.   Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates are associated with the implementation of a 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between two Reciprocal Entities. By virtue of having 

executed such an agreement, a Flowgate Allocation can occur between these two Reciprocal 

Entities as well as all other Reciprocal Entities that have executed Reciprocal Coordination 

Agreements with at least one of these two Reciprocal Entities.  When considering an 

implementation between two Reciprocal Entities, it is generally expected that each of the 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates will meet the following three criteria: 

 

 It will meet the criteria for Coordinated Flowgate status for both the Reciprocal Entities, 

 

 It will be under the functional control of one of the two Reciprocal Entities and 

 

 Both Reciprocal Entities have executed Reciprocal Coordination Agreements either with 

each other or with a third party Reciprocal Entity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the illustration above, Operating Entity A, Operating Entity B and Operating 

Entity C each have their own set of Coordinated Flowgates (represented by the blue, yellow 

and red dotted-line circles).  Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they 

are in either Operating Entity A’s, Operating Entity B’s or Operating Entity C’s service 

territory (the gray area), they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates between 

all three entities.  Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are in 

either Operating Entity A’s or Operating Entity B’s service territory (the purple area), they 

A 

C 

B 
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will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates between Operating Entity B and 

Operating Entity A only.   Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they 

are in either Operating Entity B’s or Operating Entity C’s service territory (the green area), 

they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates between Operating Entity B and 

Operating Entity C only.  Where those sets of Coordinated Flowgates overlap AND they are 

in either Operating Entity A’s or Operating Entity C’s service territory (the orange area), 

they will be considered Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates between Operating Entity A and 

Operating Entity C only. 

 

To the extent that entities other than Market-Based Operating Entities may enter into a 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreements, they may offer to coordinate on Flowgates that are 

Coordinated Flowgates (i.e., have passed one of the four tests defined within this document 

or otherwise been deemed to be a Coordinated Flowgate). 

 

6.3  Coordination Process for Reciprocal Flowgates Version: 0.0.0 Effective:       

        3/25/2011 

 

The following process and timing will be used for coordinating the ATC/AFC calculations 

and Firm Flow Limit calculations/Allocations between Reciprocal Entities. Further, the 

process quantifies and limits Priority 6 – NN service on the Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgates, as well as determines priority 2-NH service.  All Reciprocal Entities’ Firm Flow 

Limits will be calculated on the same basis. 

 

6.4  Calculating Historic Firm Flows Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

As a starting point for identifying Allocations, an understanding must be developed of what 

Firm Flows would be in the historic Control Area structure.   In other words, there must be a 

quantification of the Firm Flows that would have occurred if all Control Areas maintained 

their current configuration and continued to: (1) serve their native load with their 

Designated Network Resources, and (2) import and export energy at historical levels (based 

upon Firm Transmission Service reservations as of the Freeze Date, which is currently set 

as April 1, 2004.  This flow is referred to as Historic Firm Flow. 
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“ Historic Firm” Calculation Illustration 

GtL =  Designated Network Resources to Network Customers Delivery 

FORECASTED 
 Generator Commitment Scaled Down For Export 
 Topology 
 Load 

  (B) 

 (A) 

  (C) 

  (D) 
NNL 

NNL 

NNL 

NNL 

Firm Pt-Pt 

(A) Historic CA Firm Flows for (B) (C) (D) Control Area Existing GtL 
Existing Firm Pt - Pt Reservations 
Historic CA’s Firm Flow 

+ 

 

 

Reciprocal Entities will utilize the IDC Base Case model, or a mutually agreed upon 

alternative model as the reference base case for these calculations. 

 

6.5  Recalculation of Initial Historic Firm Flow Values and Ratio Version: 0.0.0        

       Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Firm Transmission Service and Designated Network Resource to customer load defined 

by the Historic Firm Flow calculation will be updated in the recalculation of Historic Firm 

Flow utilizing any new Designated Network Resources, updated customer loads, and new 

transmission facilities. The original historic Control Areas will be retained for the 

recalculation of Historic Firm Flow.  New Designated Network Resources will be included 

in the recalculation to the extent these new Designated Network Resources have been 

arranged for the exclusive use of load within the historic Control Areas and to the extent the 

total impact of all Designated Network Resources does not exceed the historic Control Area 

impact of Designated Network Resources as of a “Freeze Date” (defined as April 1, 2004).  

Any changes to Designated Network Resources and/or the transmission system that increase 

transmission capability will be assessed in accordance with the Reciprocal Entities AFC 

Coordination procedures prior to the increasing of Historic Firm Flow related to those 

systems. 

 

The initial Historic Firm Flow calculated values and resulting Allocation ratios will be 
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recalculated as seasonal cases are produced. This recalculation will utilize the same Firm 

Transmission Service reservations that were used in the initial Historic Firm Flow 

calculation. The same Firm Transmission Service reservations are used so that Market-

Based Operating Entities that have their Firm Transmission Service internalized, grant 

fewer internal Firm Transmission Service reservations, or have their original Firm 

Transmission Service reservations end, because of their market operations, will retain at 

least the same level of Firm Transmission Service as in the initial Historic Firm Flow 

calculation. Therefore, the Firm Transmission Service component of the Historic Firm Flow 

will be frozen on the “Freeze Date” at the initially calculated level for both market and non-

market entities. 

 

Any new Control Areas that are added to the Firm Flow calculation process for any 

Reciprocal Entity, or another Operating Entity, will use Firm Transmission Service 

reservations from the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation date to establish their Firm 

Transmission Service component of the Historic Firm Flow. 

 

As the recalculation for Historic Firm Flow is made for each time period, the higher of 

allocation value will be retained between the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation and the 

recalculation (See “Forward Coordination Process” Section 6.6, step 8.f).  To the extent an 

Operating Entity has made commitments based on the higher of Allocation value, a 

recalculation does not reduce previously calculated Allocations. 

 

6.6  Forward Coordination Processes Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1. For each Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, a managing entity and an owning 

entity will be defined.  The manager will be responsible for all calculations 

regarding that Flowgate; the owner will define the set of Firm Transmission 

Service reservations to be utilized when determining Firm Transmission Service 

impacts on that Flowgate. 

2. Managing entities will calculate both Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flow impacts and 

historic Firm Transmission Service impacts for all entities.  These impacts will be 

used to define the Historic Ratio and the Allocation of transmission capability. 

3. The managing entity will utilize the current NERC IDC Base Case (or other 

mutually agreeable base case) to determine impacts.  The case should be updated 

with the most current set of outage data for the time period being calculated. 

4. Managing entities will calculate Allocations on the following schedule: 

 
Allocation Run Type Allocation Process Start Range Allocated Allocation Process Complete 

April Seasonal Firm Every April 1 at 
8:00 EST 

Twelve monthly 
values from 
October 1 of the 
current year 
through 
September 30 of 
the next year 

April 1 at 12:00 EST 

October Every October 1 Twelve monthly October 1 at 12:00 
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Seasonal Firm at 8:00 EST values from 
April 1 of next 
year through 
March 31 of the 
following year 

EST 

Monthly Firm Every month on 
the second day 
of the month at 
8:00 EST 

Six monthly 
values for the 
next six 
successive 
months 

2nd of the month at 
12:00 EST 

Weekly Firm Every Monday 
at 8:00 EST 

Seven daily 
values for the 
next Monday 
through Sunday 

Monday at 12:00 EST 

Two-Day 
Ahead Firm 

Every Day at 
17:00 EST 

One daily value 
for the day after 
tomorrow 

Current Day at 18:00 
EST 

Day Ahead Non-
Firm 

Every Day at 
8:00 EST 

Twenty-four 
hourly values for 
the next 24-hour 
period (Next 
Day HE1-HE24 
EST) 

Current Day at 9:00 
EST 

 

5. Historic Ratios are defined during the seasonal runs the first time an impact is 

calculated. For example, the 2004 April seasonal firm run would define the 

Historic Ratio for April 2005 – September 2005 (October through March would 

have been calculated during the 2003 October seasonal firm run). The Historic 

Ratio is based on the total impacts of the Reciprocal Entity on the Flowgate 

(Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flows and historic Firm Transmission Service flows, 

down to 0%) relative to the total impacts of all other Reciprocal Entities’ impacts 

on the Flowgate.  For example, if Reciprocal Entity A had a 30 MW impact on the 

Flowgate and Reciprocal Entity B had a 70 MW impact on the Flowgate, the 

Historic Ratios would be 30% and 70%, respectively. 

6. The same rules defined in the “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion 

Management” Section 5 of this document for use in determining Firm 

Transmission Service impacts (NNL) shall apply when performing Allocations. 

7. Additional rules to be used when considering Firm Transmission Service impacts 

are defined later within this section. 

8. For each firm Allocation run described above, the managing entity will take the 

following steps to determine Allocations down to 0% for each of the Flowgates, in 

both the forward and reverse direction, they are assigned to manage: 

 

a.   Retrieve the Flowgate limit 

b.   Subtract the current Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM) value (may be 

zero) 
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c.   Subtract the sum of all historically determined Firm Flow impacts for all     

entities based on impacts greater than or equal to 5% 

d.  Accommodation of Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM). 

 If no capacity remains after step (c), entities’ firm Allocation is limited to 

this amount (i.e., their Firm Flow impacts from impacts of 5% or greater), 

and the firm Allocation for the entity with functional control over the 

Flowgate is increased by the current CBM value (may be zero). 

 If capacity does remain after step (c), and the sum of all Reciprocal 

Entities’ impacts below 5% plus CBM is less than the remaining capacity 

from step (c), that capacity is allocated to the Reciprocal Entities pro-rata 

based on their Firm Flow impacts due to impacts less than 5% up to the 

total amount of their Firm Flow impacts due to impacts less than 5%. 

 If there is not sufficient capacity for all impacts below 5% plus CBM to be 

accommodated, the current CBM value is subtracted from the remaining 

capacity from step (c), and granted to the entity with functional control 

over the Flowgate.  Any capacity remaining is allocated to the Reciprocal 

Entities pro-rata based on their Firm Flow impacts due to impacts less than 

5%. 

e.  Any remaining capacity, after step (d) will be considered firm and allocated to       

Reciprocal Entities based on their Historic Ratio (as described in step 5).  If the   

remaining capacity allocated to the entity with functional control over the 

Flowgate meets or exceeds the current CBM value, no further effort is needed.  

If the remaining capacity is less than the CBM, capacity will first be reduced 

by the CBM, and the entity with functional control over the Flowgate will be 

granted the capacity needed to support the CBM.  In addition each Reciprocal 

Entity (including the entity with functional control over the Flowgate) will 

receive allocations determined as a pro-rata share of the remaining capacity (as 

described in Step 5). 

f.  Upon completion of the Allocation process, the managing entity will compare  

the current preliminary Allocation to the previous Allocations.  For any given 

Flowgate, the larger of the Allocations will be considered the Allocation (i.e.,  

an Allocation cannot decrease).  Once all preliminary Allocations have been 

compared and the final Allocation determined, the managing entity will 

distribute the Allocations to the appropriate Reciprocal Entities.  This 

Allocation will consist of the firm Gen-to-Load limit and a portion of  

capability that can be used either for Firm Transmission Service or additional 

firm Gen-to-Load service. 

 

9. For the non-firm Allocation run described above, the managing entity will take the 

following steps to determine Allocations down to 0% for each of the Flowgates, in 

both the forward and reverse direction, they are assigned to manage.  For each 

hour, the managing entity shall: 

 

a.   Retrieve the Flowgate limit. 

b.   Subtract the current TRM value (may be zero). 

c.   Subtract the sum of all hourly historically determined Firm Flow impacts for 
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all entities based on impacts greater than or equal to 5%. 

d.   Subtract the sum of all hourly historically-determined Firm Flow impacts for  

      all Reciprocal Entities based on impacts less than 5%. 

e.   Any remaining capacity will be allocated to Reciprocal Entities based on their  

Historic Ratio (as described in step 5). 

f.   The two-day ahead firm Allocation is subtracted from the total entity  

Allocation (from steps c, d, and e). 

 If the result is positive, this value will be equivalent to the Priority 6-NN 

Allocation/limit, and the Firm Flow Limit for 0% Market Flows will be 

the two-day ahead firm Allocation. 

 If the result is negative or zero, the Priority 6-NN Allocation will be 

calculated by subtracting the total entity Allocation (from steps c, d and e) 

from the two-day ahead firm Allocation. The Firm Flow Limit for 0% 

Market Flows will be the equivalent of the total entity allocation. 

g.   Upon completion of the Allocation process, the managing entity will distribute  

the Allocations to the appropriate Reciprocal Entities.  These Allocations will 

be considered non-firm network service. 

 

When a Market-Based Operating Entity is uploading Firm Market Flow contributions to the 

IDC, they will be responsible for ensuring that any firm Allocations are properly accounted 

for.  If firm Allocations are used to provide additional firm network service, they should be 

included in the Firm Market Flow contribution.  If they are used to provide additional Firm 

Transmission Service, they should not be included in the Firm Market Flow contribution. 

 

The Market-Based Operating Entities will maintain in real-time their Firm Transmission 

Service and Network Non-Designated service impacts, including associated Market Flows, 

within their respective firm and Priority 6 total Allocations.  The Operating Entities 

participating in the Coordinated Process for Reciprocal Flowgates will respect their 

allocations when granting Firm Transmission Service. 

 

Using the derived firm Allocation value, the Market-Based Operating Entity may choose to 

enter this value as a Flowgate limit for the respective Flowgate.  If entered as a Flowgate 

limit, the Day-Ahead unit commitment will not permit flows to exceed this value as it 

selects units for this commitment.  Market-Based Operating Entities will use the Flowgate 

limit to restrict unit outage scheduling for a Coordinated Flowgate when maintenance 

outage coordination indicates possible congestion and there is recent TLR activity on a 

Flowgate. 

 

As Reciprocal Entities gain more experience in this process, implement and enhance their 

systems to perform the Firm Flow calculations and Allocations, they may change the timing 

requirements for the Forward Coordination Process by mutual agreement. 

 
6.6.1 Determining Firm Transmission Service Impacts Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Firm impacts used in the Allocation process incorporate the Firm Transmission Service 

flows.  Similar to the network service calculation described previously, to calculate each 
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Firm Transmission Service transaction’s impact on the Flowgate, the following process is 

utilized: 

 

1. Utilize a base case to determine the Generation Shift Factor for the source Control 

Area with respect to a specific Flowgate. 

 

2. Utilize the same base case to determine the Generation Shift Factor for the sink 

Control Area with respect to that Flowgate. 

 

3. Utilize superposition to calculate the TDF for that source to sink pair with respect 

to that Flowgate. 

 

4. Multiply the transactions energy transfer by the TDF to determine that transactions 

flow on the Flowgate. 

 

Summing each of these impacts by direction will provide the directional Firm Transmission 

Service impact on the Flowgate. 

 

Combining the directional Firm Transmission Service impacts with the directional NNL 

impacts will provide the directional Firm Flows on the Flowgate. 

 
6.6.2 Rules for Considering Firm Transmission Service Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1. Firm Transmission Service and Designated Network Resources that have an 

OASIS reservation are included in the calculation. 

 

2. Reciprocal Entities will utilize a Freeze Date of April 1, 2004.  Reciprocal Entities 

will utilize a reference year of June 1, 2004 through May 31, 2005 for determining 

the confirmed set of reservations that will be used in the Allocation process.  The 

reference year is used such that reservation impacts in a given month in the 

reference year are used for each comparable month going forward in the Allocation 

process.  For example, the Allocations for July 2004, July 2005, and July 2006 etc. 

will always use the July 2004 reservation impacts from the reference year.  

Confirmed reservations received after the Freeze Date will not be considered. 

 

3. A potential for duplicate reservations exists if a transaction was made on 

individual CA tariffs (not a regional tariff) and both parties to the transaction 

(source and sink) are Reciprocal Entities.  In this case, each Reciprocal Entity will 

receive 50% of the transaction impact. 

 

4. To the extent a partial path reservation is known to exist, it will have 100% of its 

impacts considered on Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates owned by the party that 

sold the partial path service, split 50/50 between the Source Reciprocal Entity and 

the Sink Reciprocal Entity, and 0% of its impacts considered on other Reciprocal 

Coordinated Flowgates. 
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5. Because reservations that are totally within the footprint of the regional tariff do 

not have duplicate reservations, these reservations will have the full impact 

considered even though both parties to the transaction (source and sink) are within 

the boundaries of the regional tariff and will be considered Reciprocal Entities, 

split 50/50 between the Source Reciprocal Entity and the Sink Reciprocal Entity, 

which in this case are the same.  Similar to the firm network service calculation, 

the Firm Transmission Service calculation: 

 

a.  Will consider all reservations (including those with less than 5% impact). 

 

b.  Will base response factors on the topology of the system for the period under  

consideration. 

 

c.   In general, will not make a generation-to-load calculation where a reservation  

      exists. 

 

6.6.3 Limiting Firm Transmission Service Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The Flowgate Allocations down to 0% will represent the share of total flowgate capacity 

(STFC) that a particular entity has been allocated.  This STFC represents the maximum total 

impact that entity is allowed to have on that Flowgate. 

 

In order to coordinate with the existing AFC process, it is necessary that this number be 

converted to an available STFC (ASTFC) which represents how much Flowgate capability 

remains available on that Flowgate for use as Transmission Service.  In order to accomplish 

this, the entity receiving STFC will do the following: 

 
Step Example 

1.) Start with the STFC 100 
2.) Add all forward Gen to Load 
impacts (down to 0%) and all 
Reverse Gen to Load impacts 
(down to 0%) to obtain the Net 
Gen to Load impacts. The Gen 
to Load impacts should be 
based on the best estimate of 
firm Gen-to-Load Flow for the 
time period being evaluated.  

42 + (-20) = 22 

3.) Subtract the net Gen to Load 
impacts from the STFC  

100 – 22 = 78 

4.) Subtract the CBM to produce 
an interim STFC 

78 – 0 = 78 

5.) Determine the Transmission 
Service impacts of service that 
has been sold.  By default, it 
should be assumed that 100% 
of forward service and 15% of 
counterflowing service will be 
scheduled and used.  However, 

58 + (0.15 (-45)) = 
 

58 + (-6.75) ≈ 
 

58 + (-7) = 51 
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if Flowgate “owner” uses 
different percentages in their 
AFC calculation and the 
Flowgate manager’s calculation 
engine support it, percentages 
other than 100% and 15% may 
be used.  Add all forward 
Transmission Service impacts 
(down to 0%) and all appropriate 
reverse Transmission Service 
impacts (down to 0%) to obtain 
the weighted net Transmission 
Service impacts.  The 
Transmission Service impacts 
should be based on the current 
set of reservations in effect for 
the time period being evaluated 
(not the historic reservation set) 

6.) Subtract the weighted net 
Transmission Service impacts 
from the Interim STFC.  The 
result is the ASTFC 

78 – 51 = 27 

 

The ASTFC values for Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates will be posted on OASIS along 

with the Allocation results.  This ASTFC can then be compared with the AFC calculated 

through traditional means when evaluating firm requests made on OASIS. 

 

If the AFC value is LOWER than the ASTFC value, the AFC value should be utilized for 

the purpose of approving/denying service.  In this case, while the Allocation process might 

indicate that the entity has rights to a particular Flowgate through the Allocation process, 

current conditions on that Flowgate indicate that selling those rights would result in 

overselling of the Flowgate, introducing a reliability problem. 

 

If the AFC value is HIGHER than the ASTFC value, the ASTFC value should be utilized 

for the purpose of approving/denying service.  In this case, while the AFC process might 

indicate that the entity can sell more service than the Allocation might indicate, the entity is 

bound to not sell beyond their Allocation. 

 

If a Reciprocal Entity uses all of its firm Allocation and desires to obtain additional capacity 

from another Reciprocal Entity who has remaining capacity, that additional capacity may be 

obtained using the procedures documented below. 

 

6.7  Sharing or Transferring Unused Allocations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Reciprocal Entities shall use the following process for the sharing or transferring of unused 

Allocations down to 0% between each other. 

 
6.7.1 General Principles Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

This process includes the following general principles in the treatment of unused 
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Allocations. 

 

1. A desire to fully utilize the Reciprocal Entities’ Allocations such that in real-time, 

an unused Allocation by Reciprocal Entities is caused by a lack of commercial 

need for the Allocation by Reciprocal Entities and not by restrictions on the use of 

the Allocation. 

 

2. For short-term requests (less than one year) where the lack of an Allocation could 

otherwise result in the denial of Transmission Service requests, there should be a 

mechanism to share or acquire a remaining Allocation on a non-permanent basis 

for the duration of the short-term transmission service requests.  The short-term 

Allocation transfers would revert back to the Reciprocal Entity with the original 

Allocation after the short term request expires. 

 

3. For long-term requests (one year or longer) where the lack of an Allocation could 

otherwise cause the construction of new facilities, there should be a mechanism to 

acquire a remaining Allocation such that new facilities are built only because they 

are needed by the system to support the transaction and not because of the 

Allocation split between Reciprocal Entities.  Long-term Allocation transfers 

would apply to the original time period of the request including any roll-over rights 

that are granted for such requests. 

 

4. Due to limitations on the frequency of transferring updated Allocation values and 

AFC’s between the Reciprocal Entities, the Reciprocal Entities will utilize buffers 

to reduce the risk of overselling the same service, and to set aside a portion of the 

unused Allocation for the owner of the unused Allocation to accommodate any 

request that they may receive.  The buffer will be reduced on a Flowgate based 

upon factors such as the rating of the Flowgate and operational experience, with 

the goal to maximize the use of the unused Allocation.  The rationale for reducing 

the buffer is that potentially significant amounts of Transmission Service (up to 

many times the buffer amount) may be denied otherwise by the non-owner of the 

unused Allocation. 
 

6.7.2 Provisions for Sharing or Transferring of Unused Allocations Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 

3/25/2011 

 

1. Based upon the proposed infrastructure for Allocation calculations, daily 

Allocations are available for 7 days into the future and Weekly and Monthly 

Allocations are available up to 18 months into the future.  Sharing and transferring 

of unused Allocations will be limited to the granularity of the Allocation 

calculations. 

 

2. The Reciprocal Entities will share or transfer their unused firm Allocations during 

the time periods up until day ahead with the goal to fully utilize the Allocations. 

 

3. This sharing or transfer of the unused Allocation will occur automatically for 
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short-term Transmission Service requests, and manually for long-term (one year or 

greater) Transmission Service requests.  The Reciprocal Entity that has been requested to 

transfer unused Allocations to the other Reciprocal Entity for a long-term request shall 

respond within 5 business days of receipt of the transfer request. 

 

4. The Reciprocal Entities will post information available to the other Reciprocal 

Entity on all requests granted that shared or acquired the other Reciprocal Entity’s 

Allocation on a daily basis for review. 

 

5. Sharing an Unused Allocation During the Near-Term 

 

The Reciprocal Entities will share their Allocations during the near-term (the 

first 7 days up until day ahead or a mutually agreed upon timeframe) with the 

goal to fully utilize the Allocations once in real-time through an automated 

process. 

 

This sharing of the unused Allocation during the near-term will occur such that 

an unused Allocation that has not already been committed for use by either Firm 

Transmission Service or for market service will be made available to the other 

Reciprocal Entities for their use to accommodate Firm Transmission Service 

requests submitted on OASIS. 

 

Other firm uses of the transmission system involving generation to load 

deliveries, which are not evaluated via automated request evaluation tools, will 

be handled via off-line processes.  The core principles to be applied in such cases 

include: 

 

a.  A sharing of Allocation can occur. 

b.  The sharing shall be done on a comparable basis for the market and non-

market entities. 

c.  The sharing is not related to projected Market Flow absent new DNRs or  

Transmission Service submitted on OASIS. 

d.  The details of the process will include such items as which DNRs are  

covered, time-lines for designations and comparable evaluation of DNRs.  If 

the details of this process can not be agreed upon, there shall be no sharing of 

the unused Allocations during the near-term. 

e.  A buffer will limit the amount of Allocation that can be shared for short-term  

requests during automated processing of the Allocation sharing process.  The 

owner of the unused Allocation is not restricted by the buffer.  The buffer is 

defined as a percentage of the last updated unused Allocation, provided that 

the buffer shall not be allowed to be less than a certain MW value.  For 

example, a 25% or 20 MW buffer would mean that the requesting entity can 

use the other Reciprocal Entity’s unused Allocation while making sure that 

the other entity’s unused Allocation does not become smaller than 25% of the 

reported unused amount or 20 MW.  The specific provisions of the buffer 

shall be mutually agreed to by the Reciprocal Entities prior to implementing 
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a sharing of unused Allocation.  The buffer will not be used in manual 

processing of Allocation sharing requests.  For manual processing of 

requests, the owner of the unused Allocation will share the remaining unused 

Allocation to the extent they do not need the unused Allocation for pending 

Transmission Service requests. 

 

For the sharing of unused Allocations in the near-term, the Allocations are 

not changed and should congestion occur the NERC IDC obligations for the 

giving Reciprocal Entity will be in accordance with its original Allocation.  

The receiving Reciprocal Entity will not be required to retract or annul any 

service previously granted due to the sharing of Allocations. 

 

6. Acquiring an Unused Allocation Beyond the Near Term 

 

When a Reciprocal Entity does not have sufficient Allocation on a Flowgate to 

approve a firm point-to-point or network service request made on OASIS and 

evaluated via automated request evaluation tools and the other Reciprocal Entity 

has a remaining Allocation, the deficient Reciprocal Entity will be able to 

acquire an Allocation from the Reciprocal Entity with the remaining Allocation.  

This Allocation must not already be committed for other appropriate uses, as 

agreed to by the Reciprocal Entities, and sufficient AFC must remain on the 

Flowgate, or will be created, to accommodate the request.  Such cases will be 

handled via automated processes. 

 

Other firm uses of the transmission system involving generation to load 

deliveries, which are not evaluated via automated request evaluation tools, will 

be handled via off-line processes.  The core principles to be applied in such cases 

include: 

a.   A transfer of Allocation can occur. 

b.   The transfer shall be done on a comparable basis for the market and non- 

market entities. 

c.   The transfer is not related to projected market flow absent new DNRs or Firm  

Transmission Service submitted on OASIS. 

d.   The details of the process will include such items as which DNRs are  

covered, time-lines for designations and comparable evaluation of DNRs   If 

the details of this process can not be agreed upon, there shall be no transfer of 

the Allocation for the time period beyond the near term. 

 

A buffer will limit the amount of Allocation that can be acquired for these 

requests during automated processing of the Allocation transfer process.  The 

owner of the unused Allocation is not restricted by the buffer.  The buffer is 

defined as a percentage of the last updated unused Allocation, provided that 

the buffer shall not be allowed to be less than a certain MW value.  For 

example, a 25% or 20 MW buffer would mean that the requesting entity can 

use the other Reciprocal Entity’s unused Allocation while making sure that 

the other entity’s unused Allocation does not become smaller than 25% of the 
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reported unused amount or 20 MW.  The specifics of the buffer shall be 

mutually agreed to by the Reciprocal Entities prior to implementing a 

transferring of unused Allocation.  The buffer will not be used in manual 

processing of Allocation sharing requests.  For manual processing of 

requests, the owner of the unused Allocation will transfer the remaining 

unused Allocation to the extent they do not need the unused Allocation for 

pending Transmission Service requests. 

 

The determination of whether the remaining Allocation has already been 

committed will be established based on OASIS queue time.  All requests 

received prior to the queue time will be considered prior commitments to the 

remaining Allocation, while such requests are in a pending state (e.g. study 

status) or confirmed state.  Requests received after the queue time will be 

ignored when determining whether remaining capacity has already been 

committed. 

 

In the event that prior-queued requests are still in a pending state (i.e. not yet 

confirmed), the Reciprocal Entity requesting a transfer of unused Allocations 

may await the resolution of any prior-queued requests in the other Reciprocal 

Entity’s OASIS queue before relinquishing its ability to request an Allocation 

transfer. 

 

For the transfer of unused Allocations, the Reciprocal Entity’s Allocations 

will be changed to reflect the Allocation transfer at the time the Allocation 

transfer request is processed.  To the extent the request is not ultimately 

confirmed, the Allocation will revert back to the original Reciprocal Entity 

with the remaining Allocation.  For yearly requests, the transfer of the 

Allocation applies to the original time period of the request including any 

roll-overs that are granted. 

 

6.8 Market-Based Operating Entities Quantify and Provide for Market Flow 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

In addition to the responsibilities described earlier in “Market-Based Operating Entity 

Congestion Management” Section 5 of this document, Market-Based Operating Entities will 

have an additional obligation, on Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates, to further quantify 

their Non-Firm Flows into two (2) separate priorities:  Non-Firm Network (6-NN), and 

Non-Firm Hourly (2-NH). Priorities will be determined as follows: 

 

1. If the Market Flow exceeds the sum of the Firm Flow Limit and the 6-NN 

Allocation, then: 

2-NH = Market flow – (Firm Flow Limit + 6-NN Allocation) 

6-NN = 6-NN Allocation 

7-FN = Firm Flow Limit 

2. If the Market Flow exceeds the Firm Flow Limit but is less than the 6-NN 

Allocation, then: 
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2-NH = 0 

6-NN = Market Flow – Firm Flow Limit 

7-FN = Firm Flow Limit 

 

3. If the Market Flow does not exceed the Firm Flow Limit, then: 

2-NH = 0 

6-NN = 0 

7-FN = Market Flow 

 

All other aspects of this data remain identical to those described in “Market-Based 

Operating Entity Congestion Management” Section 5. 

 

6.9  Real-time Operations Process for Market-Based Operating Entities Version:  

       0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

6.9.1 Market-Based Operating Entity Capabilities Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Capabilities remain as described in “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion 

Management” Section 5. 

 
6.9.2 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-Time Actions Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Procedures remain as described in “Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion 

Management” Section 5.  However, as described above, additional information regarding 

the firmness of those Non-Firm Market Flows will be communicated as well. A portion will 

be reported as 6-NN, while the remainder will be reported as 2-NH.   This will provide 

additional ability for the IDC to curtail portions of the Non-Firm Market Flows earlier in the 

TLR process. 

 

Section 7 Appendices Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

Appendix A Glossary Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Allocation – A calculated share of capability on a Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate to be 

used by Reciprocal Entities when coordinating AFC, transmission sales, and dispatch of 

generation resources. 

 

Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) – The applicable rating of the applicable Flowgate 

less the projected loading across the applicable Flowgate less TRM and CBM.  The firm 

AFC is calculated with only the appropriate Firm Transmission Service reservations (or 

interchange schedules) in the model, including recognition of all roll-over Transmission 

Service rights.  Non-firm AFC is determined with appropriate firm and non-firm 

reservations (or interchange schedules) modeled. 

 

AFC Flowgate – A Flowgate for which an entity calculates AFC’s. 
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Control Area – Shall mean an electric power system or combination of electric power 

systems to which a common automatic generation control scheme is applied. 

 

Control Zones – Within an Operating Entity Control Area that is operating with a common 

economic dispatch, the Operating Entity footprint is divided into Control Zones to provide 

specific zonal regulation and operating reserve requirements in order to facilitate reliability 

and overall load balancing.  The zones must be bounded by adequate telemetry to balance 

generation and load within the zone utilizing automatic generation control. 

 

Coordinated Flowgate (CF) – Shall mean a Flowgate impacted by an Operating Entity as 

determined by one of the four studies detailed in Section 3 of this document.  For a Market-

Based Operating Entity, these Flowgates will be subject to the requirements under the 

Congestion Management portion of this document (Sections 4 and 5).  A Coordinated 

Flowgate may be under the operational control of a Third Party. 

 

Designated Network Resource – A resource that has been identified as a designated 

network resource pursuant to a transmission provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff. 

 

Firm Flow – The estimated impacts of Firm Transmission Service on a particular 

Coordinated or Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

Firm Flow Limit – The maximum value of Firm Flows an entity can have on a 

Coordinated or Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, based on procedures defined in Sections 

4 and 5 of this document. 

 

Firm Market Flow – The portion of Market Flow on a Coordinated or Reciprocal 

Coordinated Flowgate related to contributions from the native load serving aspects of the 

dispatch (constrained as appropriate by the Firm Flow Limit). 

 

Firm Transmission Service – The highest quality (priority) service offered to customers 

under a filed rate schedule that anticipates no planned interruption or similar quality service 

offered by transmission providers by contract that do not require the filing of a rate 

schedule.  Firm Transmission Service only includes firm point-to-point service, network 

designated transmission service and grandfather agreements deemed firm by the 

transmission provider as posted on OASIS. 

 

Flowgate – A representative modeling of facilities or groups of facilities that may act as  

significant constraint points on the regional system. 

 

Freeze Date – The cutoff date chosen by Reciprocal Entities to be used in the calculation of 

Historic Firm Flows. 

 

Gen to Load (GTL) – See Network and Native Load. 

 

Generator Shift Factor – A factor to be applied to a generator’s expected change in output 
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to determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an 

identified transmission facility or Flowgate, referenced to a swing bus. 

 

Historic Firm Flow – The estimated total impact an entity has on a Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate when considering the impacts of (1) its historic Designated Network Resources 

serving native load, and (2) imports and exports, based on Firm Transmission Service 

reservations that meet the “Freeze Date” criteria. 

 

Historic Firm Gen-to-Load Flow – The flow associated with the native load serving 

aspects of dispatch that would have occurred if all Control Areas maintained their current 

configuration and continued to serve their native load with their generation. 

 

Historic Ratio – The ratio of Historic Firm Flow of one Reciprocal Entity compared to the 

Historic Firm Flow of all Reciprocal Entities on a specific Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 

LMP Based System or Market – An LMP based system or market utilizes a physical, 

flow-based pricing system to price internal energy purchases and sales. 

 

Load Shift Factor – A factor to be applied to a load’s expected change in demand to 

determine the amount of flow contribution that change in demand will impose on an 

identified transmission facility or Flowgate, referenced to a swing bus. 

 

Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) – The processes related to the determination of the 

LMP, which is the market clearing price for energy at a given location in a Market-Based 

Operating Entity’s market area. 

 

Market Flows – The calculated energy flows on a specified Flowgate as a result of dispatch 

of generating resources serving market load within a Market-Based Operating Entity’s 

market. 

 

Market-Based Operating Entity – An Operating Entity that operates a security 

constrained, bid-based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined market area. 

 

Network and Native Load (NNL) – The impact of generation resources serving internal 

system load, based on generation the network customer designates for Network Integration 

Transmission Service (NITS). NNL is also referred to as Gen to Load. 

 

Non-Firm Market Flow – That portion of Market Flow related to a Market-Based 

Operating Entity’s market operations in excess of that entity’s Firm Market Flow. 

 

Operating Entity – An entity that operates and controls a portion of the bulk transmission 

system with the goal of ensuring reliable energy interchange between generators, loads, and 

other operating entities. 

 

Reciprocal Coordination Agreement – An agreement between Operating Entities to 
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implement the reciprocal coordination procedures defined in the CMP. 

 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate (RCF) – A Flowgate that is subject to reciprocal 

coordination by Operating Entities, under either this Agreement (with respect to Parties 

only) or a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement between one or more Parties and one or 

more Third Party Operating Entities.  An RCF is: 

 

1. A CF that is (a) (i) within the operational control of Reciprocal Entity or (ii) may 

be subject to the supervision of Reciprocal Entity as Reliability Coordinator, and 

(b) affected by the transmission of energy by two or more Parties; or 

 

2. A CF that is (a) affected by the transmission of energy by one or more Parties and 

one or more Third Party Operating Entities, and (b) expressly made subject to 

CMP reciprocal coordination procedures under a Reciprocal Coordination 

Agreement between or among such Parties and Third Party Operating Entities; or 

 

3. A CF that is designated by agreement of both Parties as an RCF. 

 

Reciprocal Entity – An entity that coordinates the future-looking management of Flowgate 

capacity in accordance with a Reciprocal Coordination Agreement as developed under 

Section 6 of this document, or a congestion management process approved by the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission; provided such congestion management process is identical 

or substantially similar to this Congestion Management Process. 

 

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch – The utilization of the least cost economic 

dispatch of generating and demand resources while recognizing and solving transmission 

constraints over a single Market-Based Operating Entity Market. 

 

Transfer Distribution Factor – The portion of an interchange transaction, typically 

expressed in per unit, that flows across a Flowgate. 

 

Transmission Service – Services provided to the transmission customer by the 

transmission service provider to move energy from a point of receipt to a point of delivery. 

 

Appendix B Determination of Marginal Zone Participation Factors Version: 

0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

In order for the IDC to properly account for tagged transactions, a Market-Based Operating 

Entity will need to send data describing the locations of the marginal generators that are 

either supplying generation to exports or are having energy replaced by imports. 

 

In general, the Market-Based Operating Entity will be required to define a set of zones that 

can each be easily aggregated into a common distribution factor that is representative of the 

zone.  This information must be shared and coordinated with the interchange distribution 

calculator.  Following this step, the Market-Based Operating Entity must then send to the 

IDC participation factors for those zones (percentages that indicate on a real-time basis how 
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those zones are providing or would provide marginal megawatts).  Data sets for each 

external source/sink are required, which correspond to: 

 

 An IMPORT set, which indicates the next marginal units to supply replacement 

energy should the import transactions be curtailed, and 

 An EXPORT set, which indicates the last marginal units used to supply the 

energy exported to other areas. 

 

Marginal Zone Definition 

 

Marginal Zones will be determined through collaboration of the Market-Based Operating 

Entity with the relevant NERC and/or NAESB working group.  As stated above, Marginal 

Zones should be comprised of generators that have electrically similar characteristics from a 

distribution factor point-of-view. 

 

Participation Factor Calculation 

 

Raw Marginal Zone Participation Factors are determined relatively simply.  The Market-

Based Operating Entity will examine the constraints and pricing information for the entire 

market footprint and determine the percentages of generation output in each zone that 

represents the marginal megawatts that the zones are providing or would be providing.  

These will establish, for imports and exports, a set of participation factors that, when 

summed, will equal 100%. 

 

Appendix C Flowgate Determination Process Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 
 

This section is has been added to clarify: 

 

 How initial Flowgates are identified (Figure C-1, Table C-1) 

 Process for Flowgates in the Coordinated Flowgate list 

 Process for Flowgates in the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate list 

 Process for Flowgates in the AFC List 

 How Flowgates will be added (Figure C-2, Table C-2) 

 How often Flowgates are changed (Figure C-2, Table C-2) 
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1) Retrieve FG

From List of Known

FG’s

2) Does FG

Pass >=1 CMP

Study

8) Set FG = RCF

9) Are there

more FG’s on

the list

YES

NO

NO

YES

Figure C-1

Determine AFC Flowgates,

Coordinated Flowgates, and Reciprocal

Coordinated Flowgates

6) Set FG =

Coordinated

7) Is FG

Coordinated for

>=2 Reciprocal

Entities and

owned  by a

Reciprocal Entity

NO YESA

3) Is there a

mutually agreed

upon reason this

should not be a

CF

NO

11) Is this a

mutually agreed

upon RCF

NO

YES

10) Is there a

unilaterally

agreed upon

reason this should

be a CF

No

4) Is Flowgate

under control

of RE

5) Is Flowgate

an AFC

Flowgate

NO

Yes

YES

NO

Yes

YES

 

Table C-1 

Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

1 Retrieve FG From 

List Of Known 

FG’s 

Retrieve FG from AFC 

list of FGs, NERC Book 

of FGs, and any other list 

of FGs. 

 Retrieve the FG from the list of 

FGs.  If a Reciprocal Entity 

wants us to consider a temporary 

FG it would go through the same 

process.   

 

2 Determine if FG 

passes >= 1 CMP 

Study 

The decision determines 

if the FG passes at least 

one of the four CMP 

studies  

 If the FG passes any of the 

studies, determine if there is 

mutually agreed upon reason 

why this should not be a 

See Impacted 

Flowgate 

Determination -

Section 3  
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Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

coordinated FG. 

 If the FG does not pass any of the 

studies, it will be determined if 

there is a unilaterally decided 

reason for inclusion as a CF. 

  

3 Is There a 

Mutually Agreed 

Upon Reason This 

Should Not Be A 

Coordinated 

Flowgate 

Determine if there is a 

mutually agreed reason, 

despite passing one of the 

four tests, why this FG 

should not be considered 

Coordinated.  

 If there is no mutually agreed 

reason why this FG should not be 

considered coordinated, test 

whether FG is under control of a 

Reciprocal Entity. 

 If there is a mutually agreed 

reason why this FG should not be 

considered coordinated, record 

the reason proceed to Step 9. 

  

 

4 Is the Flowgate 

under control of a 

Reciprocal Entity 

If the flowgate is under 

the control of a non-

reciprocal entity and the 

Flowgate passes one of 

the four tests it will be 

treated as a coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If the Flowgate is not under 

control of a Reciprocal Entity 

proceed to Step 6. 

 If the Flowgate is under control 

of a Reciprocal Entity Proceed to 

Step 5. 

 

5 Is Flowgate an 

AFC Flowgate 

A check is done to 

determine if the Flowgate 

controlled by a Reciprocal 

Entity is in its AFC 

process. If it is not the 

Flowgate will not be 

treated as a Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If the Flowgate is in the AFC 

process proceed to Step 6. 

 Otherwise proceed to Step 9 

 

6 Set FG = 

Coordinated 

The FG would be 

coordinated for the entity. 

 

 The FG would be considered a 

CF. 

 

7 Is FG Coordinated 

for >= 2 

Reciprocal Entities 

and “owned” by a 

Reciprocal Entity 

Determine whether the 

FG is coordinated for two 

or more Reciprocal 

Entities 

 If the FG is coordinated for two 

or more Reciprocal Entities and 

it is “owned” by one of the 

entities, it will be added to the 

CMP process as a reciprocal 

coordinated FG.  

 If it is not coordinated for two or 

more Reciprocal Entities and 

“owned” by one of the entities, 

determine if it is a mutually 

CM Process -

Section 6 
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Step Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

agreed upon RCF. 

8 Set FG = RCF Set the Flowgate equal to 

a Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 Set the Flowgate equal to a 

Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 Proceed to Step 9. 

 

9 Are there more 

FGs on the list? 

Determine if there are any 

more FGs on the list that 

need to go through the 

CMP determination 

process. 

 If there are no more FGs that 

need to go through the 

determination process, the 

process ends. 

 If there are more FGs that need to 

go through the determination 

process, retrieve the next one. 

 Proceed to Step 1 if another FG 

requires evaluation. 

 Otherwise, the process ends. 

 

10 Is There a 

Unilateral 

Decision This 

Should Be A 

Coordinated FG 

This decision determines 

if an entity wants to make 

this a Coordinated FG for 

a reason other than the 

four tests. 

 If an entity decides to make this a 

coordinated FG, proceed to Step 

4. 

 Otherwise, proceed to Step 9. 

  

 

11 Is This a Mutually 

Agreed Upon RCF  

Determine if there is a 

mutually agreed reason 

this should be considered 

a Reciprocal Coordinated 

Flowgate. 

 If there is no mutually agreed 

reason this should be considered 

an RCF, leave it as coordinated 

and check for more FGs. 

 If there is a mutually agreed 

reason this should be considered 

an RCF, mark it as such. 

 If Reciprocal Entities decide to 

make the Flowgate Reciprocal 

proceed to Step 8. 

 Otherwise, proceed to Step 9. 
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1) Bi-Annual
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BOF & AFC

Flowgates
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Of Book of FG’s

and Data
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5) Run through

Flowgate process
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RCF

Flowgate List

Figure C-2

Flowgate Review and Customer

Flowgate Request

4) Temporary

Flowgate added by

Reciprocal Entity
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Table C-2 

Steps Activity Requirements Detailed Description Additional 

Documentation 

1 Bi-Annual 

Review of the 

BOFs and AFC 

FGs  

Retrieve the FG from 

the list of FGs for the 

entity running the 

process. 

 Flowgate review should be 

done consistent with the IDC 

summer/winter base case 

changes, which would occur 

twice per year instead of 

Quarterly.  Each base case 

update done at NERC for the 

IDC will need a certain amount 

of review just to make sure that 

current Flowgates will continue 

to function with the new model.  

The FGs will be run through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1. 

 

2 Monthly update 

of the Book of 

Flowgates and 

Data Exchange 

Take monthly updates 

from book of 

Flowgates, monthly full 

files and monthly 

incremental files and 

run them through the 

Flowgate process and 

tests. 

 Monthly the Reciprocal 

Entities will perform full 

Flowgate updates and 

synchronization. In addition the 

NERC Book of Flowgates is 

updated once a month. We will 

run these changes through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1. 

 

3 Customer FG 

Requests 

Any customer FG 

requests will also be 

subject to the tests and 

process above. 

 Any customer FG requests 

will be run through the process 

summarized in figure C-1. 

 

 

4 Temporary 

Flowgate added 

by Reciprocal 

Entity 

Any temporary 

Flowgate added by a 

Reciprocal Entity will 

also be subject to the 

tests and processes in 

Step 5. 

 Any temporary Flowgates 

added by a Reciprocal Entity 

will be run through the process 

summarized in figure C-1 

 

5 Run Through FG 

Process and 

Tests 

Run through FG 

Determination Process, 

figure C-1 

 Any FGs being reviewed or 

added will be run through the 

process summarized in figure 

C-1. 

 

6 AFC/CF/RCF 

List 

Any FG additions or 

modifications would 

need to be committed to 

the repository of FGs 

and their qualifications. 

 Any FG additions or 

modifications would need to 

be committed to the repository 

of FGs, along with  their 

qualifications. 
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Appendix D Training Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

The concepts in these proposals should not have a significant impact upon system operators 

beyond the operators of the Operating Entity.  The reason that this impact rests upon the 

Operating Entities is that the Operating Entities Operators will need to be trained to monitor 

and respond to the external Flowgates. 

 

Reliability Coordinator (RC) Operator Training Impacts include: 

 

1. The ability to recognize and respond to Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

a. IDC outputs will show schedule curtailments and possible redispatch 

requirements. 

 

b. Must be able to enter constraint in systems to provide the redispatch relief 

within 15 minutes. 

 

c. Must be able to confirm that the required redispatch relief has been provided 

and data provided to the IDC. 

 

2. Capability to enter Flowgates on the fly. 

 

Other RC System Operators Training Impacts include: 

 

1. The ability to take projected net system flows between an Operating Entity's 

Control Zones versus only tag data to run day-ahead analysis (data to be provided 

by the IDC). 

 

2. Need to develop a working knowledge of how relief on a TLR Flowgate can come 

from both schedule changes and redispatch on a select set of Coordinated 

Flowgates. 

 

3. Can coordinate with another RC Operator when the RC System Operator has a 

temporary Flowgate that they believe requires the implementation of the 

“Flowgate on the Fly” process. 

 

Appendix E Reserved Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Appendix F FERC Dispute Resolution Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

RCF Dispute Resolution 

 

If a Party has followed all processes in the disputed flowgate process outlined in section 3.2 

and is dissatisfied with the ORS resolution of the flowgate dispute, the Party may refer the 
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dispute to FERC’s Dispute Resolution Service for mediation, and upon a Party’s 

determination at any point in the mediation that mediation has failed to resolve the dispute, 

either Party may seek formal resolution by initiating a proceeding before FERC. 

 

Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission Dispute Resolution  

 

If a Party has followed all processes in the Allocation Adjustment Peer Review process 

outlined in Appendix G and is dissatisfied with the resolution of the Congestion 

Management Process Council (CMPC), the Party may refer the dispute to FERC’s Dispute 

Resolution Service for mediation, and upon a Party’s determination at any point in the 

mediation that mediation has failed to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek formal 

resolution by initiating a proceeding before FERC. 

 

Appendix G Allocation Adjustment for New Transmission Facilities and/or 

Designated Network Resources Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

1.  Guiding Principles 

 

The following guiding principles will be used in determining the allocation adjustments for 

New Transmission Facilities and/or Designated Network Resources. 

 

 Principle 1 (Non-builder held harmless) - To the extent possible, the non-

building entity will receive the same overall impacts in its allocations. 

 Principle 2 (Builder receives benefits) - To the extent possible, the building 

entity will receive any benefit to the transmission system that result from the 

system upgrade. 

 

To the extent these two principles conflict, the Non-Builder Held Harmless Principle will 

have priority over the Builder Receives Benefit Principle. 

 

2. New Transmission Facilities that Do Not Involve New DNR or New Firm 

Transmission Service 

 

To the extent a new transmission facility causes a significant decrease in flow on a 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate the change in the allocation will be assigned to the Party 

responsible for the new facility.  Otherwise, the normal allocation procedures will be 

followed and no allocation adjustments for new transmission facilities will be made. 

 

Significant impact is defined as a 3% change in flow that occurs to an OTDF Flowgate and 

a 5% change in flow that occurs to a PTDF Flowgate with the addition of the new facility.  

The 3% and 5% are measured as a percentage of the Flowgate TTC (sometimes called Total 

Flowgate Capability (TFC)).   

 

The allocation adjustment will be assigned to the Party responsible for the new facility.  

Both the original allocation and the allocation adjustment are assigned to the Reciprocal 
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Entities.  When the term “Party responsible for the new facility” is used in this process, it 

refers to the Reciprocal Entity with functional control of the new transmission facility.  To 

the extent a group of transmission owners installs a new facility that includes multiple 

Reciprocal Entities and the new transmission facility results in a change in transfer 

capability on one or more RCFs, these Reciprocal Entities will work in collaboration to 

determine appropriate adjustments to each Reciprocal Entity’s allocation on all significantly 

impacted RCFs. 

 

An analysis will be performed both with and without the new facility to determine whether 

there is a significant impact on one or more RCFs.  The analysis and any subsequent 

allocation adjustments will coincide with the expected in-service date of the new facility.  

The inclusion of the new transmission facility in such an analysis is dependent on having a 

commitment that the new facility has or is expected to receive all of the appropriate 

approvals and will be installed on the date indicated. 

 

In order to qualify for an allocation adjustment, the new transmission facility must not only 

create a significant change in flows, it must also be a significant change to the transmission 

system (i.e. a new line or transformer that creates a significant change to flows on one or 

more RCFs).  The addition of a new generator without transmission additions (other than 

the generation interconnection) is not covered by this process for new transmission facility 

additions.  A change in the rating of an RCF may qualify as a significant change to the 

transmission system and be eligible to receive an allocation adjustment even though it does 

not result in a change in flows. 

 

For stability limited Flowgates, a new generator, reactive device or change to a remedial 

action scheme may contribute to a change in the transfer limitation of stability limited 

Flowgates.  Where this occurs and the addition is being made for the specific purpose of 

changing the transfer limitation of stability limited Flowgates, an allocation adjustment will 

be provided to the Reciprocal Entity responsible for the new generator, reactive device or 

change to a remedial action scheme.  By receiving an allocation adjustment, this new 

generator, reactive device or change to a remedial action scheme will not also be included in 

the historical usage calculation to avoid double-counting of the impacts. 

 

Not all new transmission facilities that significantly impact RCFs involve a change in flows.  

A new facility may be added that changes the rating of an RCF but has minimal impact on 

the flow (i.e. reconductoring, replacing a wave trap (WT) or current transformer (CT), 

replacing a transformer).  In this case, each Reciprocal Entity’s historical usage flow will 

remain constant but the rating of the Flowgate will either increase or decrease.  The 

Reciprocal Entity responsible for the new facility will receive an allocation adjustment for 

rating increases.  There will be no allocation adjustments for rating decreases. 

 

There is an equity issue involving new transmission facilities that result in an increased 

rating.  Where a new facility involves minimal cost change (such as replacing either a WT 

or CT, replacing a jumper, replacing a switch, changing a CT setting, etc.), there have 

already been significant costs incurred on a larger conductor that allows the increased rating 

to occur.  As long as the Reciprocal Entity making the minimal cost change is also 
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responsible for the conductor, it is the appropriate Reciprocal Entity to receive the 

allocation adjustment.  However, if different Reciprocal Entities own the conductor versus 

are responsible for making the minimal cost change, there is an equity issue if the entire 

allocation adjustment is given to the Reciprocal Entity responsible for making the minimal 

cost change.  The Reciprocal Entities shall negotiate a mechanism to share in the allocation 

adjustment. 

 

3.   New Transmission Facilities that Involve New DNR or New Firm Transmission  

  Service 

 

Where a new transmission facility is added as part of an approved new usage of the 

transmission system (either a new DNR or a new Firm Transmission Service), the 

Reciprocal Entity responsible for the new facility has two choices on the treatment of this 

combination.  First, in recognition that they have addressed transmission concerns 

associated with the new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service, the combination of the 

new transmission facility and new DNR/Firm Transmission Service will be added to the 

base model used in the historic usage impact calculation.  The new DNR or new Firm 

Transmission Service will be treated as if it met the Freeze Date.  To the extent the new 

transmission facility and its associated new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service will 

not occur until a future time period, they will not appear in the historic usage impact 

calculation until after the in-service/start date.  The inclusion of the new transmission 

facility and associated DNR/Firm Transmission Service is dependent on having a 

commitment that both have been approved and will occur on the date indicated.  If no such 

commitment exists, these additions will not be included in the historic usage impact 

calculation.  By making this choice to include the new transmission facility and DNR/Firm 

Transmission Service in the historic usage impact calculation, the NNL allocation will 

consider the impact of both.  This may result in increased NNL allocation to all Reciprocal 

Entities after considering historic usage impacts (down to 0%).  However, the Reciprocal 

Entity that builds the new transmission facility will not receive any special treatment (NNL 

allocation adjustment) because of the new transmission facility.  This inclusion of a new 

DNR or new Firm Transmission Service only applies where associated new transmission 

facilities have been added to accommodate the new transmission usage. 

 

Second, the Reciprocal Entity that builds the new transmission facility associated with a 

new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service can receive an NNL allocation adjustment and 

must honor that allocation when they apply the new DNR or new Firm Transmission 

Service in their use of NNL allocations.  The Reciprocal Entity determines the impact of the 

new transmission facility without the new DNR or new Firm Transmission Service to 

calculate any adjustments to the NNL allocations (the same process documented in the 

previous section “New Transmission Facilities thatDo Not Involve New DNRs or New Firm 

Transmission Service”).  The Reciprocal Entity will use the remaining NNL allocation that 

has not been committed to other uses for the new DNRs or new Firm Transmission Service. 

 

The Reciprocal Entity responsible for the combination of new transmission facility and new 

DNR/Firm Transmission Service will make a single choice (either one or two) that applies 

to all RCFs that are significantly impacted by the combination.  There is no opportunity to 
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have a different selection on different RCFs that are all impacted by the same combination. 

 

4.  Allocation Adjustment Peer Review 

 

When reviewing the allocation adjustments, if an impacted Reciprocal Entity finds a 

situation where the rule set does not produce a satisfactory outcome, the impacted 

Reciprocal Entity may request a review by the CMPWG. The impacted Reciprocal Entity 

will present the unsatisfactory results and a proposed alternative. If the CMPWG agrees to 

the proposed alternative it will be implemented as an exception, and the CMPC will be 

notified of the exception prior to implementation.  If the CMPWG does not agree, the 

impacted Reciprocal Entity can seek further review by the CMPC. The impacted Reciprocal 

Entity will present its proposed alternative and the CMPWG member(s) will present their 

concerns to the Council for the Council to take action.  All exceptions approved by the 

CMPWG or CMPC will be documented for future reference. 

 

Depending on the nature of the upgrade, the impact of the new facility will be held in 

abeyance pending completion of the review.  This means for a rating change, the prior 

rating will continue to be used in the model update process pending completion of the 

review. This means for a flow change, the new facility will be recognized in the model 

update process. The impacts will be calculated using the normal (socialized) allocation 

process and no allocation adjustments will be made pending completion of the review. 

These reviews should be completed in a timely manner. 

 

Appendix H Application of Market Flow Threshold Field Test Conditions 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 3/25/2011 

 

Midwest ISO, PJM and SPP participated in a NERC approved Market Flow threshold field 

test from June 1, 2007 to October 31, 2009.  The purpose of the field test was to determine a 

Market Flow threshold percentage that allows the three Regional Transmission 

Organizations (RTOs) to consistently meet their relief obligation during TLR without 

jeopardizing reliability.  Although the field test was able to achieve a success rate close to 

100% based on Midwest ISO data using a 5% threshold, the following conditions were 

applied to the field test results: 

 

 Market Flows were evaluated 30 minutes after implementation of the TLR 

curtailment. 

 A 5 MW dead-band (or 10% of the relief obligation for relief obligations greater 

than 50 MW) was applied to the Target Market Flow such that once actual 

Market Flows were within the dead-band, it was considered a success meeting 

the relief obligation. 

 There were no instances where Midwest ISO was able to meet its relief 

obligation if more than 30 MW must be removed within 30 minutes.  The field 

test found the amount of Market Flow that must be removed in 30 minutes and 

not the size of the relief obligation is an indicator whether the market will be 

successful. 
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Since the NERC ORS applied the three conditions above to the field test results in order to 

demonstrate a high success rate, these same conditions will be applied when the Market-

Based Operating Entities have relief obligations on external flowgates during TLR. 

 

The field test results are only applicable to Flowgates that are external to each of the RTOs 

and does not include internal Flowgates (internal to that specific RTO) or market-to-market 

Flowgates (internal to one of the three RTOs but subject to market-to-market provisions 

with another RTO).  The reason for excluding internal Flowgates and market-to-market 

Flowgates is because the three RTOs use market redispatch to control total flow and to 

maintain reliability.  As the Reliability Coordinator for the Flowgate, the three RTOs are 

responsible for the reliability of their own Flowgate and must manage total flow in order to 

meet their reliability responsibility.  As described in the field test final report, by controlling 

total flow, the three markets effectively meet their relief obligation. 
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