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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF ENERGY MARKET REGULATION

In Reply Refer To:
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
Docket No. ER15-788-000
2/27/15

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
201 Worthen Drive
Little Rock, AR 72223

Attention: Joseph W. Ghormley,
Senior Attorney

Reference: Submission of Tariff Revisions to Modify Attachment AG

Dear Mr. Ghormley:

On December 31, 2014, you submitted on behalf of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
(SPP) in Docket No. ER15-788-000 proposed revisions to Attachment AG, Market 
Monitoring Plan, of SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (Tariff) regarding thresholds 
that the SPP Market Monitoring Unit (MMU) uses in monitoring for market power abuse 
involving uneconomic production from a generator.

Please be advised that this filing is deficient and additional information is 
necessary to process it.  Please provide complete responses to the following:

1. Page 5 of SPP’s transmittal letter states that “SPP proposes the addition of language 
that would permit the MMU to deem a Resource uneconomic if the LMP at the 
Resource Settlement Location falls below fifty percent of the applicable Energy Offer 
Curve reference level. [footnote omitted]  The MMU has advised SPP that fifty 
percent is an adequate and appropriate LMP threshold for identification of 
uneconomic withholding.”  

a. Please provide all studies and analyses that support the proposed fifty percent
LMP threshold.  If neither SPP nor the MMU has any such studies, please state 
how SPP arrived at this value.

b. Please explain why a “threshold for identification of uneconomic withholding” 
is appropriate to apply in the context of uneconomic production.  
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c. What action does SPP and/or its MMU take if a resource is “deemed 
uneconomic”?  Please identify the Tariff provisions that prescribe such actions, 
if any.

2. SPP currently conditions the indication of potential uneconomic production to the 
Resource having a positive Resource-to-Load distribution Factor, and when one of 
several additional conditions is met.  As noted above, SPP now proposes to apply an 
additional criterion to the determination of uneconomic production which is that the 
LMP at the Resource Settlement location is less than 50 percent of the applicable 
Resource Energy offer curve reference level.  SPP states that this same threshold is 
utilized for identification of uneconomic production in the MISO energy market. 

a. Please explain the differences, if any, between the way in which SPP proposes 
to use this threshold and the way in which it understands MISO currently uses 
this threshold for mitigation. 

b. Please explain how MISO’s use of this proposed threshold justifies the use of 
this threshold in the SPP market as just and reasonable.

c. One MISO screen in Module D, section 64.1.3(a) of the MISO Tariff to 
identify uneconomic production determines whether the LMP at a resource’s 
location and the resource’s incremental energy offer are less than fifty percent 
of that resource’s applicable reference level.  Does SPP use the same screen
under SPP’s proposal?  If not, please explain the differences.

d. Section 4.6.1(a) of the SPP Tariff provides for the indication of potential 
uneconomic production when (the resource has a positive Resource-to-Load 
distribution factor and) the resource is determined to be operating outside its 
operating tolerance.  This appears to be similar to a screen in Module D, 
section 64.1.3(a) of the MISO Tariff that MISO uses to identify uneconomic 
production.  MISO’s screen determines whether a resource’s real-time output 
exceeds 110 percent of its setpoint instructions.  When this occurs MISO does 
not require that LMP at a location to be less than fifty percent of the applicable 
reference level.  Please explain why the application of the fifty percent 
threshold is appropriate with respect to this screen, and how differences  
between the MISO and SPP treatment of uneconomic production justify this 
additional limitation on the determination of uneconomic production with 
respect to real-time output (as opposed to the offers for such output) which 
SPP is proposing.

e. An additional screen in Module D, section 64.1.3(a) of the MISO Tariff used 
by MISO to identify uneconomic production assesses whether the LMP at a 
resource’s location is less than fifty percent of its applicable reference level 
and that resource’s hourly economic minimum limit offer is more than 25 
percent above its reference level.  Does SPP use the same screen under SPP’s 
proposal?  If not, please explain the differences.

f. A third screen in Module D, section 64.1.3(a) of the MISO Tariff used by 
MISO to identify uneconomic production determines whether the LMP at a 
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resource’s location is less than fifty percent of its applicable reference level 
and other thresholds specified in Module D, sections. 64.1.2.a.v and 
64.1.12.a.vi of the MISO Tariff.  Does SPP use the same screen under SPP’s 
proposal?  If not, please explain the differences.

3. Section 4.6 of Attachment AG of the SPP Tariff establishes that the MMU shall 
monitor Markets and Services for potential abuse associated with certain categories of 
Market Participant behavior including uneconomic production.  It then provides 
“Nothing in this section shall limit the Market Monitor’s obligation to refer other 
suspected violations to the Commission’s Office of Enforcement, even where 
suspected behavior does not fall explicitly within the above-mentioned categories or 
descriptions.” Please explain whether the phrase “other suspected market violations” 
as the term is used in this sentence is meant to include instances of uneconomic 
production that do not exceed the proposed thresholds in section 4.6.1(a) of 
Attachment AG of the SPP Tariff.

4. SPP proposes to remove the phrase “appears to facilitate production that is otherwise 
uneconomic” from section 4.6.1(a)(3) of Attachment AG of its Tariff.  Please explain 
why SPP believes it is just and reasonable to remove language providing that the 
MMU will monitor for all forms of uneconomic production, even uneconomic 
production that does not meet the other specific conditions set forth in section 4.6.1(a)
of Attachment AG of the SPP Tariff.

5. Page 5 of SPP’s transmittal letter states that “the existence of thresholds in the 
MMU’s screening process for uneconomic production does not prohibit the MMU 
from inquiring into and investigating any scenario of potential uneconomic 
production, particularly where significant price or make-whole-payment impacts are 
apparent.”  Please identify the provisions in Attachment AG, if revised as SPP 
proposes, that would require the MMU to investigate and potentially refer a scenario 
of potential uneconomic production that falls short of the proposed thresholds (e.g., 
behavior that is close to the thresholds, but does not cross the thresholds).

6. SPP proposes to add thresholds in section 4.6.1 of Attachment AG of the SPP Tariff 
that will be used in determining when it will refer instances of uneconomic production 
to the Commission.  Suppose a market participant regularly operates in such a way as 
to be close to the thresholds but does not exceed the thresholds.  Please state whether 
SPP and/or the MMU, would assess such behavior as warranting referral to the 
Commission for potential uneconomic production.  Please explain.

7. Page 5 of SPP’s transmittal letter states that “SPP proposes the addition of language 
that would incorporate the thresholds specified in Attachment AF, Section 3.6, into 
the Uneconomic Production monitoring process [footnote omitted] …These 
thresholds are also used for monitoring uneconomic production in the MISO energy 
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market.”
a. Please explain the differences, if any, between the way in which SPP proposes 

to use these thresholds and the way in which it understands MISO currently 
uses these thresholds for mitigation. 

b. Please explain how MISO’s use of these proposed thresholds justifies the use 
of these thresholds in the SPP market as just and reasonable.

8. Page 4 of SPP’s transmittal letter states, “In order to more accurately target market 
power abuse and market manipulation in the form of uneconomic production, SPP 
proposes Tariff revisions modifying the process by which the MMU screens for 
uneconomic production by a generator.” Section 4.6 of Attachment AG of the SPP 
Tariff, which contains the proposed revisions, is titled, “Monitoring for Market 
Participant Behavior Possibly Warranting Mitigation.”

a. Please explain if and how SPP and/or its MMU propose to use the conditions 
and thresholds in section 4.6.1(a) of Attachment AG, as revised in its filing, for 
mitigation as opposed to market monitoring.  Please also explain whether 
prospective mitigation of offers occur.  If so, is that mitigation automatic or 
manual?  Please identify any other types of mitigation that would take place 
under this provision.

b. Please explain how SPP and/or its MMU proposes to use the conditions and 
thresholds in section 4.6.1(a) of Attachment AG, as revised in the filing, for 
monitoring for market manipulation or other potential market abuse.

This letter is issued pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §375.307 (a)(1)(v) (2014) and is 
interlocutory.  This letter is not subject to rehearing pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §385.713 
(2014).  SPP must respond to this letter within 45 days of the date of this letter by making 
an amendment filing in accordance with the Commission’s electronic tariff 
requirements.1 To the extent that some of the requested information may include Critical 
Energy Infrastructure Information or other confidential information, please submit a non-
public version in addition to a public version for Commission review, in accordance with 
18 C.F.R. § 388.112 (2014).

The information requested in this letter will constitute an amendment to SPP’s 
filing in Docket No. ER15-788-000 and new filing dates will be established, pursuant to 
Duke Power Company, 57 FERC ¶ 61,215 (1991).  A notice of amendment will be issued 
upon receipt of the response.  

                                                
1 Electronic Tariff Filings, 130 FERC ¶ 61,047, at PP 3-8 (2010) (an amendment 

filing must include at least one tariff record even though a tariff revision might not 
otherwise be needed).  The response must be filed using Type of Filing Code 180 –
Deficiency Filing.
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Failure to respond to this deficiency letter within the time period specified may 
result in an order rejecting your filing(s).  Until receipt of the amendment filing, a filing 
date will not be assigned to your filing(s).

Sincerely,

Penny Murrell, Director
Division of Electric Power 
  Regulation – Central
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