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ARTICLE I 
RECITALS 

 
This Seams Operating Agreement (“Agreement”) dated this ____ day of 

February, 2005, is hereby executed by and between the Midwest Independent 
Transmission System Operator, Inc. (“Midwest ISO”) and MAPPCOR, as contractor 
under the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (“MAPP”) Restated Agreement.  MAPPCOR 
and the Midwest ISO may be individually referred to herein as “Party” or collectively as 
“Parties.” 

WHEREAS, MAPPCOR is the contractor to MAPP, a FERC approved Regional 
Transmission Group (RTG), which provides regional transmission services to its 
customers and interconnected member electric systems in the North Central Region of the 
United States; 

WHEREAS, MAPP has transitioned its regional reliability council functions to a 
stand-alone reliability organization, known as the Midwest Reliability Organization; 

WHEREAS, the Midwest ISO is an 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, pursuant to the “Amended Agreement For Provision of 
Transmission-Related Services By The Midwest ISO to MAPPCOR” the Midwest ISO 
has agreed to perform certain reliability coordination services at the St Paul Center for the 
benefit of those members of MAPP who are not members of the Midwest ISO;  

WHEREAS, pursuant to the “Amended Agreement For Provision of 
Transmission-Related Services By The Midwest ISO to MAPPCOR” the Midwest ISO 
has also agreed to provide tariff administration services under MAPP Schedule F for the 
benefit of those members of MAPP who are not members of the Midwest ISO;  

WHEREAS, the Midwest ISO, in its dual role as RTO for its members and as 
Reliability Coordinator and Tariff Administrator for MAPP Schedule F for the members 
of MAPP who are not Midwest ISO members, will be performing certain functions 
described herein to coordinate tariff services between the Midwest ISO and MAPP; and 
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WHEREAS, in accordance with Good Utility Practice and certain directives of 
FERC, the Parties seek to transfer information and supplement other arrangements and 
establish Protocols in furtherance of the reliability of their systems and efficient market 
operations. 

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, DEFINITIONS And 

 RULES of CONSTRUCTION 
 
Section 2.1 Abbreviations and Acronyms. 
 

2.1.1 “ATC/AFC” shall mean Available Transfer Capability/Available Flowgate 
Capability, as those terms are used in the electric utility industry.   

 
2.1.2 “CBM” shall mean Capacity Benefit Margin. 
 
2.1.3 “CIM” shall mean Common Information Model. 
 
2.1.4 “EFOR” shall mean Equivalent Forced Outage Rate, as defined by NERC. 

 
2.1.5 “EMS” shall mean the Energy Management Systems utilized by the 

Parties to manage the flow of energy within their regions. 
 
2.1.6 “FERC” shall mean the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or any 

successor agency thereto. 
 
2.1.7 “FTP” shall mean the standardized file transfer protocol for data transfer. 
 
2.1.8 “ICCP/ISN” shall mean those common communication protocols adopted 

to standardize information transfer. 
 
2.1.9 “IDC” shall mean the NERC Interchange Distribution Calculator used for 

identifying and requesting congestion management relief. 
 
2.1.10 “MW” shall mean megawatt of power. 
 
2.1.11 “NERC” shall mean the North American Electricity Reliability Council or 

its successor organization. 
 
2.1.12 “OASIS” shall mean the Open Access Same-Time Information System 

required by FERC for the posting of market and transmission data on the 
Internet. 
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2.1.13 “OATT” shall mean the applicable Open Access Transmission Tariff. 
 
2.1.14 “PMAX” shall mean the maximum generator real power output reported 

in MWs on a seasonal basis.   
 

2.1.15 “PMIN” shall mean the minimum generator real power output reported in 
MWs on a seasonal basis. 

 
2.1.16 “QMAX” shall mean the maximum generator reactive power output 

reported in MVARs at full real power output of the unit. 
 

2.1.17 “QMIN” shall mean the minimum generator reactive power output 
reported in MVARs at full real power output of the unit 

 
2.1.18 “RCF” shall mean Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate. 
 
2.1.19 “RTO” shall mean Regional Transmission Organization. 
 
2.1.20 “TLR” shall mean the NERC Transmission Loading Relief Procedures 

used in the Eastern Interconnection as specified in NERC Operating 
Policies. 

 
2.1.21 “TRM” shall mean the Transmission Reliability Margin. 
 
2.1.22 “TTC” shall mean Total Transfer Capability. 

 
Section 2.2 Definitions. 

 
2.2.1 “Agreement” shall have the meaning stated in Article I. 

 
2.2.2 “Available Flowgate Capability” (AFC) or Available Transfer Capability 

(ATC) shall mean a measure of the transfer capability remaining on a 
Flowgate for further commercial activity over and above already 
committed uses. It is defined as Flowgate Rating, or TTC, less existing 
transmission commitments (including retail customer service), less a 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), less a Transmission Reliability Margin 
(TRM). 

  
2.2.3    “Capacity Benefit Margin” (CBM) shall mean the amount of firm 

transmission transfer capability preserved by the transmission provider for 
load-serving entities (LSEs), whose loads are located on that transmission 
provider’s system, to enable access by the LSEs to generation from 
interconnected systems to meet generation reliability requirements. 
Preservation of CBM for an LSE allows that entity to reduce its installed 
generating capacity below that which may otherwise have been necessary 
without interconnections to meet its generation reliability requirements. 
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The transmission transfer capability preserved as CBM is intended to be 
used by the LSE only in times of emergency generation deficiencies. 

 
2.2.4 “Confidential Information” shall have the meaning stated in   
 Section 13.1.1. 
 
2.2.5 “Congestion Management Process” shall refer to the process and 

procedures set forth in the Congestion Management Process Protocol 
(Attachment B to this Agreement).  

 
2.2.6 “Control Area(s)” shall mean a system or systems to which a common 

automatic generation control scheme is applied in order to, among other 
things, maintain scheduled interchange with other control areas, within the 
limits of Good Utility Practice and maintain the frequency of the electric 
power systems within reasonable limits in accordance with Good Utility 
Practice.  

 
2.2.7 “Coordinated Flowgate” or CF shall have the meaning set forth in the 

Protocols.  A Coordinated Flowgate may be under the operational control 
of a third party. 

 
2.2.8  “Effective Date” shall have the meaning stated in Section 8.1. 
 
2.2.9 “Firm Flow” shall mean the estimated impacts of firm transactions under 

Network and Point-to-Point transmission service on a particular 
Coordinated Flowgate. 

 
2.2.10 “Flowgate” shall mean a representative modeling of a facility or group of 

facilities that may act as a constraint to power transfer on the bulk 
transmission system. 

 
2.2.11 “Flowgate Rating” shall mean the Total Transfer Capability (TTC) of a 

Flowgate. 
 
2.2.12 “Good Utility Practice” means any of the practices, methods and acts 

engaged in or approved 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, or 
acts generally accepted in the region. 
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2.2.13  “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. 

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

and controlled to produce the anticipated energy. 
 
2.2.15  “MAPP” shall mean the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool. 
 
2.2.16 “MAPPCOR” refers to the Minnesota nonprofit, nonstock corporation that 

is the contractor under the MAPP Restated Agreement, responsible for 
providing the services, facilities, equipment and personnel provided for 
under the MAPP Restated Agreement. 

 
2.2.17 “Market” shall mean the market structure as proposed by the Midwest ISO 

and contained in the Midwest ISO’s Transmission and Energy Markets 
Tariff, as accepted by FERC. 

 
2.2.18  “Midwest ISO” shall mean the Midwest Independent Transmission 

System Operator, Inc. 
 
2.2.19 “MMWG” shall mean the NERC Multi-Regional Modeling Working 

Group. The MMWG is responsible for developing a library of solved 
power flow models of the Eastern Interconnection for use by the Regions 
and their member systems in planning and evaluating future systems and 
current operating conditions. 

 
2.2.20 “Notice” shall have the meaning stated in Section 13.10. 
 
2.2.21 “Outages” shall mean the unavailability of transmission and/or generation 

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

 
2.2.22 “Party” or “Parties” refers to each party to this Agreement or both, as 

applicable. 
 
2.2.23 “Protocols” shall refer to the TTC/ATC/AFC Protocol and the Congestion 

Management Process Protocol (Attachments A and B to this Agreement).  
 
2.2.24 “Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate” (RCF) shall have the meaning set 

forth in the Protocols.  An RCF may be under the operational control of 
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one of the Parties, or may be under the operational control of another 
Reciprocal Entity, as defined in the Protocols. 

 
2.2.25 “Reliability Coordinator” (RC) shall mean that party approved by NERC 

to be responsible for reliability for a region. 
 
2.2.26 “SCADA Data” shall mean the electric system security data that is used to 

monitor the electrical state of facilities, as specified in NERC Policy 4. 
 
2.2.27  “Total Transfer Capability” (TTC) is the amount of electric power that can 

be moved or transferred reliably from one area to another area of the 
interconnected transmission systems by way of all transmission lines (or 
paths) between those areas under specified system conditions. 

 
2.2.28 TTC/ATC/AFC Protocol refers to the Protocol governing collection of 

data related to the calculation of TTC and ATC (Attachment A to this 
Agreement). 

 
2.2.29 “Transmission Owner” shall mean any entity defined as such under the 

Midwest ISO tariff or a member under the MAPP Restated Agreement 
with transmission facilities under Schedule F.  

 
2.2.30  “Transmission Reliability Margin” (TRM) shall mean the amount of 

transmission transfer capability necessary to provide reasonable assurance 
that the interconnected transmission network will be secure. TRM 
accounts for the inherent uncertainty in system conditions and the need for 
operating flexibility to ensure reliable system operation as system 
conditions change. 

 
2.3 Rules of Construction. 
 
 2.3.1 No Interpretation Against Drafter.  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. 

 
 2.3.2 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. 

 
2.3.3 NERC Policies and Standards.  All activities under this Agreement shall 
meet or exceed the applicable NERC policies or standards as revised from time to 
time. 
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2.3.4 Protocol Documents.  The TTC/ATC/AFC Protocol and the Congestion 
Management Process Protocol (“Protocols”) are hereby incorporated into this 
Agreement as Attachments A and B. The Protocols may be amended from time to 
time upon agreement of the Parties.   

 
2.3.5 Scope of Application.  Each Party will perform this Agreement in 
accordance with its terms and conditions.  To the extent necessary, MAPPCOR 
will obtain the data and information necessary to comply with this Agreement 
from the relevant MAPP members.  The Midwest ISO will perform this 
Agreement with respect to each Transmission Owner for which it administers 
transmission service. 

 
 

ARTICLE III 
OVERVIEW OF COORDINATION AND INFORMATION TRANSFER 

 
3.1 Coordination of Operations.  
 

The Midwest ISO, as the NERC Reliability Coordinator, shall perform its 
functions in accordance with this Agreement, NERC and regional reliability policies and 
standards, Good Utility Practice, the Congestion Management Process Protocol, the 
TTC/ATC/AFC Protocol and the business practices, as developed and modified by the 
Parties for the term of the Agreement.  The MAPP operating entities affected by this 
Agreement shall follow the instructions of Midwest ISO acting as the NERC Reliability 
Coordinator unless such actions would violate safety, equipment, or regulatory or 
statutory requirements. 
 
3.2 Ongoing Review and Revisions.  
 

The Parties have agreed to the coordination and transfer of data and information 
under this Agreement to ensure system reliability and efficient transmission service 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 transfer of 
data will change from time to time throughout the term of this Agreement.  The Parties 
agree to periodically review, and as appropriate, revise the requirements stated herein in 
response to such changes, including deleting, adding, or revising requirements in the 
Protocols and business practices.   
 
3.3 Definitions of Phases and Applicable Time Periods.   
 

The Parties’ tariff coordination shall occur in two phases.  Phase 1 shall reflect the 
existing relationship between the Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR.  Phase 2 shall 
commence upon the initiation of a Market within the Midwest ISO footprint where such a 
Market did not exist prior to the Effective Date.  Phase 2 shall include continuation of all 
elements of the prior phase except any elements that are determined by both Parties to be 
impracticable to perform. 
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3.4 Elements of Phase 1 and Phase 2.  
 

3.4.1 Phase 1   
 
For the remaining duration of Phase 1, the Parties shall continue 

performing each of the following elements: 
 

(a) Transfer of data and information between the Parties as described 
in Articles IV and V; 

(b) Calculation of ATC/AFC as described in Article V; 
(c) Coordination of Outages as described in Section 5.1.1, 5.1.3 and 

7.5; and 
(d) Coordinated regional transmission expansion planning as described 

in Section 7.6. 
 

3.4.2 Phase 2   
 
Phase 2 consists of the continuation of all Phase 1 elements (except those 

that have been completed or due to other circumstances cannot be continued) and, 
in addition, shall include reciprocal coordination of Flowgates as described in 
Article VI. 

 
3.5 Meaning of Requirement to Transfer or Provide Data. 
 

To the extent that the Midwest ISO is currently acting as the Reliability 
Coordinator for all MAPP members and the Schedule F tariff administrator for MAPP 
members that have not joined the Midwest ISO and, therefore, is collecting or is 
already in possession of certain data contemplated by this Agreement, the 
requirement to provide or transfer such data shall mean that MAPPCOR shall 
provide, or cause to be provided, such data, in the form and for the purposes set forth 
in this Agreement, and that MAPPCOR authorizes the use of that data by the 
Midwest ISO, in the form and for the purposes set forth in this Agreement.  The 
Parties intend the collection, use and transfer of data and information under this 
Agreement to be a cooperative process subject to the confidentiality provisions in this 
Agreement.   

 
ARTICLE IV 

TRANSFER OF INFORMATION AND DATA 
 
Section 4.1 Phase 1   Transfer of Operating Data. 
 

During Phase 1, the Parties shall continue to transfer the following types of data 
and information:  
 

(1)  Real-Time and Projected Operating Data (4.1.1);  
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(2)  SCADA Data (4.1.2); 
(3)  EMS Models (4.1.3); and 
(4)  Operations Planning Data (4.1.4). 

 
Each Party shall provide the data identified in items (1) through (4) above to the 

other Party with respect to all Transmission Owners for which a Party administers 
transmission service and Control Areas for which a Party acts as Reliability Coordinator 
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 cooperate to supply such data and information (to the extent 
such information is the subject of this Agreement) as the Market Monitor of the Midwest 
ISO may request in order to facilitate monitoring in accordance with the Midwest ISO’s 
FERC-approved market monitoring plan. 
 

To ensure the accuracy of all critical operating 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.   

 
The Parties agree to transfer data in a timely manner consistent with existing 

defined formats or such other formats to which the Parties may agree.  If any required 
data transfer 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. Upon agreement, development will 
be completed as soon as practical. 
 

Section 4.1.1  Real-Time and Projected Operating Data 
 
The Parties will transfer two categories of operating data, real-time information 

and projected information, as follows:  
 
(a) The real–time operating information consists of: 
 

(i) Generation status of the units, as telemetered or as derived 
from the unit breaker, in each Party’s tariff or footprint; 

(ii) Transmission line status, i.e., status of switching devices 
associated with each end of the line; 

(iii) Control Area demands; 
(iv) Selected real-time telemetered bus loads where available; 
(v) Scheduled use of reservations; and 
(vi) Critical facility limits. 
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(b) Projected operating information consists of:  
 

(i) Merit order block loading; 
(ii) Generating unit and transmission facilities maintenance 

schedules; 
(iii) The planned operational start-up or change dates for any 

permanently added, removed or significantly altered 
transmission segments; and 

(iv) The planned start-up testing and operational start-up or 
change dates for any permanently added, removed or 
significantly altered generation units. 

 
Section 4.1.2  Transfer of SCADA Data 
 
The Parties shall transfer data as set forth below, consistent with NERC 

requirements for the transfer of data by Control Areas and Reliability Coordinators. 
 

(a) The Parties shall transfer requested SCADA Data via ICCP or ISN. 
(b) Each Party shall accommodate, as soon as practical, the other 

Party’s requests for additional existing ICCP/ISN bulk 
transmission data points, after the request has been submitted. 

(c) 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. 

(d) The Parties will comply with all governing confidentiality 
agreements executed by the Parties relating to ICCP/ISN data. 

(e) All ICCP data transferred between the Parties will be transferred 
via ISN (NERCNet), unless another transfer platform is otherwise 
agreed upon. 

 
Section 4.1.3  EMS Models 

 
As contemplated in Section 3.5, the Midwest ISO will continue to exchange data 

between the EMS models in St. Paul, Minnesota and Carmel, Indiana once a year in the 
common information model (“CIM”) format adopted by the NERC Data Exchange 
Working Group, or an otherwise agreed upon format, with monthly updates to be 
provided as new data becomes available.  This yearly transfer will include the ISN data 
definition files, identification of individual bus loads, seasonal equipment ratings and 
one-line drawings that will be used to expedite the model conversion process.  The 
monthly updates represent the incremental changes that have occurred to the EMS model 
since the last monthly update. 
 

Section 4.1.4  Operations Planning Data 
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Upon the written request of a Party, the other Party shall provide the information 
specified in Sections 4.1.4.1 through 4.1.4.11 inclusive, or any components thereof.  Each 
request shall specify the information sought and the frequency upon which it shall be 
provided, and, with respect to Sections 4.1.4.6, 4.1.4.7, and 4.1.4.8, the reason why 
provision of the information is necessary to achieve the objectives of this Agreement.  A 
Party receiving a request under this Section shall provide the information promptly to the 
extent the information is available to the Party.   
 

Section 4.1.4.1 - Flowgates: 
 
(i) Flowgate definitions including seasonal TTC, TRM, CBM, 

and appropriate multipliers; 
(ii) Flowgates to be added to OASIS Request Evaluation 

processes on demand, if needed immediately for reliability;  
(iii) List of Coordinated and Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates; 
(iv) List of Flowgates to recognize when processing transmission 

service (if different than list of Coordinated and Reciprocal 
Flowgates);  

(v) Operating Guides; and 
(vi) Requirements under Section 5.1.7. 
 

Section 4.1.4.2 - Transmission Service Reservations: 
 
(i) Daily list of all transmission service requests, hourly 

increment of new requests and status changes on existing 
requests;  

(ii) List of reservations to include and to exclude; and 
(iii) Requirements under Sections 5.1.4 and 5.1.5. 

 
Section 4.1.4.3 – AFC Data: 
 
Each Party currently meets and will continue to meet a minimum 
periodicity for calculating and posting AFCs.  The minimum periodicity 
depends on the service being offered.  The following AFC data will be 
provided: 

 
(i) Hourly for the first seven (7) days posted at a minimum, once 

per hour; 
(ii) Daily for days eight (8) through thirty-one (31) posted at a 

minimum, once per day; and 
(iii) Monthly for months two (2) through thirty-six (36) posted at 

a minimum, once per month. 

- 11 - 
  



 
 

 

 
Section 4.1.4.4 - Load Forecast: 
 
Each Party will provide the following load forecast information.  As set 
forth in Section 2.3.5, MAPPCOR will seek the data and information 
necessary to comply with this Section 4.1.4.4 from the MAPP members. 

 
(i) Hourly for next two (2) days, daily for days three (3) through 

thirty-one (31), and monthly for months two (2) through 
thirty-six (36) submitted once a day; 

(ii) Identify whether the load forecast is for Control Area or sub-
Control Area (by company within the Control Area) forecast;  

(iii) Indicate whether this includes transmission system losses, 
and if it does, indicate what the percent losses are; 

(iv) Identify non-conforming loads, as defined by NERC;  
(v) 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 

(vi) Requirements under Section 5.1.6. 
 

Section 4.1.4.5 - Generator Data: 
 
(i) Unit owner, bus location in model; 
(ii) Seasonal ratings, PMIN, PMAX, QMIN, QMAX; 
(iii) Station auxiliaries to extent gross generation has been 

reported; 
(iv) Regulated bus, target voltage and actual voltage; 
(v) Planned maintenance; and 
(vi) Real-time output (MW & Mvar) with net generation after 

being reduced for station auxiliaries preferred. 
 

Section 4.1.4.6 – Jointly-Owned Units: 
 
(i) Deemed ownership shares; 
(ii) Treatment as pseudo tie or dynamic/static schedules; 
(iii) Rules for sharing output between joint owners of those units 

that affect the operating seam between the Parties; and 
(iv) Transmission arrangements between joint owners. 

 
Section 4.1.4.7 - Intermittent Generation: 

 
(i) Accredited capacity; 
(ii) Planned maintenance; 
(iii) Whether aggregated generation or generation by piece of 

equipment; 
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(iv) Whether all output is tagged; and 
(v) Estimated EFOR. 

 
Section 4.1.4.8 - Control Area Net Interchange from Reservations and 

Tags: 
 
(i) Any grandfathered agreements that do not appear in OASIS; 

and 
(ii) If tags and reservations can no longer be used to develop 

Control Area or zone net interchange, merit order block 
loading information will be needed for all generators in the 
Control Area/zone.  

Section 4.1.4.9 - Dynamic Transfers: 
 

(i) List of dynamic transfers; 
(ii) Identification of each dynamic transfer as a dynamic 

schedule or pseudo-tie, as defined by NERC; and 
(iii) Requirements under Section 5.1. 
 

Section 4.1.4.10 - Controllable Devices: 
 
(i) List of controllable devices that may include: phase shifters, 

DC lines, and back-to-back AC/DC converters; and 
(ii) Operating practices of the controllable devices. 
 

  Section 4.1.4.11 - Generation and Transmission Outages: 
 

(i) Generation Outages that are planned or forecast, as soon as 
practicable after they are identified, including all data 
specified in Section 5.1.1; 

(ii) 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 

(iii) Prompt notification of all forced Outages of both generation 
and transmission resources.  

 
Section 4.2 Phase 2 Transfer of Operating Data. 
 

Prior to the initiation of Phase 2, the Parties shall confer regarding the need to 
transfer any information other than that identified for transfer in Phase 1 in Section 4.1, 
and shall negotiate in good faith to make agreements for transfer of such information 
during Phase 2 as is necessary to achieve the objectives of this Agreement. 
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Section 4.3 Cost of Data and Information Transfer. 
 

Each Party shall bear its own cost of providing information to the other Party 
pursuant to Sections 4.1 and 4.2 for those costs related to reliability coordination.  
MAPPCOR, as well as those MAPP members that have not joined the Midwest ISO, 
shall have no obligation under this Agreement for costs incurred solely for Midwest ISO 
Market operations.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ARTICLE V 
ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS 

  
Section 5.1 ATC/AFC Protocols. 
 

As of the Effective Date, the Parties shall use the NERC System Data Exchange 
(“SDX”) System to transfer the status of generators, Outages of all interconnections and 
other critical transmission facilities, and peak load forecasts in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 
Markets.  This system has the capability to house daily data for the next seven (7) days, 
weekly data for the next month, and monthly data for the next year.  The specific criteria 
for satisfying the requirements of this Article V are found in the TTC/ATC/AFC Protocol 
(Attachment A).  

 
 Section 5.1.1 Generation Outage Schedules 
 

Each Party shall provide the other with projected status of generation 
availability over the next twelve (12) months.  If information is available, Parties 
may provide more than twelve (12) months of information regarding the projected 
status of generation availability.  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 generator availability data, such that each Party is aware of the 
“return date” of each generator subject to a scheduled or forced outage. 

  
 Section 5.1.2 Generation Merit Order 
 

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 merit order or the generation participation factors of all units on an 
affected Control Area basis.  The generation merit order will be updated as 
required by changes in the status of the unit; however, a new generation merit 
order need not be provided more often than prior to each peak load season. 
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 Section 5.1.3 Transmission Outage Schedules  
 

Each Party currently provides and will continue to provide the other Party 
with the projected status of transmission outage schedules 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  

 
Each Party will make available to the other its interchange schedules, as 

required to permit accurate calculation of TTC and ATC/AFC values.  Due to the 
high volume of this data, the Parties shall either post this data to an FTP site for 
download or shall request NERC to modify the IDC to allow for selected 
interrogation by the Parties 

 
Section 5.1.5 Transmission Service Requests 
 
(a) Each Party currently makes available, and will continue to make available, 

to the other Party, on an FTP site, all transmission service request 
information available for integration into each Party’s ATC/AFC 
calculation process.  The Midwest ISO will provide transmission service 
request information from the Midwest ISO OASIS Node.  MAPPCOR 
will provide transmission service request information from the MAPP 
OASIS Node. 

 
(b) Each Party will develop practices for modeling each Party’s transmission 

service requests, including external third party requests. Each Party will 
provide the other Party with the procedures developed and implemented to 
model intra-Party requests under the MAPP Schedule F tariff, and the 
individual MAPP Members’ tariffs.   

 
(c) Transactions are not included in ATC/AFC determinations if the impacts 

from the transmission service request are already accounted in a base case 
model or some other component of the ATC/AFC calculation.  Each Party 
currently provides and will continue to create and maintain a list, on an 
FTP site, of transmission service requests on their OASIS Node that are 
not included in their own ATC/AFC determination process so that the 
transmission service request is excluded in the other Party’s analysis.  

 
 Section 5.1.6 Load Data 
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The Parties will transfer peak load data for each period (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.  For the next two (2) day horizon, the Parties 
shall either supply hourly load forecasts or they shall supply daily peak load 
forecasts with a load profile.   

 
 Section 5.1.7 Calculated Firm and Non-firm Available Flowgate Capability 
 

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 to 
assure that each Party respects the other Party’s Flowgates, the Parties will 
transfer Firm and Non-firm AFC for all Coordinated Flowgates. 

 
Each Party will continue to accept or reject transmission service requests 

based upon projected loadings on their own Flowgates as well as the loadings on 
the other Party’s Flowgates so as not to exceed the posted AFC.  

 
 Section 5.1.8 Flowgate Rating 
 

The Parties will transfer (seasonal, normal and emergency) Flowgate 
Ratings 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 
 

As determined in accordance with the Protocols (Attachments A and B), 
Flowgates that have a response factor equal to or greater than the distribution 
factor cut-off must be included in the evaluating Party’s model to the extent 
inclusion is practical.  The Parties shall use the response factor cut-off that the 
owning/operating Party uses for its Flowgate in its AFC determination efforts. 

 
Section 5.1.10 Flowgate Rights 
 

Each Party will identify and document rights to capacity of Flowgates 
comprised of multiple elements owned by multiple parties, such as but not limited 
to the North Dakota Export (“NDEX”). These rights, other than transmission 
tariff service entitlements, have been established through existing contracts, 
operating agreements and operating guides. Each Party agrees to honor 
transmission service up to the rights of affected parties established for these 
Flowgates.  
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Section 5.1.11 Configuration/Facility Changes (for power system model 

updates) 
 

(a) The Parties will ensure that all significant system changes are incorporated 
in each Party’s TTC/ATC/AFC calculation model.  Although this 
information and additional, detailed data are included in the MMWG 
cases, this data transfer mechanism will address the major changes that 
should be included in the TTC/ATC/AFC calculation models in a more 
timely manner. This data transfer will occur no less often than prior to 
each peak load season. 

 
(b) In addition, the Parties agree to transfer TTC/ATC/AFC calculation 

models of their transmission systems as soon as mechanisms can be 
established to facilitate this transfer. 

 
 
 
 
 

ARTICLE VI 
RECIPROCAL COORDINATION OF FLOWGATES 

 
6.1 Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates: Phase 2. 
 

6.1.1 Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates (RCFs). 
 
In order to coordinate congestion management proactively, each Party 

agrees to respect the other Party’s determinations of AFC/ATC and curtailment 
priorities for real-time operations applicable to the Party’s Coordinated Flowgates 
(CFs).  Additionally, each Party agrees to respect the allocations defined by the 
reciprocal allocation process set forth in the Congestion Management Process 
Protocol (Attachment B). 

 
6.1.2 Process and Timing for Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates. 
 

The process and timing for exchanging ATC/AFC calculations and Firm 
Flow calculations/allocations with respect to all RCFs are set forth in the 
Protocols.  
 
6.1.3 Real-Time Operations Process. 

 
The Parties’ capabilities and real time actions shall be governed by and in 

accordance with the Coordination Process for RCFs, set forth in the Protocols. 
 
6.2 Processes Applicable for Reciprocal Coordination of Flowgates. 
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The Midwest ISO will utilize its Unit Dispatch System (UDS) and Security-Constrained 
Unit Commitment (SCUC) in effect at the time to manage the portion of the flows on an 
RCF allocated to the Midwest ISO.  MAPPCOR will utilize NERC TLR process to 
manage the portion of the flows on an RCF allocated to MAPP. 
 
6.3 Adoption of Superior Provisions. 
 
 With respect to Flowgate allocations as defined by the reciprocal allocation 
process set forth in the Congestion Management Process Protocol (Attachment B), the 
Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR agree that if the Midwest ISO enters into any agreement or 
arrangement with any third party regarding the allocation process for Reciprocal 
Flowgates after the execution of this Agreement, which contains any provision with 
respect to such allocation process which is more favorable to such party (a “Superior 
Provision”) than any comparable provision contained herein, upon the declaration of 
MAPPCOR and subject to FERC approval, if required, this Agreement shall be deemed 
amended, on and as of the later of the effectiveness of such Superior Provision or any 
required FERC approval, to the extent necessary or appropriate to incorporate such 
Superior Provision herein in lieu of any such comparable provision so that such Superior 
Provision thereafter governs the reciprocal allocation process under or as contemplated 
by this Agreement. 

ARTICLE VII 
ADDITIONAL COORDINATION PROVISIONS 

 
Section 7.1 Application of Congestion Management Process. 
 

The Parties have agreed to certain Protocols under this Agreement to ensure 
system reliability and efficient market operations as systems exist and are contemplated 
as of the Effective Date.  These Protocols include the Congestion Management Process 
and the TTC/ATC/AFC Protocols.  The Parties expect that these systems and the 
Protocols applicable to these systems will change and revisions of this Agreement and the 
Protocols will be required from time to time.   
 
Section 7.2 Operating Objectives, Changes.  
 

The operating 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 the Protocols (Attachments A and B) and the business practices.   The Parties 
agree to cooperate and negotiate in good faith to amend this Agreement as necessary to 
achieve its objectives. 
 
Section 7.3 Equitable Compensation for Generation Redispatch and Moving 

Generator or Transmission Outage Schedules. 
 

The Parties agree to develop a methodology for compensation of generators 
and/or transmission owners for mandatory redispatch due to an emergency condition, as 
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determined by the NERC Reliability Coordinator, currently the Midwest ISO.  Such 
methodology shall include compensation for: (1) generation redispatch; (2) rescheduling 
of generator maintenance; or (3) rescheduling of transmission maintenance.  
 
Section 7.4 Voltage Control and Reactive Power Coordination. 
 

Each Party acknowledges that voltage control and reactive power coordination are 
essential to maintain reliability. Therefore, the Parties have established procedures 
(“Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures”) by which they shall conduct 
such coordination.  Such Procedures are set forth in the MAPP/MISO business practices. 

 
Section 7.5 Outage Coordination. 
 
 The Parties will perform regional transmission and generation outage 
coordination in order to identify proposed transmission and generation maintenance that 
would create unacceptable reliability-related system conditions and will work with the 
facility owners to provide remedial steps to be taken in advance of such proposed 
maintenance. Outage Coordination under this Agreement shall be administered in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in the MAPP/MISO business practices.  
 
Section 7.6 Coordinated Planning Process. 

 
The objectives of the planning coordination process are to make certain that 

appropriate and adequate reviews of transmission planning functions are performed 
between the Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR on a collaborative basis to ensure 
comparability, efficiency and timeliness.  Coordination under this Agreement shall be 
administered in accordance with the procedures set forth in the MAPP/MISO business 
practices. 
 
Section 7.7 Joint Operation of Emergency Procedures. 
 
 A set of emergency operating principles are essential due to the highly inter-
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. The emergency operating principles are set forth in the MAPP/MISO 
business practices. 
 
Section 7.8 Transmission Capacity for Reserve Sharing. 
 
 Each Party shall make transmission capacity available within the transmission 
system under its responsibility for generation reserve sharing.  The Parties shall reserve 
the required TRM, or its equivalent, for those MAPP members that are part of the MAPP 
generation reserve sharing pool.  The Party responsible for making transmission capacity 
available for the reserve sharing obligation shall bear the costs of any redispatch required 
to make the transmission capacity available.   In those instances in which MAPP 
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generation reserve sharing pool participants that are not members of the Midwest ISO 
seek emergency reserve deployment pursuant to the Restated Agreement reserve sharing 
provisions from units within the Market to delivery points on the MAPP-Midwest ISO 
seam, the pool participants that are not members of the Midwest ISO shall be subject only 
to charges associated with Schedules 1, 2, 7 or 8, and 10 under the Midwest ISO tariff.  
The Midwest ISO members of MAPP shall be subject to the charges under MAPP 
Schedule F, Schedules 1 and 5, and applicable member tariffs’ Schedules 1 and 2. 
 

ARTICLE VIII 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
Section 8.1 The Parties agree to file this Agreement jointly with FERC 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 the date upon 
which the Agreement is filed (“Effective Date” is and shall be the date specified by 
FERC). 
 
 
 
 
 

ARTICLE IX 
COOPERATION AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

 
Section 9.1 Administration of Agreement. 
 
 In the event a dispute arises under this Agreement, representatives of the Parties 
with authority to settle the dispute shall meet and confer in good faith in an effort to 
resolve the dispute.  If such effort fails, each Party shall have all rights to pursue all 
remedies, except as expressly limited by the terms of this Agreement.  Any arbitration 
initiated under this Agreement shall be conducted before a single neutral arbitrator 
appointed by the Parties.  If the Parties fail to agree upon a single arbitrator within ten 
(10) days of the referral of the dispute to arbitration, each Party shall choose one 
arbitrator who shall sit on a three-member arbitration panel.  The two arbitrators so 
chosen shall within twenty (20) days select a third arbitrator to chair the arbitration panel.  
In either case, the arbitrators shall be knowledgeable in electric industry matters, 
including electric transmission issues, and shall not have any current or past substantial 
business or financial relationships with any Party to the arbitration (except prior 
arbitration).  The arbitrator(s) shall provide each of the Parties an opportunity to be heard 
and shall generally conduct the arbitration in accordance with the Commercial 
Arbitration Rules of the American Arbitration Association. 

Section 9.2 Data Review Rights.   

 Each Party shall keep complete and accurate records relating to the performance 
of its obligations, as well as any calculations necessary in the performance of such 
obligations, under this Agreement and shall maintain such data as may be necessary for 

- 20 - 
  



 
 

 

the purpose of ascertaining that its performance, or calculations in support of such 
performance, conforms to the standards set forth in this Agreement and any Protocols 
referred to herein, including, but not limited to, data supporting the calculation of TTC, 
TRM, ATC/AFC, and RCF allocations.  Each Party shall maintain these complete and 
accurate records for a period of one year from the end of the fiscal year during which the 
obligations were performed.  Within that one year period, either Party may request in 
writing copies of the records of the other Party to the extent reasonably necessary to 
verify that the performance, or calculations in support of such performance, conforms to 
this Agreement and any Protocols referred to herein.  The costs of the data review, 
including costs related to retrieving, compiling, reproducing and analyzing any data 
requested pursuant to this provision, shall be borne by the Party making the request. 

ARTICLE X 
RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES 

 
10.1 Relationship Between this Agreement and Energy Markets. 
 

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 VII 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 develop further MAPP/MISO 
business practices that may be required to facilitate each Party’s efforts to administer its 
respective markets. 
 

ARTICLE XI 
ACCOUNTING AND ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF SEAMS OPERATIONS 

 
Section 11.1 Revenue Distribution. 
 

This Agreement does not modify any prior agreement with the Midwest ISO’s 
Transmission Owners regarding revenue distribution.   

 
Section 11.2 Billing and Invoicing Procedures. 

 
MAPPCOR shall render invoices to the Midwest ISO for reimbursement amounts 

due under this Agreement in accordance with MAPPCOR’s customary billing practices 
and payment shall be due in accordance with MAPPCOR’s customary payment 
requirements.  All payments shall be made in immediately available funds payable to 
MAPPCOR by wire transfer pursuant to instructions set out by the Parties from time to 
time.  Interest on any amounts not paid when due 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 11.3 Access to Information by the Parties. 
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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 to 
verify the accuracy of charges 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 XII 
RETAINED RIGHTS OF PARTIES 

 
Section 12.1 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 the Parties.  This Agreement 
establishes terms and conditions solely of a contractual relationship, between two 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 payment obligations under 
Article XI or indemnity obligations under Section 13.3.1 or Section 13.3.2, respectively. 

   
Section 12.2 Agreement to Jointly Make Required Tariff Changes.  
 

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 XIII 
ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

 
Section 13.1 Confidentiality.  

 
 Section 13.1.1  Meaning. 
 

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; and (d) 
any information which is considered Critical Energy Infrastructure Information by either 
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Party in accordance with FERC Regulations 18 C.F.R. §141.300, §388.112, and 
§388.113. 
 
 Section 13.1.2  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 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. Furthermore, each Party shall ensure that its 
members to whom Confidential Information is exposed agree to be bound by the terms 
and conditions herein and may not use such Confidential Information for any purpose 
other than the purposes of this Agreement.  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 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 13.2 Protection of Intellectual Property 
 
 (a) All Intellectual Property 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. 
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Section 13.3 Indemnity 
 
 Section 13.3.1  Indemnity of Midwest ISO  
 

MAPPCOR 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, 
only to the extent such Losses arise directly from: 
 
  (a) Gross negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of 

MAPPCOR or any of MAPPCOR’s agents or employees, in 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 MAPPCOR 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 13.2; and 

 
(d) Any claim that MAPPCOR caused physical personal injury due to 

gross negligence, recklessness, or willful conduct of its agents while on the 
premises of the Midwest ISO. 

 
Section 13.3.2  Indemnity of MAPP   

 
The Midwest ISO will defend, indemnify and hold MAPPCOR harmless from all 

actual losses, damages, liabilities, claims, expenses, causes of action, and judgments 
(collectively “Losses”), brought or obtained by third parties against MAPPCOR, 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 MAPPCOR or 
any of MAPPCOR’s agents or employees; or (ii) as a consequence of strict 
liability imposed as a matter of law upon MAPPCOR or MAPPCOR’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; 
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  (c) Any claim arising from the transfer of Intellectual Property in 

violation of Section 13.2; 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 MAPPCOR. 
 
Section 13.3.3  Damages Limitation 

 
  Section 13.3.3.1  Except for amounts agreed to be paid under Article XI 
and by one Party to the other for generation redispatch 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 13.3.3.2  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 13.4 Effective Date and Termination Provision.   
 

The term of this Agreement commences upon its acceptance or approval by 
FERC, and shall continue until February 1, 2008, so as to coincide with the current term 
of the “Agreement for Provision of Transmission-Related Services By The Midwest ISO 
to MAPPCOR.”  This Agreement shall renew automatically thereafter for successive 
three (3) year terms unless one Party shall notify the other of its intent to terminate, 
which Notice must be provided no later than twelve (12) months prior to the termination 
date.  The Agreement shall also terminate and cease to be effective upon the mutual 
agreement by the Parties to terminate the Agreement or other FERC order terminating the 
Agreement.   

 
Section 13.5  Survival Provisions.   
 
 The applicable provisions of this Agreement shall continue in effect after 
termination of this Agreement to provide for final billings and adjustments, dispute 
resolution, confidentiality and the determination and enforcement of liability and 
indemnification arising from acts or events that occurred while this Agreement was in 
effect. 
 
Section 13.6 No Third-Party Beneficiaries or Obligors.  
 

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 
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any rights, obligations or benefits on, any third party (other than the Parties’ successors 
and permitted assigns). Provided, that nothing in this Section 13.6 shall affect the rights 
and obligations of third-party Reciprocal Entities, as defined in Attachment B to this 
Agreement. 
 
Section 13.7 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 except: 
(a) with the 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 13.8 Force Majeure.  
 

 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 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, act of terrorism, 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 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. 
 
Section 13.9 Governing Law.   
 

This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed by the applicable 
federal law and the laws of the state of Minnesota without giving effect to its conflict of 
law principles. 
 
Section 13.10 Notice.   
 

Whether expressly so stated or not, all Notices, demands, requests and other 
communications required or permitted by or provided for in this Agreement shall be 
given in writing to a Party at the address set forth below, or at such other address as a 
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Party shall designate for itself in writing in accordance with this Section, and shall be 
delivered by hand or reputable overnight courier: 
 

 MAPPCOR 
 MAPP Center 
 1125 Energy Park Drive  
 St. Paul, MN 55125  

  
 Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 
 701 City Center Drive 

Carmel, Indiana 46032 
  Attention:  General Counsel 
 
Section 13.11 Execution of 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 both Parties may not have executed the same 
counterpart. 
 
Section 13.12 Amendment and Renegotiations. 
 
  13.12.1 Amendment.  Except as may otherwise be provided herein, 
neither this Agreement nor any of the terms hereof, may be amended unless such 
amendment is made in writing, signed by the Parties, and filed and accepted by FERC.  
Neither Party shall petition to FERC pursuant to the provisions of Sections 205 or 206 of 
the Federal Power Act to amend this Agreement.  Absent the agreement of both Parties, 
the standard of review for amendments to this Agreement proposed by a non-party or 
FERC acting sua sponte shall be the "public interest" standard of review set forth in 
United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile Gas Service Corp., 350 U.S. 332 (1956) and Federal 
Power Commission v. Sierra Pacific Power Co., 350 U.S. 348 (1956). 

 
  13.12.2  Renegotiations.  If any provision of this Agreement, or the 
application thereof to any person, entity or circumstance, is held by a court or regulatory 
authority of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, or if a 
modification or condition to this Agreement is imposed by a regulatory authority 
exercising jurisdiction over this Agreement, the Parties shall endeavor in good faith to 
negotiate such amendment or amendments to this Agreement as will restore the relative 
benefits and obligations of the signatories under this Agreement immediately prior to 
such holding, modification or condition.  If either Party finds such holding, modification 
or condition unacceptable and the Parties are unable to renegotiate a mutually acceptable 
resolution, either Party may unilaterally terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days 
Notice to the other Party. 

 
Section 13.13 Representations and Warranties.   
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 Each Party warrants and represents to the other Party that it and its representatives 
executing this Agreement possess the necessary corporate and legal authority, right and 
power to enter into and agree to this Agreement and to perform each and every obligation 
imposed herein. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by 
their duly authorized representatives. 
 
 MAPPCOR 
 
 
By: __________________________ 
Name: 
 
Title: 
 
Date: _________________________ 
 
 
MIDWEST INDEPENDENT TRANSMISSION SYSTEM OPERATOR, INC. 
 
 
By: __________________________ 
Name: 
 
Title: 
 
Date: _________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
TO 

 
MAPPCOR-MISO SEAMS OPERATING 

AGREEMENT 
 

TTC / ATC / AFC  
 

And 
 

Transmission Service Request Evaluation 
 

Coordination 
 

Protocol 
 
 

1/31/05  
 
 
 



 

1. Purpose 
 
The calculation of TTC and AFC pertains to a forecast of transmission capacity that may be 
available for use by transmission customers.  Use of transmission capacity under one Tariff can 
impact the loadings, voltages and stability of electric transmission systems that must be 
coordinated with use of transmission capacity under a parallel tariff.  Because of this 
interrelationship, neighboring entities must exchange pertinent data for each entity to determine 
the TTC and AFC values for its own transmission system.  The collection of data related to 
calculation of TTC and AFC is necessary to assure reliable coordination, and also to permit all 
tariff administrators to determine if, due to lack of transmission capacity, it must refuse a 
transmission reservation in order to avoid overloading of facilities.   
 
Coordination of transmission service request evaluation practices between tariff administrators is 
necessary to ensure comparable, reliable and efficient evaluations.  Throughout this document the 
terms “ATC” and “AFC” are used synonymously as in MAPP the term “ATC” is used, with 
respect to flowgates, to describe remaining capability on a flowgate.  The term AFC is used 
throughout this document to mean both AFC and ATC. 

 
 

1.1 Transmission Interchange Schedules 
 
1.1.1 Purpose 

 
Because interchange schedules impact the short-term use of the transmission system, 
exchange of schedule data is necessary to determine the remaining capacity of the 
transmission system as well as to determine the net impact of loop flow. 
 

1.1.2 Requirements 
 
MAPPCOR and MISO will make available to each other their respective interchange 
schedules.  Tags utilizing both firm and non-firm transmission service will be used to 
permit accurate calculation of AFC values and for MISO to estimate parallel path flow 
impacts in the administration of the MISO day-ahead and real-time energy market.  
MAPPCOR and MISO will evaluate the most economical method to provide this data.  
MISO will provide marginal zone information it develops for calculating and uploading 
to the NERC IDC distribution factors on flowgates for schedules sourcing/sinking in the 
MISO market and sinking/sourcing outside the MISO market and for schedules 
associated with grandfathered agreement carve-outs within the MISO market footprint.  
Such data shall include distribution factors of schedules sourcing/sinking in the MISO 
market and/or sufficient information regarding the marginal zones such that MAPPCOR 
can calculate the distribution factors of schedules sourcing/sinking in the MISO market.    
 

1.2 Transmission Reservations 
 
1.2.1 Purpose 

 
Beyond the operating horizon, the impacts of existing transmission reservations are also 
necessary for the calculation of AFC for future time periods.  Inasmuch as a transmission 
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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 Open Access 
Transmission Tariffs approved by the FERC allow firm service on a given path to be 
redirected 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 the 
portions of a source to sink reservation may not be able to be associated prior to 
scheduling, double-counting in the AFC determination process is a possibility.  
Reservations on either the MAPP or MISO tariffs will be incorporated into transmission 
models developed by MAPPCOR and MISO as outlined in this document to improve 
coordination. 
 

1.2.2 Requirements: 
 

a) MAPP and MAPP member tariff participants’ actual transmission reservation 
information will reside on the MAPP OASIS node and will be used by MISO as 
outlined in this document, for integration into MISO’s TTC/AFC determination 
process and for integration into MISO’s day-ahead and real-time energy market 
processes.  In addition, MAPPCOR shall make available to MISO the 
transmission reservation data set resulting from MAPPCOR’s importing and 
filtering of reservations from other OASIS nodes. 

 
b) MISO shall use MAPPCOR’s reservation data including both firm and non-firm 

reservations in its day-ahead and real-time energy market.  MISO’s market shall 
include the effects of MAPP’s firm and non-firm reservations in the calculation 
of parallel path impacts from MAPP on the MISO system. 

 
c) MISO transmission reservation information will reside on the MISO OASIS node 

and will be used by MAPPCOR as outlined in this document, for integration into 
MAPPCOR’s TTC/AFC determination process.  In addition, MISO shall make 
available to MAPPCOR the transmission reservation data set resulting from 
MISO’s importing and filtering of reservations from other OASIS nodes. 

 
d) In general, MAPP and MISO shall require a transmission reservation for all 

service sourcing in their own footprint and sinking outside their own footprint.  
Examples of exceptions include certain grandfathered agreements, certain MISO 
Market carve-outs and certain generation reserve sharing obligations and other 
circumstances which would all be addressed on a case-by-case basis consistent 
with the applicable Party’s business practices. 

 
e) In general, MAPP and MISO shall require a transmission reservation for service 

sourcing outside their own footprint and sinking inside their own footprint.  
Examples of exceptions include certain grandfathered agreements, certain MISO 
Market carve-outs and certain generation reserve sharing obligations and other 
circumstances which would all be addressed on a case-by-case basis consistent 
with the applicable Party’s business practices. 
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f) With respect to importing reservations from other OASIS nodes, MAPPCOR and 
MISO agree to the following principles regarding the filtering of such 
reservations to prevent double-counting reservations and to prevent decrementing 
for certain partial-path reservations: 

 
MISO Reservation Filtering Rules: 

 
i. MISO shall include active transmission service requests on its own 

OASIS node (e.g., those requests that have a status of STUDY, 
ACCEPTED, COUNTEROFFER, REBID and CONFIRMED).   

 
ii. With the exception of the treatment of certain MAPP study status 

reservations as outlined elsewhere in this document, MISO shall not 
include active transmission service requests from other OASIS nodes 
that have a status of STUDY.  

 
iii. If MISO can determine that the transmission service sold by another 

Transmission Provider will require transmission service on the MISO 
tariff (the request is partial path), MISO will not include the 
CONFIRMED status reservation from the other Transmission Provider in 
its data set. 

 
iv. For transmission service between two Transmission Providers where 

MISO is importing reservations from both Transmission Providers, 
MISO shall keep the source reservation and discard the sink reservation. 

 
v. For transmission service between two Transmission Providers where 

MISO is only importing reservations from one of the Transmission 
Providers, MISO shall keep the reservation if the Transmission Providers 
are either the source or the sink. 

 
vi. If a Transmission Provider has sold a wheel (the source control area and 

sink control area are not connected to the Transmission Provider’s 
Transmission System) and MISO is importing reservations from either 
the source control area or the sink control area, MISO shall discard the 
wheel reservation. 

 
vii. If a Transmission Provider has sold a wheel and MISO is not importing 

reservations from either the source control area or the sink control area, 
MISO shall keep the wheel reservation. 

 
MAPP Reservation Filtering Rules: 

 
i. MAPP shall include active transmission service requests on its own 

OASIS node (e.g., those requests that have a status of STUDY, 
ACCEPTED, COUNTEROFFER, REBID and CONFIRMED.)   

 
ii. With the exception of the treatment of certain MISO study status 

reservations as outlined elsewhere in this document, MAPP shall not 
include active transmission service requests from other OASIS nodes 
that have a status of STUDY.  
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iii. If MAPPCOR can determine that the transmission service sold by 

another Transmission Provider will require transmission service on the 
MAPP Schedule F tariff or on a MAPP member tariff (the request is 
partial path), MAPPCOR will not include the CONFIRMED status 
reservation from the other Transmission Provider in its data set. 

 
iv. For transmission service between two Transmission Providers where 

MAPP is importing reservations from both Transmission Providers, 
MAPPCOR shall keep the source reservation and discard the sink 
reservation. 

 
v. For transmission service between two Transmission Providers where 

MAPP is only importing reservations from one of the Transmission 
Providers, MAPPCOR shall keep the reservation if the Transmission 
Providers are either the source or the sink. 

 
vi. If a Transmission Provider has sold a wheel (the source control area and 

sink control area are not connected to the Transmission Provider’s 
Transmission System) and MAPP is importing reservations from either 
the source control area or the sink control area, MAPPCOR shall discard 
the wheel reservation. 

 
vii. If a Transmission Provider has sold a wheel and MAPP is not importing 

reservations from either the source control area or the sink control area, 
MAPPCOR shall keep the wheel reservation. 

 
g) To provide a balanced approach to AFC calculations which recognizes operating 

experience, MAPPCOR and MISO shall implement practices for modeling 
reservations, including external reservations, and netting practices for any 
allowance of counterflows created by confirmed reservations in electrically 
opposite directions as outlined below.  The reservation importing rules described 
in this document are applied to this counterflow policy.  At a minimum, 
MAPPCOR and MISO agree to the following practices for reciprocal coordinated 
flowgates between MAPP and MISO and may or may not implement these 
practices for flowgates that are not reciprocal between MAPP and MISO: 

 
For Firm ATC Postings: 

 
i. For any flowgate that has experienced chronic TLR (defined as at least 

24 occurrences of TLR Level 4 or lower or any occurrences of TLR 
higher than Level 4 over the past 24 months), 0% counterflow will be 
assumed and 100% of the positive impacts will be assumed.  This means 
that for every 100 MW of counterflow reservation impacts from 
confirmed reservations on the flowgate, 0 MW will be included in the 
AFC calculation for the flowgate.  In addition, for every 100 MW of 
positive impacts on the flowgate from any reservations, the positive 
impacts will not be reduced. 

 
ii. For any flowgate that has experienced some TLR but not defined as 

chronic (1 to 23 occurrences of TLR Level 4 or lower and no 
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occurrences of TLR above Level 4 over the past 24 months), 15% 
counterflow created by confirmed reservations will be assumed and 85% 
positive impacts will be assumed.  This means that for every 100 MW of 
counterflow reservation impacts from confirmed reservations on the 
flowgate, 15 MW will be included in the AFC calculation for the 
flowgate.  In addition, for every 100 MW of positive impacts on the 
flowgate from confirmed reservations, 85 MW of positive impacts will 
be included. 

 
iii. For any flowgate that has experienced no TLR of any level over the past 

24 months, MAPPCOR and MISO will review whether additional 
counterflow impacts greater than 15% and positive impacts below 85% 
are appropriate.    

 
iv. TLR history will be reviewed for each flowgate once per year to 

determine which category above each flowgate shall be placed in for the 
next year of AFC postings. 

 
v. For any flowgate experiencing TLR Level 5 or 6 and for which the TLR 

is not due to unusual or unplanned operating conditions, the application 
of the above counterflow policy for such flowgate will be caused to be 
equivalent to the assumption of no counterflow and 100% positive 
impacts until the next periodic review. 

 
vi. No counterflow will be included for controllable flowgates such as phase 

shifters or DC ties. 
 

vii. No counterflow from any reservations will be included if such 
reservations are included in the base generation-to-load assumption. 

 
viii. MAPPCOR and MISO shall post information on its OASIS 

documenting, for each flowgate, which counterflow methodology above 
is being applied. 

 
 

For Non-Firm ATC Postings: 
 

i. For AFC postings beyond the present operating day, 50% counterflow of 
confirmed firm reservations and 50% counterflow of confirmed non-firm 
reservations will be assumed.  This means that for every 100 MW of 
confirmed firm counterflow reservation impacts on the flowgate from 
reservations on any OATT, 50 MW of impacts will be included and for 
every 100 MW of confirmed non-firm counterflow reservation impacts 
on the flowgate from reservations on any OATT, 50 MW of impacts will 
be included.  Also, 100% of the positive impacts of confirmed firm and 
non-firm reservations will be assumed. This means that for every 100 
MW of confirmed positive reservation impacts on the flowgate from 
reservations on any OATT, 100 MW of impacts will be included. 

 
ii. For Hourly Non-Firm AFC postings, 100% counterflow of firm and non-

firm schedules will be assumed.  This means that for every 100 MW of 
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counterflow impacts on the flowgate from schedules, 100 MW of 
impacts will be included. 

 
MAPPCOR and MISO reserve the right to modify the above netting and 
counterflow practices for firm and non-firm AFC postings following operational 
experience with such practices.  Changes to the above practices shall be made 
with mutual agreement of MAPPCOR and MISO considering stakeholder review 
and input. 
 
It is recognized that MISO has been utilizing the above counterflow and positive 
impacts policies prior to the execution date of the Seams Operating Agreement 
(“SOA”) but MAPPCOR has generally only included certain counterflow 
reservation impacts or reduced the positive impacts of certain transmission 
reservations.  With respect to inclusion of the counterflow impacts as noted 
above, a phased-in approach shall be developed in recognition of the fact that 
MAPPCOR has generally not included significant counterflow reservation 
impacts in firm AFC calculations and MAPPCOR presently includes all positive 
impacts.  The phased-in approach shall include the following basic principles: 
 

i. For the first 6 months following execution of the SOA and incorporation 
of principles of the SOA, MAPPCOR shall incorporate counterflow and 
positive impact treatment equivalent to 50% of the impacts noted above.   

 
ii. For the second 6 months following execution of the SOA and 

incorporation of principles of the SOA, MAPPCOR shall incorporate 
counterflow and positive impact treatment equivalent to 75% of the 
impacts noted above.   

 
iii. Beyond the first 12 months following execution of the SOA and 

incorporation of principles of the SOA, MAPPCOR shall incorporate 
counterflow and positive impact treatment equivalent to 100% of the 
impacts noted above. 

 
iv. MAPPCOR reserves the right to modify the above phased-in approach at 

any time if operational experience shows that TLRs are occurring 
frequently due to the application of the policy.  Such modifications shall 
be made with mutual agreement of MAPPCOR and MISO considering 
stakeholder review and input. 

 
 
1.3 AFC Components 
 
1.3.1 Purpose 

 
The development of AFC components includes several factors including:  
 

• Total Transfer Capability (or “TTC”),  
 

• The base anticipated flow (referred to as Existing Transmission Commitments or 
“ETC” for MAPP and “Base Flow” for MISO) , 
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• Transmission Reliability Margin (or “TRM”), and 

  
• Capacity Benefit Margin (or “CBM”).   
 
Coordinated approaches for determining these factors with respect to Reciprocal 
Coordinated Flowgates (“RCFs”) are desirable to ensure consistent and comparable 
AFC components.    At a minimum, MAPPCOR and MISO agree to the following 
practices for RCFs between MAPP and MISO and may or may not implement these 
practices for flowgates that are not reciprocal between MAPP and MISO. 

 
1.3.2 Requirements: 
 

a) With respect to TTC, MAPPCOR and MISO shall  
 

i. Develop a process to review and approve TTC calculations for jointly 
owned flowgates (where both MISO and non-MISO Transmission 
Owners own facilities used in the flowgate definition), 

 
ii. Develop a process to review and approve TTC calculations for 

interdependent flowgates (such as NDEX, MHEX, MWSI) where the 
flowgate protects both MISO and non-MISO systems and for other 
flowgates that significantly affect such flowgates, and 

 
iii. Review and, if necessary, update their TTC components on flowgates at 

the reasonable request of the other party. 
 

b) With respect to ETC or Base Flow,  
 

i. MISO shall determine the forecasted market flows on RCFs based on the 
assumption that the MISO market may cause flows up to their firm 
capacity allocation on any RCF.  MISO shall use in the AFC calculation 
the market flows based on the results of the projected market flow 
forecast.  If the projected market flow on a flowgate is less than MISO’s 
firm allocation, MISO shall use in the AFC calculations the market flow 
estimate, not the firm allocation.   

 
ii. MAPPCOR shall provide MISO with designated network resource 

information such as unit commitment or merit order files.  MAPPCOR 
shall determine the forecasted generation-to-load flows on RCFs based 
on the assumption that MAPP may cause flows up to its firm capacity 
allocation on any RCF.  MAPPCOR shall use in the AFC calculation 
these forecasted generation-to-load flows.  If the projected generation-to-
load flow on a flowgate is less than MAPP’s firm allocation, MAPPCOR 
shall use in the AFC calculations the generation-to-load flow estimate, 
not the firm allocation. 

 
iii. Both parties will utilize models reflecting common system topologies, 

assumptions and processes for the determination of ETC’s, 
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iv. Both parties will jointly determine processes for honoring flowgate 
contractual rights, 

 
v. MAPPCOR shall adopt mechanisms to dynamically update ETC’s to 

reflect generator and transmission line outages, and 
 

vi. Both parties will regularly re-examine their generation-to-load 
assumptions to ensure the assumptions reflect anticipated system 
conditions taking into account updated generation-to-load impacts.  
MAPPCOR and MISO recognize that multiple base model scenarios may 
be needed to adequately determine generation-to-load impacts. 

 
c) With respect to TRM and CBM, MAPPCOR and MISO shall work towards the 

development of a common TRM and CBM methodology to be applied for such 
flowgates. 

  
d) All RCFs between MAPP and MISO shall include the effects of each other’s 

respective study-status reservations on such flowgates in a commonly agreed 
upon and consistent manner.  Based on certain rules, this would include the 
decrementing and holding of AFC on RCFs regardless of the tariff (MISO, 
MAPP-member or Schedule F) by which the request was made.  The rules to be 
applied in this regard include: 

 
i. AFCs will not be decremented for study-status reservations if the other 

party is on the path of the request, 
 

ii. MAPPCOR and MISO shall develop business practices by which shorter 
term firm service will be made available if flowgate capacity is 
insufficient to accommodate shorter term service due to the inclusion of 
study-status reservations and/or conditional confirmed reservations and 
the System Impact Studies and/or facility improvements required for 
such requests will not be completed during the term of the short term 
service being offered, and 

 
iii. Each party will apply its own study-status decrementing policy in 

decrementing its flowgate AFC’s for the other party’s study-status 
reservations. 

 
 

e) To better coordinate the impacts of roll-over rights on the two tariffs, MAPPCOR 
and MISO shall: 

 
i. Institute a system of tracking reservations with roll-over rights.  The 

requests to include in the tracking mechanism should include all MAPP-
member and MISO reservations as well as appropriate third party 
reservations.  The roll-over right tracking mechanism shall include the 
ability to track the end-date of the roll-over right period for those 
requests (60 days prior to the end of the service), 
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ii. Ensure that all MAPP and MISO flowgate AFC Postings include the 
effects of all confirmed reservations with roll-over rights from the 
rollover right tracking mechanism described above,   

 
iii. Develop mechanisms for excluding from the roll-over calculation any 

reservations which were granted on the condition of no roll-over rights, 
and 

 
iv. Ensure the requests to be considered in the rollover right calculation pass 

the reservation importing rules described in this document. 
 
1.4 Evaluation Practices 
 
1.4.1 Purpose 

 
Coordinated approaches in performing planning studies supporting AFC components and 
studies evaluating transmission service requests are desirable to ensure consistent and 
comparable AFC component development and transmission service evaluations.    
  

1.4.2 Requirements: 
 

a) MAPPCOR and MISO shall comparably evaluate the impacts of new network 
resource additions, new transmission service requests and new transmission 
system facilities. 

  
b) MAPPCOR and MISO shall implement a comparable process with respect to on-

the-path and off-the-path evaluation methodologies.  The process shall have the 
capability to evaluate a transmission service request against only designated 
flowgates.  The process shall be consistent with the reservation importing rules 
employed by the parties.  The process shall result in reservations only being 
evaluated against the other party’s flowgates when it is known that the other 
party is not on the contract path of the reservation and will not otherwise evaluate 
the request.  If a flowgate has been evaluated through request evaluation on one 
party’s tariff and the AFC for that flowgate has already been decremented and 
held for the partial path service, then that flowgate will not be evaluated again by 
MAPPCOR or MISO provided that the source and sink have not changed, 
provided that both requests have comparable distribution factors and provided 
that the evaluation is based on appropriate service priorities (i.e., if the source 
reservation is non-firm and the reservation under evaluation is firm, then the 
current reservation evaluation shall be based on firm ATCs for that third-party 
flowgate).    The transmission customer shall be responsible for identifying 
instances in which the situation described in the previous sentence applies.  Note 
that MISO does not include known partial path requests made on other 
transmission provider tariffs when decrementing MISO flowgate AFCs. 

 
c) Both parties may use discretion with respect to including counterflow impacts 

when evaluating long-term firm transmission reservations.  Such discretion shall 
be documented in the system impact study developed in regard to such service. 
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d) With respect to re-directing transmission service, the on-the-path/off-the-path 
evaluation procedure noted above is recognized with the following additional 
provisions.  A request to re-direct existing service will be treated as a new 
request.  The following rules shall apply: 

 
i. If the original request was accepted by MAPPCOR or MISO only 

because the request was partial path and the other party (MAPP or 
MISO) was on the original contract path or were the source/sink point for 
the original reservation: 

 
a. For any re-direct of such original service on the MAPP or MISO 

system in which the other party is not on the re-directed contract 
path and is not the source/sink point for the re-directed 
reservation, the flowgates of the other party will be considered in 
evaluation of the re-direct service.   

 
b. For any re-direct of such original service on the MAPP or MISO 

system in which the other party is on the re-directed contract 
path or is the source/sink point for the re-directed reservation, 
the other party’s flowgates will not be considered in the 
evaluation of the re-directed service. 

 
ii. If the original request was accepted by MAPPCOR or MISO for reasons 

other than the application of the on-the-path/off-the-path procedure (such 
reasons could include: (a) the request was accepted because there was 
adequate AFC on the flowgate when the request was evaluated, or (b) the 
request had less than the minimum acceptable impact on the flowgates to 
be evaluated (less than a 5% distribution factor on a PTDF flowgate or 
less than a 3% impact on an OTDF flowgate)): 

 
a. For a re-direct of such original service in which the other party is 

not on the re-directed contract path and is not the source/sink 
point for the re-directed reservation, the other party’s flowgates 
will be considered in the evaluation of the re-direct request.   

 
i. In such cases, if the distribution factor of the re-directed 

path on the flowgates is greater than the minimum 
acceptable distribution factor cutoff values and is less 
than or equal to the distribution factor of the original 
path on such flowgates, the service will be accepted. 

 
ii. If the distribution factor of the re-directed path on the 

flowgate is greater than the minimum acceptable 
distribution factor cutoff value and is greater than the 
distribution factor of the original path, the service will be 
refused if there is not adequate AFC available to provide 
the service or mitigation (flowgate re-dispatch or system 
expansion) is unavailable.   

 
b. For any re-direct of such original service on the MAPP or MISO 

tariffs in which the other party is on the re-directed contract path 
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or is the source/sink point for the re-directed reservation, the 
other party’s flowgates will not be considered in the evaluation 
of the re-direct request. 

 
e) By decrementing AFCs for each other’s study-status requests and including each 

other’s study-status requests in off-line system impact studies, MAPPCOR and 
MISO will honor each other’s queue dates regardless of the tariff in evaluating 
transmission service.  This specifically does not include any pre-empting of 
service on the other party’s tariff. 

 
f) To address a timing difference between MAPP Schedule F service and MISO 

monthly service, MAPP shall proceed with modifying the timing requirements 
for Schedule F service such that 12 consecutive months of monthly firm service 
under Schedule F can be reserved up to 12 months in advance. 

 
1.5 Calculated Firm and Non-firm Available Flowgate Capability 
 
1.5.1 Definitions 

 
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) and roll-over transmission service 
rights modeled. 
 

1.5.2 Purpose 
 
Data collection 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 tariff respects the other 
tariff’s Flowgates as follows. 
 

1.5.3 Requirements 
 

(a) MAPPCOR and MISO will develop firm and non-firm AFC for all Flowgates for 
which they are the flowgate owner or flowgate administrator. 

 
(b) MAPPCOR and MISO will accept or reject transmission service requests based 

upon projected loadings on these Flowgates as well as on RCFs.  MAPPCOR and 
MISO firm transmission service request evaluation will honor each other’s firm 
AFC postings on all RCFs.  MAPP and MISO non-firm transmission service 
request evaluations will honor each other’s non-firm AFC postings on all RCFs.    

 
1.6 Dynamic Schedule Flows 

 
MAPPCOR and MISO shall provide each other 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. 
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Executive Summary 
This is the initial version of the MAPPCOR /MISO Congestion Management Process 
document.  It provides significant detail in the areas of Market Flow Calculation; Firm 
Gen-to-Load Flow determination; the Tagging of Import and Export transactions; and 
Flowgate determination and administration.  These additional details are the result of 
multiple discussions between the members of the Reciprocal Flowgate Working Group, 
which is a working group reporting to the MAPP-MISO Seams Team and includes 
representatives of MAPP, MAPPCOR, MAPP members who are not also MISO 
Transmission Owners, the Midwest ISO, and the MISO Transmission Owners.    

As MISO implements its market, 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.   MAPP and MISO have actively 
worked with stakeholders in various forums in order to identify and address various 
concerns and issues.  The proposed solution will greatly enhance current IDC granularity 
by utilizing existing real-time applications to monitor and react to Flowgates external to 
an Operating Entity’s market 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, Market-Based Operating Entities will have Firm Gen-to-
Load Flows upon those Flowgates.  

• Market-Based Operating Entities will determine these Firm Gen-to-Load Flows 
using the published analysis process, and constrain their operations to limit Firm 
Gen-to-Load Flows on the Coordinated Flowgates to no more than the calculated 
Firm Gen-to-Load Limit established in the analysis.   

• In real-time, Market-Based Operating Entities will calculate and monitor when the 
one-hour ahead projected and actual flows exceed the Firm Gen-to-Load Limits 
established in the day-ahead process. 

• Market-Based Operating Entities will post to the IDC the actual and the one-hour 
ahead projected market flow, consisting of the Firm Gen-to-Load Flow and the 
additional Non-Firm Economic Dispatch 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, and tagged grandfathered transactions within the market. 

• When there is a TLR 3a or higher called on a Coordinated Flowgate, and the 
Market-Based Operating Entity’s actual/one-hour ahead projected Market Flows 
exceed the Firm Gen-to-Load Limits, Market-Based Operating Entities will 

 



 

redispatch in order to provide the required MW relief, per the IDC congestion 
management report.  

• When there is a TLR 5a or 5b, all Transmission Providers will curtail or redispatch 
their respective systems to provide their shares of NNL reductions as directed by 
the IDC. 

• 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.  The Midwest ISO 
will implement the Congestion Management portions of this process as it 
implements its market. 

• Additional entities may choose to enter into similar reciprocal coordination 
agreements that describe how ATC/AFC, Firm Flows, and outage maintenance will 
be coordinated on a forward basis.  MAPPCOR has agreed to implement a 
reciprocal coordination agreement beginning when MISO implements its market.  
MAPPCOR will begin reciprocation with MISO at that time with regard to 
Flowgate Allocation and AFC Coordination.   

• 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. 

• The MAPP Schedule F tariff, MAPP members’ tariffs, and the MISO tariff  
establish firm transmission rights on their own tariffs.  These firm rights consist of 
firm network service for existing Designated Network Resources to serve network 
load (historic control area (CA) gen-to-load) as well as firm point to point 
transmission reservations.  The resulting flow impacts on each other’s system of 
these firm flows are effectively firm also. 

 
• When determining what portion of MISO’s market flow should be considered firm, 

as well as determining firm rights for Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate Allocation 
purposes, unless otherwise noted, the firm rights of MISO on its and other parties’ 
flowgates shall be based on its historic CA gen-to-load (recognizing only 
Designated Network Resources) impacts, as well as firm point to point 
transmission reservations as of some specified date.  These gen-to-load and firm 
point-to-point impacts have been studied and approved as reliable. 

 
• When determining firm rights for Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate Allocation 

purposes, unless otherwise noted, the firm rights of MAPP Schedule F on its and 
other parties’ flowgates shall be based on its historic CA gen-to-load (firm network 
service) impacts, as well as firm point-to-point transmission reservations as of 

 



 

some date.  These gen-to-load and firm point-to-point impacts have been studied 
and approved as reliable. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Change Summary 
 
 

Modified PJM-MISO “Congestion Management Process”, September 7, 2004, Version 
4.02, to reflect discussions between MAPP and the Midwest ISO. 
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1. Introduction 
As Market-Based Operating Entities expand and implement their respective markets, 
one of the primary seams issues that must be resolved is how congestion management 
will be implemented in coordination with adjacent areas, both those that have similar 
markets and those that do not.   

This is the initial version of the MAPPCOR/MISO Congestion Management Process 
document.  It provides significant detail in the areas of Market Flow Calculation; Firm 
Gen-to-Load Flow determination; the tagging of import and export transactions; and 
Flowgate determination and administration.  These additional details are the result of 
multiple discussions between the members of the Reciprocal Flowgate Working Group, 
which is a working group reporting to the MAPP-MISO Seams Team and includes 
representatives of MAPP, MAPPCOR, MAPP members who are not also MISO 
Transmission Owners, the Midwest ISO, and the MISO Transmission Owners. 

It is the intention of MAPPCOR and the Midwest ISO to utilize the processes proposed 
within this document.  It is further our 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.  MAPPCOR and MISO may 
recommend changes and improvements as operations continue and as each Operating 
Entity establishes independent markets.   

1.1 Problem Definition 

1.1.1 The Nature of Energy Flows 
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 NERC Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) process.  Through this 
process, Reliability Coordinators utilize the Interchange Distribution Calculator 
(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. 
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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 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 
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 
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. 
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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.” 

1.1.4 Accounting for Loop Flows 
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 point-to-point transmission 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 
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 

1.2.1 Vision Statement 
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 
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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 
This process has been written specifically with the goal of coordinating seams 
between MAPP, the Midwest ISO and their respective neighbors. 

1.2.3 Goals and Metrics 
This document focuses on a solution to meet the following goals and 
requirements: 

1. Develop a congestion relief process whereby transmission overloads can be 
prevented through a shared and effective reduction in Flowgate or constraint 
usage by MISO, MAPP, and other adjoining Reliability Coordinators.  

2. Agree on a predefined set of Flowgates or constraints to be considered by both 
organizations, 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 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 flows.  

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 MAPP, inside MISO, or outside 
both MAPP and MISO).  

9. Confirm that the solution will be equitable for all parties, transparent, 
auditable, and independent. 
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10. Develop methodology to preserve and accommodate grandfathered transmission 
rights, contract rights, and other joint-use agreements. 

11. Develop methodology to address changes in TTC (such as future system topology 
changes, new Designated Network Resources, facility uprates/derates, prior outage 
limitations, etc.) with respect to Allocation implications. 

12. Develop methodology for releasing Allocations if other parties do not join the 
process or if there is ATC going unused. 

13. Develop methodology that defers the use of TLR by having MISO hold its non-firm 
market flows at the same time MAPP Schedule F is holding its hourly non-firm 
transmission service.   

 

1.2.4 Assumptions 
The following assumptions were made as we considered the possible solutions for 
addressing these issues: 

1. Point-to-Point schedules sinking in, sourcing from, or passing through a 
Market-Based Operating Entity will still 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 required by the IDC. 

4. The Market-Based Operating Entity’s 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 will calculate the total amount of MW relief required by the Market-
Based Operating Entity (schedule curtailments required plus the relief 
provided by redispatch). 
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2. Process Overview 

2.1 Summary of Process 
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, this 
document describes a methodology for determining both firm and non-firm flows 
resulting from Market-Based Operating Entity dispatch on external parties’ Flowgates.   

Untagged
(Internal CA Flows)

Tagged
(various priorities)

Tagged
(various priorities)

Tagged
(various priorities)

Economic
Dispatch
(NN-6 or NH-2)

Current 
Process

Current 
Process w/ 

Market 
Expansion

Proposed 
Process w/ 

Market 
Expansion

Granularity 
Coarseness 

and 
Information 

Loss

Finer 
Granularity 
and More 

Information

Original 
relief 
available

Untagged
(Internal CA Flows)

Untagged
(Internal CA Flows) Added 

relief 
available

 
Market Flows are defined as the flows generated from a Market-Based Operating 
Entity’s dispatch that are not tagged, and are equal to the sum of firm and non-firm flows.  
The firm component consists of the untagged energy flows created through serving native 
load in the market footprint.  (Note:  For the purposes of the Reciprocal Coordination 
process discussed later, firm point-to-point transmission (7F) will be combined with the 
untagged firm component of Market Flows in the calculation of Historic Firm Flow.  The 
Historic Firm Flow is used to establish the Firm component of untagged energy flows, as 
described later in this document.)  

The remaining Market Flows, therefore, are non-firm.  When the values of these flows 
are known, they can be treated as equivalent to non-firm transmission service.  As such, 
Reliability Coordinators can request Market-Based Operating Entities to provide relief 
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under TLR based on these transmission priorities. Non-Market transaction priorities will 
remain as established in the TLR administration guidelines from NERC. 

By applying the above philosophy to the problem of coordinating congestion 
management, the Parties can determine not only the impacts of a Market-Based 
Operating Entity’s dispatch on a particular Flowgate, but 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 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. 
The Parties will accomplish this 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. 
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3. Impacted Flowgate Determination 

3.1 Flowgates 
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 purposes of 
this process, there are two kinds of Flowgates: Coordinated Flowgates, which are defined 
below, and Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates, which are defined in Section 6.  A 
diagram illustrating how these two categories of Flowgates are determined is included as 
Appendix G. 

3.2 Coordinated Flowgates 
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 exist today 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 (CF).  Only Flowgates for which 
AFC is calculated (“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 become 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 utilize the TLR process to protect system reliability, such specification 
is required.  For a list of Coordinated Flowgates between MAPP and MISO, please see 
MAPP and MISO OASIS websites. 

Coordinated Flowgates are defined 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.  

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 implements the use of a lower threshold in the TLR 
process. 

3.2.1 Study 1) – IDC Base Case 
(using the IDC tool) 

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 
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(i.e., pre-Operating Entity expansion), if any one generator has a GLDF greater 
than 5% on the monitored element as determined by the IDC, this Flowgate will 
be considered a Coordinated Flowgate. 

 

3.2.2 Study 2) – IDC PSS/E Base Case  
(no transmission outages – offline study) 

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.  The same 5% impact cutoff 
used in Study 1 is used in Study 2. 

 

3.2.3 Study 3) – IDC PSS/E Base Case 
(transmission outage - offline study) 

The Midwest ISO, in consultation with affected Operating Authorities, will 
perform a prior outage analysis, including both internal and external outages.  The 
flowgates determined in Study 1 or 4 to 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 3% to 5% from Study 1 or 4 
are impacted by 5% or more from a prior outage condition (Line Outage 
Distribution Factor, or “LODF”) from this method, the flowgate will be added to 
the list of Coordinated Flowgates.   

 

3.2.4 Study 4) – Control Area to Control Area 
For those situations where one or more Control Areas (CA) are being 
incorporated into a market footprint, there will be a Flowgate analysis performed 
to determine which Flowgates impacted by those Control Areas will be included 
in the list of Coordinated Flowgates.  The Operating Entity will analyze 
transactions between each CA/CA permutation (if more than one CA is moving 
into the market).  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% on the monitored element as determined by the IDC will be 
considered a Coordinated Flowgate. 

3.2.5 Disputed Flowgates 
If a Party believes that a Market-Based Operating 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 Parties will use the following process. 
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If an operating emergency exists involving the candidate flowgate, the Parties 
shall immediately treat the facilities as a temporary Coordinated Flowgate 
pending 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 Party conducts studies to determine the conditions under which a 
Market-Based Operating Entity’s Market Flows would have a significant impact 
on the Flowgate in question.  The Party then submits these studies to the Market-
Based Operating Entities implementing this process.  The Party’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 Market-Based Operating 
Entities will review the studies and determine if they appear to support the request 
of the Party.  If they do, the Flowgate will be added to the list of Coordinated 
Flowgates.  

 

If, following evaluation of the supplied studies, any Market-Based Operating 
Entity still disputes the Party’s request, the Party 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 Party and 
the Market-Based Operating Entities, and direct the participating Market-Based 
Operating Entities to take appropriate action. 

3.2.6 Third Party Request Flowgate Additions 
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. 

 

3.2.7 Frequency of Coordinated Flowgate Determination 
The determination of Coordinated Flowgates will be performed at the initial 
implementation of the CMP and then again whenever a new flowgate is added 
either in the MAPP Schedule F or MISO process that may be a candidate to be a 
Coordinated Flowgate. 

3.2.8 Dynamic Creation of Coordinated Flowgates 
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 endeavor to study the Flowgate in a timely manner 
and begin reporting Flowgate data within no more than two business days.  This 
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will ensure that the Market-Based Operating Entity has the time necessary to 
properly study the Flowgate using the four studies detailed above and determine 
the Flowgate’s relationship with the Market-Based Operating Entity’s dispatch 
(based on the studies above).  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 7-FN, 6-NN, and 2-NH components; during a TLR 5, the 
IDC will request NNL relief in the same pro-rata manner as today. Alternatively, 
either Operating Entity may utilize an appropriate substitute internal Coordinated 
Flowgate that has similar internal and external impacts as the temporary 
Flowgate.  In this case, either 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 Flows are provided to the IDC for all other Coordinated Flowgates.  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. 

Note that the information requirements for Market-Based Operating Entities only 
apply to MISO at the point at which it begins to operate a security constrained, 
bid based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined market area.  Until that 
time, MISO will only be performing reciprocal operations on these Flowgates. 

The present Day 1 functionality of MISO’s real-time Security Analysis programs 
allows for the creation and activation of new contingencies or Flowgates in real-
time within a matter of minutes.  Data set builds or uploads are not necessary to 
add a new contingency or Flowgate to these real-time monitoring and control 
applications.  With the Flowgate now included in the real-time system, MISO can 
then redispatch effective internal generation to provide the required/requested 
relief exactly as will be done for all other Coordinated Flowgates. 

 

 



 20

 

4. Flow Calculations: Market Flow, Firm Gen-to-Load 
Flow, and Non-Firm Economic Dispatch 

When a Market-Based Operating Entity’s dispatch creates untagged energy flows on a 
Coordinated Flowgate, those flows can be quantified and considered the directional 
Market Flow.  Market Flow is then further designated into two components: Firm 
Gen-to-Load Flow, which is energy flow related to contributions from the Network 
Native Load serving aspects of the dispatch, and Non-Firm Economic Dispatch (ED) 
Flow, which is energy flow related to the Market-Based Operating Entity’s market 
operations.  These distinctions are important, as the Firm Gen-to-Load Flows are 
considered firm, while the Non-Firm Economic Dispatch Flows are not.  Point-to-point 
transactions are also delineated from Firm Gen-to-Load Flows as described in Section 
4.1. 

 

Total
Market 

Flow on
Flowgate A

Economic
Dispatch

Gen to Load 

Each Market-Based Operating Entity will calculate its actual real-time and projected 
directional Market Flows, as well as their directional Firm Gen-to-Load Flows, on each 
Coordinated Flowgate.  These values will allow the Market-Based Operating Entity to 
determine the Non-Firm Economic Dispatch (ED) Flows created by the markets 
operations.  The following sections outline how these flows will be computed. 
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4.1 Market Flow Determination 
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 the market area’s 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 
entire 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 Flow 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.   

                                                 
1 “Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure Reference Document,” NERC Operating Manual.  11 Feb, 2003.  
<http://www.nerc.com/~oc/opermanl.html> 
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Calculating the Market Flow Illustration

Therefore …

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 on a 
directional basis. 

• 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 0% with 
no threshold.  Forward flows and reverse flows are determined as discrete values 
Forward flows will consider impacts in the additive direction down to 0% and 
reverse flows will consider impacts in the counter-flow direction down to 0%. 

• 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 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. 

Generators or portions of jointly owned generators passing the Midwest ISO 
deliverability test for network resources do not need to reside within the market’s 
footprint to be considered in the Market Flow calculation.  However, portions of jointly 
owned units outside of the market footprint will not be considered in the market flow 
calculation if those generator portions have tags associated with delivering of energy 
from a joint-owner’s share of that generator to the joint-owners.   
 
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 market’s 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 Flows2.  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 = 

                                                 
2 All gen-to-load impacts within the same control area that were carved-out of the MISO market and all 
control area to control area transactions that were carved-out of the MISO market will be tagged and will 
not be included in the Market Flow calculation. 
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(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) 
 

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 present 
impact of non-dispatchable 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 
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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.  MAPPCOR and MISO will coordinate models to 
ensure similar computations and analysis.  MAPPCOR and MISO 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. 

4.2 Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Determination Overview 
Firm Gen-to-Load 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 Gen-to-Load Flows can be determined based on expected usage of Flowgate 
capacity.   

An entity can determine Firm Gen-to-Load 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 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 
Areas’ 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 
Gen-to-Load impact on the Flowgate. 

MAPPCOR and MISO will utilize the IDC Base Case model, or a mutually agreed upon 
alternative model as the reference base case for these calculations. 

4.3 Determining the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit 
Given the Firm Gen-to-Load Flow determinations described in the previous subsection, 
Market-Based Operating Entities can assume them to be their Firm Gen-to-Load 
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 Gen-to-Load 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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MAPPCOR and MISO have agreed to several rules for determining Firm Gen-to-Load 
Flows.  These rules are based on the rules used by the IDC, and can be found in Section 
4.4. 

4.4 Firm Gen-to-Load Calculation Rules 
The Firm Gen-to-Load Limits 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 utilizing impacts down to 
0%).  Forward flows will consider impacts in the additive direction down to 0% and 
reverse flows will consider impacts in the counter-flow direction down to 0%.  The 
following points form the basis for the calculation: 

 
1. The generation-to-load calculation will be made on a control-area (CA) 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 that CA load will be included in the calculation. 

3. Forward flow limits will consider impacts in the additive direction down to 0% 
and reverse flow limits will consider impacts in the counter-flow direction down 
to 0%. 

4. Designated Network Resources located outside the CA will be included in the 
generation-to-load calculation if OASIS reservations do not 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 PTP 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. 
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5. Market-Based Operating Entity Congestion 
Management 
Once there has been an establishment of the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit that is possible 
given Firm Gen-to-Load 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 
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 Gen-to-Load Limits to determine the portion of those flows that should 
be considered firm and non-firm.   

5.2 Providing Data for Reliability Analysis 
Every fifteen minutes, the Market-Based Operating Entity will be responsible for 
providing to Reliability Coordinators the following information: 

• Firm Gen-to-Load Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each direction, and 

• Non Firm Economic Dispatch Flows for all Coordinated Flowgates in each 
direction. 

The Firm Gen-to-Load Flow (Priority 7-FN) will be equivalent to the calculated Market 
Flow, up to the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit.  In real time, any Market Flow in excess of the 
Priority 7-FN determination above will be reported as Non-Firm Economic Dispatch 
(Priority 6-NN) (note that under reciprocal operations, some of this Non-Firm Economic 
Dispatch 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 service on the various Coordinated Flowgates in each direction.  When Firm 
Gen-to-Load Limit forecast is calculated to be greater than Market Flow for current hour 
or next hour, actual Firm Gen-to-Load Limit (used in TLR5) will be set equal to Market 
Flow. 

 
Additionally, every hour the Market-Based Operating Entity will submit to the Reliability 
Coordinators a set 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. 
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5.3 Day-Ahead Operations Process 
The Market-Based Operating Entities will execute a day-ahead unit commitment for all 
of the generators throughout the market footprint.  The Market Based Operating Entities 
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.  The day-ahead unit commitment and its associated security 
constrained economic dispatch will be used to establish the Firm Flow Limit of all 
Coordinated Flowgates. 

5.4 Real-time Operations Process 
 

5.4.1 Operating Entity Capabilities  
MAPPCOR’s and MISO’s real-time EMSs 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 Coordinated and Reciprocal Coordinated 
Flowgates.  Additionally, MAPPCOR, MISO, and OATI will be continually 
working to ensure model synchronization with the then current IDC model.  The 
data MAPPCOR and MISO will utilize in their models will be exchanged either 
via ICCP links or the NERC ISN.   

The MISO state estimator and Unit Dispatch System (UDS) will utilize all of 
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 Economic 
Dispatch, and Firm Gen-to-Load Limit) on all of the Coordinated Flowgates.  
These real-time and hour-ahead flows are uploaded to the NERC IDC.  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 
very static SDX data that models generators as either at full output or off.  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. 

5.4.2 Market Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions 
Market-Based Operating Entities will have the list of Coordinated Flowgates 
modeled as monitored facilities in its EMS.  The Firm limits a Market-Based 
Operating Entity will use for these third party Flowgates will be the Firm Gen-to-
Load Limits determined by the Firm Gen-to-Load Flow calculations. 
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The Market-Based Operating Entity will upload the real-time and one-hour-ahead 
projected Firm (7-FN) and Non-Firm (6-NN) flows 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).  
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 Market-Based Operating Entity will redispatch its system to the 
amount required by the IDC. The amount of redispatch will be calculated by the 
IDC.   

In order to provide a proactive approach at avoiding TLR, MISO and MAPPCOR 
have developed a TLR avoidance mechanism.  This mechanism essentially 
attempts to place a hold on system flows at a level just below that which would 
normally cause a TLR.  This level may vary depending on the flowgate.  In order 
to accomplish this, MISO will hold its market flow in Unit Dispatch System at a 
specified level while MAPP non-market entities will hold all existing schedules 
and will not approve any new hourly non-firm transmission service with a greater 
than or equal to 0.5% distribution factor, or a greater than or equal to 0.5 MW 
impact on the affected flowgate. 

In a TLR 3, the Market-Based Operating Entity could be required to redispatch to 
the full amount of economic dispatch over the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit.  Note the 
Market-Based Operating Entity 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. 

A Market Based Operating Entity’s expected redispatch and relief time will be 
faster than the 30 minutes required by TLR schedule curtailments, because when 
the bounds are applied, the systems are designed to provide relief within 15 
minutes. 

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.   
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6. Reciprocal Operations 
The following sections provide detail regarding MAPPCOR’s and MISO’s calculation 
procedures and reciprocal coordination practices. 

Reciprocal 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 
process described in Section 5 of this document is 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 
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 
(RCFs).   

6.2 The Relationship Between CFs and RCFs 
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 all of the following three 
criteria: 

• It will  meet the criteria for Coordinated Flowgate status for both the entities,  

• It will be under the functional control of one of the two entities, or a third party 
Reciprocal Entity, and 

• Both entities will have executed reciprocal coordination agreements  with each 
other, or with a third party Reciprocal Entity.  
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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 wish to enter into a 
reciprocal agreement, 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 
MAPPCOR and MISO have established and finalized the following process and timing 
for coordinating the ATC/AFC calculations and Firm Flow Limit 
calculations/Allocations. Further, the process quantifies and limits Priority 6 – NN 
service on the RCFs, 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 
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 
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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 point-to-point reservations as of a “Freeze Date” which MAPP 
Schedule F and Midwest ISO have set as April 1, 2004).  This flow is referred to as 
Historic Firm Flow.  Only additive impacts of network resources and point-to-point 
reservations are included in the forward direction calculation.  In cases where there are 
pre-existing flowgate rights (as described in Section 5.1.10 of the SOA) those flowgate 
rights will be used in the historic usage calculation such that those preexisting rights 
continue to be honored. 

 
 

“ Historic Firm” Calculation Illustration
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6.5 Recalculation of Initial Historic Firm Flow Values and 
Ratios 

The Firm Point-to-Point 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 
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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 
the “Freeze Date” (defined by MAPPCOR and MISO 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 MISO/MAPP AFC Coordination 
procedures prior to the increasing of Historic Firm Flow related to those systems. 

 

To the extent a new transmission facility causes either a significant increase or a 
significant decrease in flow or change in limitation on a Reciprocal Coordinated 
Flowgate, the resulting change in allocation will be assigned to the Party responsible for 
the new facility using the procedures set forth in Appendix C. 

 
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 
point-to-point reservations that were used in the initial Historic Firm Flow calculation.  
The same firm point-to-point reservations are used so that Market-Based Operating 
Entities that have their firm point-to-point internalized, grant fewer internal firm service 
reservations, or have their original firm reservations end, because of their market 
operations, will retain at least the same level of firm point-to-point as in the initial 
Historic Firm Flow calculation.  Therefore, the firm point-to-point 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 MAPP, 
MISO, or another Operating Entity, will use firm point-to-point reservations from the 
initial Historic Firm Flow calculation date to establish their firm point-to-point 
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 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 
1. For each Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, a manager and an owner will be 

defined.  The manager will be responsible for all calculations regarding that 
Flowgate; the owner will define the set of point-to-point reservations to be 
utilized when determining point-to-point impacts on that Flowgate. 
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2. Managing entities will calculate both historic Gen-to-Load Firm Impacts and 
historic Point-to-Point Firm 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 
transformed 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 5:00 
EST 

Twenty-four hourly 
values for the next 
24-hour period 
(Next Day HE1-
HE24 EST) 

Current Day at 6:00 
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 entities on the 
Flowgate (Gen-to-Load Flows and Point-to-Point flows, down to 0%) relative 
to the total impacts of all other Reciprocal Entities’ impacts on the Flowgate.  
For example, if MAPP had a 30MW impact on the Flowgate and MISO had a 
70MW impact on the Flowgate, the Historic Ratios would be 30% and 70%, 
respectively. 

6. The same rules defined in the “Congestion Management” section (Section 5) 
of this document for use in determining Gen–to-Load impacts (NNL) shall 
apply when performing Allocations 
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7. Additional rules to be used when considering Point-to-Point impacts are 
defined later within this section. 

8. For each Firm Allocation run described above, the managing entity will take 
the following steps 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 TRM values (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. If no capacity remains, entities’ Firm Allocation is limited to this 

amount (i.e., their Firm Flow impacts from impacts of 5% or greater).  
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, it 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 Impacts due to impacts less than 5%.  If 
there is not sufficient capacity for all impacts below 5%, the current 
CBM value is removed from the remaining capacity and assigned the 
entity with functional control over the flowgate before a pro-rata 
allocation is made. 

e. Any remaining capacity will be considered Firm and allocated to 
signatories of reciprocal agreements based on their Historic Ratio (as 
described in step 5).  If the remaining capacity allocated to the entity 
with functional control over the flowgate exceeds the current CBM 
value, no further effort is needed. If the remaining capacity is less than 
the CBM, the entity with functional control over the flowgate will 
receive an increased allocation to provide, at a minimum, the CBM.  
The other entities will have their allocations decreased on a 
proportional basis to offset the increase. 

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 signatories.  This Allocation 
will consist of the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit and a portion of capability 
that can be used either for Point-to-Point 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 for each of the Flowgates, in both the forward and 
reverse direction, they are assigned to manage.  For each hour: 

a. Retrieve the Flowgate limit. 
b. Subtract the current TRM values (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%. 
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d. Subtract the sum of all hourly historically-determined Firm Flow 
impacts for all reciprocal entities based on impacts less than or equal 
to 5%. 

e. Any remaining capacity will be allocated to signatories of reciprocal 
agreements 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 Limit 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 Limit will be the equivalent of the total entity Allocation 
(from steps c, d, and e). 

g. Upon completion of the Allocation process, the managing entity will 
distribute the Allocations to the appropriate reciprocal signatories.  
These Allocations will be considered Non-Firm Network service. 

 
When a Market-Based Operating Entity is uploading Firm Gen-to-Load 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 Gen-to-Load contribution.  If they 
are used to provide additional Firm Point-to-Point service, they should not be included in 
the Firm Gen-to-Load Flow contribution.   
 
The Market-Based Operating Entities will maintain in real-time their Firm (Point-to-Point 
service and Network Designated) 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 point-to-point and 
network integration transmission service. 
 
Using the derived Firm Allocation value, the Market Based Operating Entities may 
choose to enter this value as a facility limit for the respective Flowgate.  If entered as a 
facility limit, the Day-Ahead unit commitment will not permit flows to exceed this value 
as it selects units for this commitment. 

 
As MISO and MAPPCOR gain more experience in this process, and 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 Point-to-Point Impacts 
Additionally, Firm impacts used in the Allocation process incorporate the Firm 
Point-to-Point flows.  Similar to the network service calculation described 
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previously, to calculate each firm PTP transactions impact on the Flowgate, 
utilize the following process: 

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 transmission distribution factor (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 
point-to-point service impact on the Flowgate. 

Combining the directional firm point-to-point service impacts with the directional 
firm network service impacts will provide the directional Firm Flows on the 
Flowgate. 

6.6.2 Rules for Considering Firm Point-to-Point Transactions 
1. Firm PTP transmission service and Designated Network Resources that have 

an OASIS reservation are included in the calculation. 

2. April 1, 2004 will be the freeze date for considering OASIS reservations.  
That is only reservations confirmed as of the freeze date will be considered in 
the calculation.  The freeze date is used to develop a profile of point-to-point 
reservations for a “reference year”.  MAPPCOR and MISO 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, 
July 2006 etc. will always use the July 2004 reservation impacts from the 
reference year.   

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 and 0% of its impacts considered on 
other Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates. 

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 could be considered 
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Reciprocal Entities. Similar to the firm network service calculation, the firm 
point-to-point service calculation: 

o Will consider all reservations (including those with less than 5% impact)  

o Will base response factors on the topology of the system for the period 
under consideration. 

o In general, will not make a generation-to-load calculation where a 
reservation exists. 

6.6.3 Limiting Firm Transmission Service (PTP or Network) 
The Flowgate Allocations 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 firm 
transmission service.  In order to accomplish this, the entity receiving STFC will 
do the following: 
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Step Example 
1.) Start with the STFC 100 
2.) Add all Forward Gen to Load Flow 
Impacts (down to 0%) and all Reverse 
Gen to Load Flow Impacts (down to 
0%) to obtain the Net Gen to Load 
Flow Impacts. The Gen to Load Flow 
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 Flow 
Impacts from the STFC to produce 
the Interim STFC 

100 – 22 = 78 

4.) Determine the point-to-point 
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, 
should the flowgate “owner” use 
different percentages in their AFC 
process and the flowgate managers 
calculation engine support it, 
percentages other than 100% and 
15% may be used. Add all Forward 
Point to Point Flow Impacts (down to 
0%) and all Reverse Point to Point 
Flow Impacts (down to 0%) to obtain 
the Weighted Net Point to Point Flow 
Impacts.  The Point to Point Flow 
impacts should be based on the 
current set of reservations in effect for 
the time period being evaluated (not 
the historic reservation set) 

 58 + (0.15 (-45))  =  
 
58 + (-6.75) ≈ 
 
58 + (-7) = 
 
51 

5.) Subtract the Weighted Net Point to 
Point Flow Impacts from the Interim 
STFC.  The result is the ASTFC 

78 – 51 = 27 

 
The ASTFC values for all 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 
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indicate that the entity can sell much more service than the Allocation might indicate, the 
entity is bound to not sell beyond their Allocation. 
 
If a signatory to a reciprocal agreement uses all of its Firm Allocation and desires to 
obtain additional capacity from another signatory who has remaining capacity, that 
additional capacity may be obtained using the procedures set forth in Appendix B. 

6.7 Market-Based Operating Entities Quantify Non-Firm Flows 
In addition to the responsibilities described earlier in Section 5 of this document, 
Reciprocal Market Based Operating Entities will have an additional obligation 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 Gen-to-Load Flow Limit and the 
6-NN Allocation, then: 

2-NH = Market flow – (Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Limit + 6-NN Allocation) 
6-NN = 6-NN Allocation 
7-FN = Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Limit 

2.) If the Market Flow exceeds the Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Limit but is less than the 
6-NN Allocation, then: 

2-NH = 0 
6-NN = Market Flow – Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Limit 
7-FN = Firm Gen-to-Load Flow Limit 

3.) If the Market Flow does not exceed the Firm Gen-to-Load 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 Section 5. 

6.8 Real-time Operations Process for Market-Based Operating 
Entities 

6.8.1 Market-Based Operating Entity Capabilities  
Capabilities remain as described in Section 5.    

6.8.2 Market-Based Operating Entity Real-time Actions 
Procedures remain as described in Section 5.  However, as described above, 
additional information regarding the firmness of  Non-Firm Economic Dispatch 
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 Economic Dispatch Flows earlier in 
the TLR process.  
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Appendices 
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Appendix A - Glossary 
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. 
Control Area – 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 – Coordinated Flowgate or “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 Resources – A generator that has been identified as a designated network 
resource pursuant to a transmission provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff. 
Non-Firm Economic Dispatch Flow - That portion of Market Flow related to a Market-
Based Operating Entity’s market operations in excess of that entity’s Firm Gen-to-Load 
Flow. 
Firm Flow – The estimated impacts of firm Network and Point-to-Point service on a 
particular Coordinated Flowgate. 
Firm Flow Limit – The maximum value of Firm Flows an entity can have on a 
Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate, as calculated in the reciprocal Allocation process as 
defined in this document. 
Firm Gen-to-Load Limit - The maximum amount of Market Flows on an RCF that can 
be considered firm based on the reciprocal Allocation process as defined in this 
document. 
Firm Gen-to-Load Flow - The portion of Market Flow on a Coordinated Flowgate 
related to contributions from the native load serving aspects of the dispatch (constrained 
as appropriate by the Firm Gen-to-Load Limit). 
Flowgate – A representative modeling of facilities or groups of facilities that may act as 
significant constraint points on the regional system. 
Freeze Date – April 1, 2004; the cutoff date chosen by SPP and MISO to be used in the 
calculation of Historic Firm Flows. 
Historic Firm Flow – The estimated total impact an entity has on a Reciprocal 
Coordinated Flowgate when considering the impacts of (1) its historic Designated 
Resources serving native load, and (2) imports and exports, based on point-to-point 
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. 
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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. 
Market Flows - 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). 
Market-Based Operating Entity (MBOE) – An Operating Entity that operates a 
security constrained, bid-based economic dispatch bounded by a clearly defined market 
area.   
Network and Native Load (NNL) Impact - Network and Native Load Impact is the 
impact of generation resources serving internal system load, based on generation the 
network customer designates for Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS). Also 
referred to as “Gen-to-Load” impact. 
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.  For the purposes of this “Congestion 
Management Process” Midwest ISO and MAPP are the Operating Entities. 
Reciprocal Agreement - An agreement between parties to implement the reciprocal 
coordination procedures defined in this document. 
Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate – A Coordinated Flowgate with respect to which a 
Reciprocal Agreement has been written and to which reciprocal coordination procedures 
as defined in this document apply.  An RCF is either (1) a Coordinated Flowgate affected 
by the transmission of energy by two or more Reciprocal Entities, or (2) a Flowgate 
which at least two Reciprocal Entities  agree should be a Reciprocal Coordinated 
Flowgate, and for which reciprocal coordination will occur.   
Reciprocal Entity – An entity that coordinates the future-looking management of 
Flowgate capacity in accordance with a Reciprocal Agreement as defined in this 
document. 
Security Constrained Dispatch - Security Constrained Dispatch is 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. 
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Appendix B--Process for the Sharing or Transferring of Unused 
Allocation   
Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR shall use the following process for the sharing or 
transferring of unused allocations between each other. 
 
This process includes the following general principles in the treatment of unused 
allocations between Midwest ISO and MAPP. 
 
1. A desire to fully utilize the Midwest ISO and MAPP allocations such that in real-

time, an unused allocation by either Party is caused by a lack of commercial need 
for the allocation by both Parties 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 Party with the original allocation. 

 
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 Midwest ISO and MAPP.  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 Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR, the Parties 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. 

 
Provisions for Sharing or Transferring of Unused Allocations: 
 
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 or transferring 
of unused allocations will be limited to the granularity of the allocation 
calculations. 

 



 45

 
2. Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR 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 Party that has been requested to 
transfer unused allocations to the other Party for a long-term request shall respond 
within 5 business days of receipt of the transfer request. 

 
4. The Parties will post information available to the other Party on all requests 

granted that shared or acquired the other Party’s allocation on a daily basis for 
review. 

 
5. Sharing an Unused Allocation During the First 7 Days 
 

5.1 Midwest ISO and MAPPCOR will share their firm allocations during the first 7 
days up until day ahead with the goal to fully utilize the allocations once in real-
time through an automated process. 

 
5.2 This sharing of the unused allocation during the first 7 days will occur such that 

an unused allocation that has not already been committed for use by either 
Network or PTP service or for market service will be made available to the other 
party for their use to accommodate firm transmission service requests submitted 
on OASIS. 

 
5.3 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 
(e.g., Midwest ISO Generator Delivery tests versus MAPP Design Review 
Subcommittee type evaluation).  If the details of this process can not be 
agreed upon, there shall be no sharing of the unused allocations during the 
first 7 days. 

 
5.4 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 
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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 
party’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 
Parties 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. 

 
5.5 For the sharing of unused allocations in the first 7 days, the allocations are not 

changed and should congestion occur the NERC IDC obligations for Midwest 
ISO will be in accordance with the Midwest ISO’s original allocation.  
MAPPCOR 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 First 7 Days 
 

6.1 When a Party 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 Party has a remaining allocation, 
the deficient Party will be able to acquire an allocation from the Party with the 
remaining allocation provided this allocation has not already been committed for 
other appropriate uses, as agreed to by the Parties, and that sufficient AFC 
remains on the flowgate, or will be created, to accommodate the request.  Such 
cases will be handled via automated processes. 
 

6.2 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 

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 
(e.g., Midwest ISO Generator Delivery tests versus MAPP Design Review 
Subcommittee type evaluation).  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 first 7 days. 
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6.3 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 party’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 Parties 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. 

 
6.4 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. 

 
6.5 In the event that prior-queued requests are still in a pending state (i.e., not yet 

confirmed), the Party requesting a transfer of unused allocations may await the 
resolution of any prior-queued requests in the other Party’s OASIS queue before 
relinquishing its ability to request an allocation transfer. 

 
6.6 For the transfer of unused allocations, the Parties’ 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 Party 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. 
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Appendix C - NNL Allocation Adjustments for New Transmission 
Facilities 

 

New Transmission Facilities that Do Not Involve New DNR or 
New PTP Service 
Concept – To the extent a new transmission facility causes either a significant increase or 
a significant decrease in flow on a reciprocal coordinated flowgate (RCF), that change 
will be assigned to the party responsible for the new facility. 
 
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 TFC).  The 3% is based on the post-contingency flow of an OTDF flowgate. 
 
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 Parties of 
this agreement (i.e. MISO and MAPPCOR).  When the term “party responsible for the 
new facility” is used in this process, it refers to the group of transmission owners that 
install new transmission facilities under the functional control of the MISO or are 
participants in the MAPP Schedule F tariff.  To the extent a group of transmission owners 
that install a new facility include both MISO Transmission Owners and MAPP Schedule 
F participants and the new transmission facility results in a change in transfer capability 
on one or more RCFs, MISO and MAPPCOR will work in collaboration to determine 
appropriate adjustments to each Party’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 of 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 a 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 
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changing the transfer limitation of stability limited flowgates, an allocation adjustment 
will be provided to the party 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 a RCF but has minimal 
impact on the flow (i.e. reconductoring, replacing a WT or CT, replacing a transformer).  
In this case, each Party’s historical usage flow will remain constant but the rating of the 
flowgate will either increase or decrease.  The Party responsible for the new facility will 
receive an allocation adjustment that either increases or decreases its original allocation 
based on its impact on the RCF. 

 

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 Party making the minimal cost change is also 
responsible for the conductor, it is the appropriate Party to receive the allocation 
adjustment.  However, if different Parties 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 Party responsible for making the minimal cost change.  The 
two Parties shall negotiate a mechanism to share in the allocation adjustment.   

 

New Transmission Facilities that Involve New DNR or New PTP 
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 PTP service), the Party 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 PTP service, the combination of the new transmission facility and new DNR/PTP 
service will be added to the base model used in the historic usage impact calculation.  
The new DNR or new PTP 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 PTP 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/PTP 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/PTP 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 Parties after considering historic usage impacts 
(down to 0%).  However, the Party that builds the new transmission facility will not 
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receive any special treatment (NNL allocation adjustment up or down) because of the 
new transmission facility.  This inclusion of a new DNR or new PTP transmission service 
only applies where associated new transmission facilities have been added to 
accommodate the new transmission usage. 
 
Second, the Party that builds the new transmission facility associated with a new DNR or 
new PTP service can receive an NNL allocation adjustment (either up or down) and must 
honor that allocation when they apply the new DNR or new PTP transmission service in 
their use of NNL allocations.  This would be a two-step process where you determine the 
impact of the new transmission facility on a stand-alone basis to calculate any 
adjustments to the NNL allocations (the same process used if there is a new transmission 
facility but no new DNRs or new PTP service).  The new DNRs or new PTP service will 
use the remaining NNL allocation that has not been committed to other uses.  However, 
the new transmission facility and the new DNRs/PTP service will not be included in the 
historic usage impact calculation. 
 
The Party responsible for the combination of new transmission facility and new 
DNR/PTP 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. 
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Appendix D--Training 
The concepts in these proposals should not have a significant impact upon system 
operators beyond the operators of the RTOs.  The reason that this impact rests upon the 
RTOs is that the RTO Operators will need to be trained to monitor and respond to the 
external Flowgates. 

RTO 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 Reliability Coordinator (RC) System Operators Training Impacts include: 

1. The ability to take projected net system flows between a RTO’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 an RTO Operator when the RC System Operator has a 
temporary Flowgate that they believe requires the implementation of the 
“Flowgate on the Fly” process. 

 



 52

Appendix E--Audit Procedures 
MISO and MAPPCOR Market Flow, NNL, and Economic Dispatch Audit 
Procedure.  
 
MISO and MAPPCOR will be calculating Market Flow, prioritizing those flows, and 
providing them to the IDC. The NERC IDC will calculate curtailment and redispatch 
requirements based, in part, on the MISO and MAPPCOR provided inputs. To provide 
even greater confidence that MISO and MAPPCOR are following the established 
processes for calculating these IDC inputs, MISO and MAPPCOR each volunteer to 
undergo this NERC administered audit process. The audit process will be patterned after 
the previous NERC Tag Audit. The audit process is as follows: 
 

1. Once per month and after-the-fact, NERC will choose a time and Coordinated 
Flowgate to audit. The time chosen will typically be during an hour when TLR 
activity was occurring on one of the Coordinated Flowgates where MISO and/or 
MAPPCOR provide market flow values. 

 
2. MAPPCOR and MISO will provide a record of loads, zonal generation, 

calculation, distribution factors, market flow calculations for the audit time, and 
resulting values provided to the IDC. Data confidentiality requirements of MISO, 
MAPPCOR, NERC, and FERC will be strictly followed.   

 
3. NERC Staff will compare audit report results with values that were actually 

provided to the IDC for audited Flowgate and report any discrepancies to the 
NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS).  

 
4. The ORS will monitor this audit process and make recommendations for 

improvements as necessary. 
 

5. Once three successful monthly audits are completed, the audits will be conducted 
quarterly.
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Appendix F--Determination of Marginal Zone Participation 
Factors  
In order for the IDC to properly account for tagged transactions, an RTO 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 RTO 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 RTO 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).  Two sets of data are required: 
 

• 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 RTO with the NERC 
Distribution Factor 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 RTO 
will examine the constraints and pricing information for the entire market footprint and 
determine the percentages of generation output in each zone that represents next marginal 
megawatts and last marginal megawatts.  These will establish, for imports and exports, a 
set of participation factors that, when summed, will equal 100%. 
 
If an RTO is comprised of multiple Control Areas, the RTO will create a set of marginal 
zones for each Control Area and will perform a Control Area Weighting.  The marginal 
zones for a single Control Area will include all marginal zones for the entire market 
footprint.  For every Control Area, the following weighting factors will be assigned: 
 

• If the CA is Importing on an Inter-CA Schedule and Importing via Interchange: 
– Their factor for imports is equal to their Interchange value (assume all 

imports are to serve load), but no less than 1. 
– Their factor for exports is 1 (they are not exporting). 

• If the CA is Exporting on an Inter-CA Schedule and Exporting via Interchange: 
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– Their factor for imports is 1 (they are not importing). 
– Their factor for exports is equal to their Interchange value (assume they 

are serving all exports), but no less than 1. 
 
If all Control Area factors are equal, then it is assumed that each zone is 
importing/exporting and equal share. Otherwise, all factors should be used to determine a 
Control Area participation factor that can be used to scale the Marginal Zone 
participation factors. 
 
Next, the RTO should apply an Inter-CA Schedule Transfer Potential weighting.  As an 
Inter-CA schedule approaches its limit (either contractual or reliability-imposed), its 
ability to move marginal generation across the transfer becomes reduced.  Each CA to 
CA transfer within the market, therefore, must be appropriately reduced as well.  The 
reduction function is as follows: 
 

Limit
FlowLimittentialTransferPo −

=  

 
This provides a smoothed transition from unconstrained to constrained potential.  For 
flows in the reverse direction, transfer potential is always assumed to be 100%.  
 
These transfer potentials are applied to each set of marginal zone data as appropriate, 
resulting in a set of marginal zones that reflects the ability of the market’s marginal zones 
to address Control Area balancing.
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Appendix  G - Flowgate Determination Process 
 

This section is has been added to clarify: 
 

• How initial Flowgates are identified (Figure M-1, Table M-1) 
o Process for Flowgates in the Coordinated Flowgate list 
o Process for Flowgates in the Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate list 
o Process for Flowgates in the AFC List 

• How Flowgates will be added (Figure M-2, Table M-2) 
• How often Flowgates are changed (Figure M-2, Table M-2) 
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Table M-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 party 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 
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 

 

CM Process -Section 3  

3 Is There a Mutually 
Agreed Upon Reason 
This Should Not Be A 
Coordinated FG 

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, set the FG equal to 
coordinated. 

• If there is a mutually agreed reason why 
this FG should not be considered 
coordinated, record the reason and set it 
equal to AFC FG. 

 

 

4 Set FG = Coordinated The FG would be 
coordinated for the entity. 

• The FG would be considered a 
Coordinated FG for the entity.   

 

 

5 Is FG Coordinated for 
>= 2 Reciprocal 

Determine whether the 
FG is coordinated for two 

• If the FG is coordinated for two or more 
reciprocal entities, it will be added to 

CM Process -Section 6 

 



 58

Entities or more reciprocal entities the CMP process as a reciprocal 
coordinated FG.  

• If it is not coordinated for two or more 
reciprocal entities, determine if it is a 
mutually agreed upon RCF. 

6 Set FG = RCF Set the flowgate equal to 
a reciprocal coordinated 
flowgate. 

• Set the flowgate equal to a reciprocal 
coordinated flowgate. 

 

7 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, set FG = Coordinated. 

• Otherwise, set the FG = AFC. 
 

 

8 Set FG = AFC The FG would remain an 
AFC FG. 

• The FG would remain an AFC FG.  

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. 

 

10 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 a RCF, leave 
it as coordinated and check for more 
FGs. 

• If there is a mutually agreed reason this 
should be considered a RCF, mark it as 
such. 
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Table M-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 M-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 parties 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 M-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 M-1. 

 

 

4 Run Through 
FG Process and 
Tests 

Run through FG 
Determination 
Process, Figure M-1 

• Any FGs being reviewed or added 
will be run through the process 
summarized in figure M-1. 
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5 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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