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The Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”)1 and the New England Power 

Generators Association, Inc. (“NEPGA”)2 (collectively, “Joint Associations”) respectfully submit 

the following comments on the price formation report from ISO New England (“ISO-NE” or 

“ISO-New England”) (“Report”)3 responding to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“FERC” or “Commission”) Order Directing Reports4 issued in the above-captioned proceeding 

on November 20, 2015 (“the Order”) on five price formation issues: (1) pricing of fast-start 

                                                           
1  EPSA is the leading national trade association representing competitive power suppliers, including 
generators and marketers.  Competitive suppliers which collectively account for 40 percent of the installed 
generation capacity in the United States provide reliable and competitively priced electricity from environmentally 
responsible facilities.  EPSA seeks to bring the benefits of competition to all power customers.  The comments 
contained in this filing represent the position of EPSA as an organization, but not necessarily the views of any 
particular member with respect to any issue.  

2  NEPGA is a private, non-profit trade association advocating for the business interests of competitive 
electric power generators in New England. NEPGA’s member companies represent approximately 26,000 
megawatts of installed capacity throughout the New England region. NEPGA’s mission is to promote sound 
energy policies which will further economic development, jobs, and balanced environmental policy. NEPGA’s 
member companies are responsible for generating and supplying electric power for sale within the New England 
bulk power system. As active participants in the ISO-NE capacity and wholesale electricity markets, NEPGA’s 
member companies have substantial and direct interests in the outcome of these proceedings, and those 
interests cannot be adequately represented by any other party in the proceeding. The comments expressed 
herein represent those of NEPGA as an organization, but not necessarily those of any particular member.   
  
3  New England Independent System Operator, Inc., Report On Price Formation Issues, Docket No. AD14-
14-000 (filed March 4, 2016) [“ISO-NE Report”].   

4  Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services Markets Operated by Regional Transmission 
Organizations and Independent System Operators, 153 FERC ¶ 61,221 (2015) [“Order Directing Reports”].   
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resources, (2) commitments to manage multiple contingencies, (3) look-ahead modeling, (4) 

uplift allocation, and (5) transparency.  

  In its Report, ISO-NE identifies several technical considerations and specific policy 

choices that inform its approach to economic commitment and dispatch in order to achieve 

proper price formation and uplift allocation.  The Joint Associations appreciate that the ISO has 

undertaken significant reforms that have resulted in a reduction of uplift to between one and 

two percent of ISO-NE’s energy market value.  Joint Associations believe that many of the 

factors that have supported the ISO-NE’s reduction of uneconomic uplift can inform the 

Commission’s roadmap for directing improvements across ISOs/RTOs in the five areas 

discussed herein.  Importantly, ISO-NE’s recent success with reducing the amount and 

frequency of uplift should be used as a baseline for driving future performance of the New 

England operator, as well as other regions.   

However, there is still further need and opportunity to improve price formation and 

reduce uplift in ISO-NE and all other ISOs/RTOs, as discussed in separate comments 

submitted in the proceeding by EPSA to highlight the urgency and extent of needed 

improvements.5  An important piece of this reform includes the wholesale adoption of common 

metrics and public reporting practices for uplift reporting by every ISO/RTO – including the 

causes and frequency of uplift and the reporting of actual settled uplift dollar impacts on a 

Megawatt (MW) basis.  Overall, the price formation reports indicate that there is a strong need 

to create and maintain nationwide accountability through the Commission's leadership of the 

                                                           
5  Cf., Comments of the Electric Supply Association, Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services 
Markets Operated by Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Docket No. 
AD14-14-000 (Filed April 6, 2016)(extensively discussing the views of the Electric Supply Association on the 
urgent need for market design and pricing reforms across all ISOs/RTOs) [“EPSA Price Formation Proceeding 
Comments”].   
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often disparate price formation and market design enhancement activities taking place at 

different paces among the individual ISOs and RTOs.   

It is critical to reiterate that while the five areas of price formation discussed in these 

reports are pathways toward price formation solutions, improvements in any of these areas will 

not be effective in isolation of nationwide market design and pricing reforms.  The Commission 

must simultaneously address the marketplace fundamentals that inhibit proper price formation: 

these topics have been exhaustively explored by Competitive Suppliers and other stakeholders 

in numerous proceedings such as the FERC's price formation workshops.6  This includes the 

pending proceeding in which the Commission proposes generic reforms to the outdated and 

arbitrary energy offer cap.7 Joint Associations’ comments in that proceeding reiterate that the 

generic offer cap of $1,000/MWh must be eliminated or substantially revised across the 

ISOs/RTOs before winter 2016/17.8  

Finally, Joint Associations respectfully request that the Commission direct all ISOs and 

RTOS to develop detailed work plans and clear timelines to address all price formation reforms 

discussed herein.  The Commission should further ensure that these reform initiatives are 

expeditiously approved within 2016. 

                                                           
6  See Notice of Technical Conference, Winter 2013-2014 Operations and Market Performance in Regional 
Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Docket No. AD14-8-000, (issued February 21, 
2014); Supplemental Notice Of Technical Conference, Winter 2013-2014 Operations and Market Performance in 
Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Docket No. AD14-8-000, (issued 
March 19, 2014). 
  
7  Offer Caps in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission Operators and Independent System 
Operators, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Docket No. RM16-5-000 (January 21, 2016) (“NOPR”), 81 FR 5951, 
154 FERC ¶ 61,038 (Feb 4, 2016). 
 
8  See Comments of the Electric Power Supply Association, Independent Energy Producers Association, 
Independent Power Products of New York, Inc., New England Power Generators Association, Inc., Western 
Power Trading Forum, Offer Caps in Markets Operated by RTOs and ISOs, Docket No. RM16-5 (Filed April 4, 
2016).   
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II. Comments  

The uplift results reported by the ISO-New England, amounting to between one and two 

percent of the total energy market value in the region, is a helpful baseline that can be used 

going forward as a check on the operator’s performance.  The Joint Associations note that the 

uplift reported in New England is the result of several co-dependent factors interacting to 

support more economic decision-making within the market-clearing mechanisms for both day-

ahead and real-time markets. These factors include the reforms noted in the Report – 

enhanced constraint modeling, market-based pricing for locational reserve products, and 

adoption of look ahead modeling tools – but also the New England system’s recently expanded 

transmission infrastructure and the relatively limited dispatch of out-of-merit units in ISO-NE for 

voltage support as compared to other ISOs/RTOs.  Further improvement is expected from the 

ISO’s new methodology for fast-start resource pricing planned for March 2017 implementation. 

 Equally important is that ISO-NE has also experienced historically lower resource 

marginal costs as compared to other ISOs/RTOs such as NYISO and PJM – even as the New 

England region was an epicenter of the extreme weather events experienced in January 2014 

and subsequent weather events in winter 2014/15, the ISO did not need to waive its tariff 

provisions regarding the $1,000/MWh cap in order to make generators whole for winter 

performance as other markets did.  The ISO has also made progress in implementing intraday 

offer flexibility, which is a key element in the overall solution of improving price formation 

across the ISOs/RTOs.  However, the effectiveness of these and other changes is sometimes 

limited by overly conservative energy market mitigation and other market pricing shortfalls that 

still require attention in New England and in all other ISOs/RTOs.  The comments below 
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address certain aspects of the ISO-NE market design and reform efforts that represent 

important pieces of the Commission’s overall price formation efforts, and therefore require 

direction from FERC in order to ensure the needed continued improvement for New England. 

Importantly, though addressing the problems posed by the lumpiness of certain generation 

resources is complex, ISO-NE should consider and undertake improvements to its 

methodology to further reduce, and optimally eliminate, known out of market actions that 

create uplift. 

A.  Pricing of Fast-Start Resources  

Joint Associations commend the ISO for its work to implement the FERC-approved 

revised methodology for fast-start resource pricing.9 It is critical, however, that all of the 

benefits discussed in the ISO-NE report about the revised fast-start resource pricing 

methodology have yet to become a reality – these (and other) changes will not apply for the 

upcoming 2016/17 winter season since the revised methodology has an effective date of 

March 31, 2017.  For example, while future changes to co-optimize energy and operating 

reserves and pay operating reserves in the day-ahead market will better permit day-ahead 

prices to converge with real-time market prices, price convergence is limited today to day-

ahead demand and virtual bidding.  This results in gaps between real-time and day-ahead 

prices because whenever real-time prices are anticipated to rise well above $1000/MWh (e.g., 

due to high load periods straining aggregate supply), it is not possible for day ahead virtual 

bids to close this gap given their ceiling bid of $1000/MWh.  Another area of future change is in 

the modeling of price responsive demand: FERC recently approved changes to improve the 

                                                           
9  ISO New England, Inc., Docket No. ER15-2716-000 (Oct. 19, 2015) (to be effective March 31, 2017).   
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ISO-NE’s modeling of price responsive demand, such as pumped storage pumping load, that 

are participating in the energy markets as Dispatchable Asset Related Demand.  These 

changes will permit the priced demand to be practically dispatched in the ISO-NE economic 

dispatch. By contrast, currently these resources are often relegated to self-scheduling because 

they do not have the ability to adequately reflect the physical characteristics of this load in the 

dispatch run. 10   

Therefore, Joint Associations request that the Commission direct the ISO-NE to firmly 

commit to the March 2017 implementation date for its revised resource pricing logic, and also 

ensure that other price formation reforms that can improve price formation in New England this 

coming winter are timely implemented.11  ISO-NE should prioritize its resources on co-

optimizing day-ahead energy and operating reserve pricing, and also on ensuring the full 

integration of price-responsive demand response resources, focusing first on fast-start demand 

response. It is critical that the ISO-NE follow through on its stated efforts to accommodate 

price-responsive demand response resources and that emergency demand response is also 

accurately priced even to the extent it is not price-responsive.  Pricing demand response 

resources is critical for capturing the broader price formation benefits that are envisioned under 

the revised fast-start pricing methodology set to take effect in 2017.     

 

                                                           
10  See Letter Order on Section 205(d) Rate Filing: DARD Pump Parameter Changes, of the ISO New 
England Inc. and New England Power Pool, Docket No. ER16-954 (Order Issued March 22, 2016) (effective 
March 31, 2017).   
 
11  In the near-term, the Commission could ensure improvements in price formation by finalizing and 
directing implementation of its revised offer cap rules such that they are applicable to the 2016/17 winter, also 
ensuring sufficient lead time provided to ISOs/RTOs to work with their market monitors to implement these 
revisions. 
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Joint Associations note that it is unclear in the Report whether the ISO’s anticipation of 

“full integration changes” by some point in 2018 would first address fast-start demand 

response resource pricing and the pursuit of a day-ahead co-optimized energy and operating 

reserve market is still only in the ISO-NE assessment stage.12  Therefore, the Commission 

should require ISO-NE to clarify and set a specific schedule of deadlines that places a priority 

on fast-start resource pricing methodology across all resources, including demand response 

and emergency demand response that is not price-responsive.  

Joint Associations request that the Commission require the ISO to clarify and set a 

specific schedule of deadlines that prioritizes the implementation of a day-ahead co-optimized 

energy and operating reserve market, and on fast-start resource pricing methodology across 

all resources.  Demand response integration must occur no later than June 2018 in order to 

meet the needs of the first delivery period under FCM-PI (the ISO’s Pay for Performance 

Initiative) – where demand response will finally face comparable capacity service obligations 

and performance penalties.   

B.  Management of Multiple Contingencies  
 

 As explained in the Report, ISO-NE employs a multiple contingency management 

process which models both single and multiple security constraints in its real-time and day-

ahead solutions.13 In theory and as discussed in the Report, this approach has the effect of 

minimizing commitments to meet these reliability considerations and thereby should minimize 

                                                           
12  See ISO-NE 2015 Wholesale Markets Project Plan (April 6, 2016).   
 
13  ISO-NE Report, at 22.   
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uplift payments to only those units that are least-cost from the perspective of satisfying the 

constraint. Joint Associations recommend that even though a full reflection of these constraints 

in the commitment and dispatch helps minimize uplift, its effectiveness in reducing day-ahead 

uplift could be even greater if ISO-NE employed a co-optimized day-ahead energy and 

operating reserves market.   Absent this co-optimization, modelling of the system contingency 

protection constraints simply searches for a base unit commitment to deliver a day-ahead 

energy solution that meets the contingency protection requirements, but not necessarily the 

most efficient solution. The most efficient solution calls for the ISO-NE to recognize in its 

modelling the full value of operating reserves in the day-ahead market, and a co-optimization 

of energy and reserves in the commitment and dispatch.  

According to the ISO-NE Report, the ISO attributes about half of the uplift payments 

reported in New England to its management of multiple contingencies.  Specifically, the ISO 

explicitly accounts for both single (N-1) and multiple (N-1-1) contingencies in its commitment 

systems in the day-ahead market, leaving less need for post day-ahead market commitments 

other than fast-start resources committed in real-time. There may be some further uplift 

avoidance where resources committed to protect against these contingencies end up being 

scheduled in the day-ahead market between their minimum and maximum operating limits and 

their incremental energy offers determine LMPs.   

Joint Associations stress that absent a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating 

reserve market design, many such resource commitments result in resources dispatched to 

their minimum operating limits and their energy prices do not set the day ahead LMP.  This 

understates the energy clearing price (LMP) and simply ignores the value of operating 

reserves in the day-ahead market.  Joint Associations agree that the ISO’s methodology is 
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effective in managing multiple contingencies consistent with dispatch-based pricing principles; 

however, reforms are needed to the pricing of fast-start, block-loaded units as well as how to 

correctly value reserves needed in a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating reserve 

market design.  These issues should be a priority for both the Commission generally, and ISO-

NE specifically. 

While the day-ahead energy market today does not price (or value) operating reserves 

and requires improvement in this regard, the ISO-NE has made important strides by explicitly 

pricing both system and local reserve products used to manage multiple contingency 

constraints through a combination of its Forward Reserve Market and real-time market.  Joint 

Associations encourage FERC to require other ISOs/RTOs to follow suit with appropriate 

reforms that will result in pricing reserve products on a locational basis as the efficient 

alternative to out-of-market or manual commitments.  In general, Joint Associations believe the 

ISO-NE’s commitment management approach is a very good first step toward the principle that 

operators should be required to resolve constraints through energy market clearing processes 

rather than through out-of-market operator actions to the maximum extent possible. The typical 

constraints that can be addressed within the market mechanism include the need to meet 

online capacity requirements, perform contingency reserve planning, regulating and ramping 

functions, ensure voltage and stability, address thermal or interface transmission limits, 

activate emergency demand response, and other system conditions or constraints that lead to 

out-of-market operator actions.    

Joint Associations acknowledge that after exhausting the ability to reflect constraints or 

requirements in the security constrained economic commitment and dispatch, there may be 

some situations where constraints or requirements cannot be resolved by security-constrained 
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economic dispatch.  Joint Associations suggest that these concerns may be addressed by 

Commission directives that require ISOs/RTOs to develop specific contingency management 

protocols/mechanisms that trigger manual solutions like administrative pricing, penalty factors, 

or load dropping – such that those protocols are only set to trigger based on daily monitoring of 

the day-ahead commitment optimization.  

Finally, the ISO-NE’s Reserve Adequacy Assessment (“RAA”) is a needed backstop to 

address changes in circumstances which could not be reasonably foreseen in the day-ahead 

process.  It is a positive trend that the ISO is decreasingly reliant on the RAA mechanism to 

this effect – however, what the ISO preserves post-day ahead energy market is the ability to 

create more reserves and change the base unit commitment for real-time dispatch.  This 

interferes with proper market function by obscuring the value of reserves which can address 

the assertedly unforeseeable.  Thus, Joint Associations urge the Commission to require that 

the ISO implement a co-optimized day ahead market for energy and reserves, and establish 

an operating reserve requirement for matters which often would otherwise trigger an RAA. 

C.  Look-Ahead Modeling  

Joint Associations note that is very helpful to ensuring proper price formation that all 

ISO-NE dispatch and commitment software has look-ahead features.  To the extent other 

ISO/RTO software tools do not have robust development of these features, FERC should 

require changes that accommodate their inclusion of critical pricing information.  This is 

particularly important for any look-ahead models that are being used to schedule and price 

day-ahead unit commitments (ultimately in a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating 

reserve market).  
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In general, operators should be held to the gold standard of being required to develop 

day-ahead schedules and prices using models that accurately and fully account for supply that 

is regularly committed through residual commitment processes or unit commitment reliability 

checks.  Whenever an operator is facing regular occurrences of insufficient supply clearing 

day-ahead -- whether due to limitations of predictive tools, uncertainty around outages, or 

inaccurate forecasting of real-time load or other reasons -- FERC should specifically 

investigate whether the operator is taking the necessary corrective step to incorporate 

information about this generation (or reserve) scheduling shortfall through improvement to the 

pricing and scheduling function of the day-ahead market.  Frequent use either indicates a 

transmission level need that should be corrected, or that there is a gap in the reserve needs 

modeled in the day-ahead market.14  

C. Uplift Allocation  

 

Joint Associations appreciate the ISO’s concern that at a conceptual level, it is unclear 

how the allocation of uplift costs that result from complex technological characteristics and 

inflexibilities of generators can occur on the basis of cost causation principles.  However, 

acceptance of a beneficiary pays approach given the complexity of effort to parse causes of 

uplift (once not priced into day ahead energy and operating reserve prices) should not distract 

from the need to properly price energy and operating reserve through a co-optimized day-

ahead market for energy and operating reserves.  Based on the ISO-NE Chief Operating 

                                                           
14  Fully modelling constraints in the day ahead market minimizes post-day ahead market commitments 
reducing disruption to the real-time market, but can have the impact of suppressing day ahead energy prices 
absent a co-optimized day ahead energy and reserve market. 
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Officer report for the March 2016 NEPOOL Participants Committee meeting (“COO Report”),15 

$2.3M was paid to some resources in the day-ahead energy market for first contingency needs 

in the month of February 2016.  While some extent of ten and thirty-minute reserve products 

are procured through its Forward Reserve Market, the remainder of contingency protection 

needs are principally obtained through the day-ahead energy market commitment process, 

and today are not procured or paid for that reserve service.16  As discussed above, the correct 

solution is to price and procure reserves through a co-optimized day-ahead market which more 

completely reflects the value for energy as well.17    

D. Transparency  
 

Joint Associations note that the ISO-NE Report relies heavily on the notion that the 

remaining level of uplift in the region is intrinsic to the operation of an efficient, least-cost power 

system in which energy is priced on the basis of marginal costs.  The Report further states that 

“new initiatives to eliminate remaining uplift may not be practical, or may entail unforeseen 

consequences at the expense of the overall market’s performance.”  The Report particularly 

points to the inherent “lumpiness” and other inflexibilities of current generation technologies, 

                                                           
15  See 2016 COO Report, NEPOOL Participants Committee Report, ISO New England March 2016, at 4 
(March 4, 2016), at 
http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2016/03/march-2016-coo-report.pdf.  
 
16  While the ISO-NE day ahead scheduling process changes the unit commitment stage of the energy 
scheduling process to meet contingency protection needs (page 19 of ISO-NE response to staff questions), the 
operating reserve supply from off-line Fast Start resources and unloaded generation of on-line units is never 
explicitly procured, or paid – it is merely relied upon. While the energy price involved in meeting some element of 
contingency protection constraints may be reflected in price where “the unit committed to satisfy a contingency 
constraint…is dispatched between its minimum and maximum operating limits”, these scheduling actions are not 
reflected in the day ahead energy price where such a unit is scheduled at its minimum or maximum operating 
limit.   
 
17  Given that market projects in ISO-NE involving changes to the energy pricing and dispatch models have 
historically involved long lead times, development of a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating reserve 
market should be initiated immediately. 
 

http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2016/03/march-2016-coo-report.pdf
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noting that the most economically efficient and least-cost method is to dispatch such units in 

light of energy demand needs and the system’s transmission security constraints.  However, 

the ISO also notes that given the circumstances and complexities of how the related uplift 

materializes and is allocated, it is practically difficult for the ISO to apply cost-causation 

principles to uplift allocation with “reasonable accuracy or validity.”18  The ISO-NE Report notes 

that on a monthly basis, the COO Report includes a relatively granular amount of information 

about uplift types and monthly and daily charges, the allocation of that uplift, and the 

percentage amount of uplift – there is no information provided on the number of MWs that 

received uplift payments.19  

Joint Associations commend the ISO for developing and putting out a monthly report to 

facilitate a transparency and regular discussion of uplift issues in NEPOOL.  While the 

reporting methodology – at least monthly issuances, publicly available and accessible online – 

is certainly an aspect of best practices for transparency that Joint Associations support being 

adopted across all ISOs/RTOs, the ISO-NE reports do need a higher level of detail that 

precisely highlights operator actions and their association with the causes and allocation of 

uplift.   

Although the ISO-NE states more granularity in reporting is not feasible or 

recommended, this limitation does not rule out the possibility of reporting actual settled uplift 

dollar impacts on a megawatt (MW) basis, including the reasons those MWs were committed 

out-of-market, on a monthly basis.  This additional information gathering should be feasible 

                                                           
18  ISO-NE Report, at 42.  
 
19  See, e.g., March 2016 Report of the Chief Operating Officer, at http://www.iso-ne.com/static-
assets/documents/2016/03/march-2016-coo-report.pdf.  
  

http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2016/03/march-2016-coo-report.pdf
http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2016/03/march-2016-coo-report.pdf
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given that it would be comparable to the NYISO’s monthly reports20 without compromising 

granular zonal or asset-specific information.  Given that half the uplift in New England is 

already allocated on the basis of beneficiary-pays principles, and that cause-effect 

relationships are admittedly difficult for the ISO to identify, Joint Associations believe that it is 

critical to move toward a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating reserve market, and in 

the interim, it will be critical to ensure that transparency reporting practices can elicit accurate, 

comparable information from the ISO-NE on the causes and frequency of such uplift 

payments. 

Joint Associations caution that in light of each ISO’s and RTO's differing current 

approaches to reporting the causes, duration, and amount of uplift and out-of-market actions, 

FERC should take leadership over this critical transparency issue and prepare universally 

applicable guiding principles that each ISO/RTO must adopt toward regular reporting 

disclosures on a MW basis with the goal of further reduction in uplift (including through the 

implementation of a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating reserve market) and market 

participant understanding of why and when out-of-market actions are taken (including to their 

own units).  The Commission should direct transparency reporting reforms that provide a 

uniform, consistent, and comparable level of information about uplift and out-of-market actions, 

and progress towards implementation of a co-optimized day ahead energy and operating 

reserve market, from each ISO/RTO under common benchmarks, metrics, protocols, and 

reporting timelines.  Joint Associations emphasize that whatever the scope of the required 

transparency reporting, the format and parameters of each ISO/RTO report must be similar 

and comparable among reports -- this is a critical factor that will ensure that ISOs/RTOs have 

                                                           
20  See New York Independent System Operator, Monthly Reports, available at 
http://www.nyiso.com/public/markets_operations/documents/studies_reports/index.jsp. 

http://www.nyiso.com/public/markets_operations/documents/studies_reports/index.jsp
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accountability benchmarks to measure their performance against one another, and so that the 

Commission and market participants can use comparable data sets to meaningfully glean 

where improvements have been made across ISOs/RTOs and where further reforms are 

necessary.   

 
III. Conclusion  

 Wherefore, Joint Associations respectfully request that FERC direct the ISO-NE to 

timely implement its revised fast-start pricing methodology as to both generation and demand 

response resources no later than March 31, 2017.  Joint Associations also request that the 

FERC direct ISO-NE to provide a schedule for the development and implementation of a co-

optimized day ahead energy and operating reserve market.  Joint Associations further request 

that the Commission ensure that contingency management modeling across all ISOs/RTOs 

maximizes the amount of contingency planning that takes place within market-based pricing 

processes as opposed to uneconomic dispatch or other out-of-market actions.  Importantly, 

though addressing the problems posed by the lumpiness of certain generation resources is 

complex, ISO-NE should consider and undertake improvements to its methodology to further 

reduce, and optimally eliminate, known out of market actions that create uplift.  The 

Commission should also ensure that ISO-NE’s practices are comparable to those of other 

ISOs/RTOs even if it is relying primarily on the “beneficiary pays” principles for uplift allocation.   

The Commission should also rapidly finalize its proposal to reform the default 

$1000/MWh offer cap in Docket No. RM16-5 and take additional steps to address market 

design and pricing concerns that are fundamental changes which must complement ISOs' and 

RTOs' individual efforts to improve fast-start resource pricing and dispatch policies, multiple 

commitment contingency management, look-ahead modeling, uplift allocation, and uplift 
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reporting.  The Commission should direct all ISOs and RTOS to develop detailed work plans 

and clear timelines to address all price formation reforms discussed herein.  The Commission 

should ensure that these reform initiatives are expeditiously approved within 2016. 

 

          Respectfully Submitted,  

 
 

 
     Filed: April 6, 2016  
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