
 290 Washington Avenue Extension, Albany, New York 12203    

December 1, 2003 
 
 
E-FILED 

 
The Honorable Magalie R. Salas, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC  20426 
 

New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
Bi-Annual Compliance Report on Demand Response Programs and the Addition of New 

Generation in Docket No. ER01-3001-00_ 
 
Dear Ms. Salas: 
 

Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph “(B)” of the October 25, 2001 Order in this 
proceeding (the “Initial Order”),1 Ordering Paragraph “(C)” of the July 19, 2002 Order in this 
proceeding (the “July 19, 2002 Order”),2 paragraph 5 of the September 3, 2002 letter order in 
this proceeding (the “September 3, 2002 Order”),3 and paragraph 7 of the October 24, 2003 
Order in this Proceeding (the “October 24, 2003 Order),4 the New York Independent System 
Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”), by counsel, hereby submits this report.  The report addresses: 
(i) the NYISO’s existing demand response programs, the status of real-time demand response 
mechanisms, and the effects of demand response programs on wholesale prices; and (ii) the 
status of new generation resources in the New York Control Area (“NYCA”).5  This submittal 
represents the NYISO’s fifth report in compliance with the Initial Order and the subsequent 
orders listed above.     

I. List of Documents Submitted 

The NYISO submits the following documents: 
 
1. This filing letter;

                                                 
1  New York Independent System Operator, Inc., 97 FERC ¶ 61, 095 (2001). 
2  New York Independent System Operator, Inc., 100 FERC ¶ 61, 081 (2002). 
3  New York Independent System Operator, Inc., 100 FERC ¶ 61,243 (2002). 
4  New York Independent System Operator, Inc., 105 FERC ¶ 61,115 (2003). 
5  Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning set forth in 
Article 2 of the NYISO’s Market Administration and Control Area Services Tariff. 
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2. A report entitled “NYISO 2003 Demand Response Programs” 
(“Attachment I”); 

 
 3. Tables summarizing the load and capacity outlook for the entire NYCA, New 

York City and Long Island (“Attachment II”); 
 
 4. A table listing proposed new interconnections in the NYCA 

(“Attachment III”); 
 

5. A table, prepared by the New York State Department of Public Service, listing 
proposed new power plant projects that have been reviewed pursuant to New 
York State’s “Article X” process (“Attachment IV”); 

 
6. A presentation version of the NYISO’s Power Alert III (Attachment V); and, 

  
 7. A form of Federal Register Notice (“Attachment VI”). 

II. Copies of Correspondence 

 Copies of correspondence concerning this filing should be served on: 
 
 Robert E. Fernandez, General Counsel and Secretary   
 Belinda F. Thornton, Director of Regulatory Affairs    
 Gerald R. Deaver, Senior Attorney     
 New York Independent System Operator, Inc.   
 3890 Carman Road, Schenectady, NY  12303   
 Tel: (518) 356-6153       
 Fax: (518) 356-4702        
 rfernandez@nyiso.com      
 bthornton@nyiso.com       
 gdeaver@nyiso.com 

 
III. Service List 

Copies of this filing are being served on all parties designated on the official service 
list for this proceeding maintained by the Secretary of the Commission.  The NYISO has also 
mailed a copy of this filing to all parties who have executed Service Agreements under the 
NYISO’s Open-Access Transmission Tariff or its Market Administration and Control Area 
Services Tariff, and to the electric utility regulatory agencies in New York, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania. 
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IV. Compliance Report 
 

In the Initial Order in this proceeding, the Commission extended the effectiveness of 
the NYISO’s Temporary Extraordinary Procedures Authority (“TEP”) and the $1,000 MWh 
bid cap on certain types of bids into the NYISO-administered energy markets (“Bid Cap”) 
until certain market conditions were met.  Among the reasons for extending the TEP and the 
Bid Cap, the Commission found that the electric energy supply situation in New York 
remained tight.  The Commission further noted that loads remain unable to reduce purchases 
in response to dramatic price increases and that experience with the NYISO’s demand 
response programs was insufficient to justify lifting the Bid Caps.6  Accordingly, the NYISO 
was directed to file bi-annual reports, beginning December 1, 2001, on the progress of the 
NYISO’s demand response programs, the development of real-time demand response 
mechanisms, and on the progress of generation additions in New York.7 

The NYISO’s initial report was accepted by the July 19, 2002 Order with the further 
requirement that the NYISO include information on the effects of demand response programs 
on wholesale prices in future reports.8  The September 3, 2002 Order directed the NYISO to 
indicate which proposed generation projects it regards as likely to enter service at the times 
indicated in subsequent reports.9  The October 24, 2003 Order directed the NYISO to include 
more current publicly available information from other NYISO documents regarding the 
progress of generation development in New York.10 

A. Status of NYISO Demand Response Programs for 2003 
 
As in 2002, the NYISO’s three demand response programs for the Summer 2003 

Capability Period included three specific programs: the Emergency Demand Response 
Program (“EDRP”), the Day-Ahead Demand Response Program (“DADRP”), and Installed 
Capacity/ Special Case Resources (ICAP/SCR).   

 
Established under the NYISO’s Market Administration and Control Area Services 

Tariff (“Services Tariff”), the EDRP provides for payments to Curtailment Service Providers 
that voluntarily reduce their Loads at the NYISO’s request to reduce peak demands in the 
NYCA during an Emergency condition.11   Also established under the Services Tariff, the 
                                                 
6  97 FERC ¶  61,095 at 8. [Initial Order] 
7  Id. at 9. [Initial Order] 
8  100 FERC ¶  61,081 at 8. [July 19, 2002 Order] 
9  100 FERC ¶  61,243 at 3. [September 3, 2002 Order] 
10  105 FERC ¶  61,115 at 4. [October 24, 2003 Order] 
11  Under the EDRP, qualified demand resources are paid for reducing their energy 
consumption when the NYISO declares that an operating reserves deficiency or major 
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DADRP allows Demand Side Resources that are qualified to participate in the competitive 
Energy markets to bid Load reductions into the Day-Ahead Energy Markets as if such 
reductions are a competing supply resource.12  Special Case Resources are the distributed 
“behind the meter” generators through which some Demand Reduction Providers achieve the 
Load reductions that are made available to the NYISO.13  Special Case Resources may also 
qualify to provide Installed Capacity (“ICAP”) in the NYISO’s Unforced Capacity markets 
pursuant to the ICAP provisions of the Services Tariff.        

 
In compliance with the Commission’s prior orders in this proceeding, the semi-annual 

reporting information regarding these demand response programs is provided in Attachment I 
to this filing.  Attachment I is a report analyzing participation in all three programs, response 
to reserve deficiency/emergency events, program benefits and impact on LBMP, and proposed 
changes to the EDRP/SCR programs.   

 
In an additional development during 2003 that is not included in Attachment I, the 

New York Public Service Commission (“NYPSC”) instituted a proceeding to evaluate the 
need for changes in the existing voluntary real-time pricing (“RTP”) programs that are 
currently offered by five of the six major electric utilities operating in New York State.  The 
changes under consideration included implementing mandatory RTP programs for certain 
customer classes.  Anticipating the benefits of increased participation in its own demand 
response programs, the NYISO had recommended in its comments to the NYPSC that 
mandatory programs would be appropriate for some customer classes.  The NYPSC issued an 
order on October 30, 2003, however, that directed utilities to place increased emphasis on 
promoting voluntary RTP programs, but did not expand the use of mandatory RTP programs 
at this time.     
 

 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                         
emergency exists.  There is no obligation to respond to the NYISO’s declaration.  
Participation in the program occurs through “Curtailment Services Providers,” which are paid 
$500/MWh for verified load reductions.      
12  The DADRP permits demand resources to submit demand reduction bids in the DAM.  
These bids are treated the same as suppliers’ bids and can set the market clearing price 
13  Under the ICAP/SCR, retail electricity customers are paid for making their load 
reduction capability available over a specified contract period.  Thus, ICAP/SCR participants 
are paid in advance for agreeing in advance to curtail usage during times when the grid could 
be jeopardized.   Unlike, EDRP participants, ICAP/SCR participants are subject to penalties if 
they fail to curtail on the NYISO’s request.   
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B. Status of Addition of New Generation Resources 
 

The NYISO’s semi-annual compliance report regarding the status and progress of the 
development of new generation resources in New York includes: (i) the three tables of data 
contained in Attachments II, III, and IV to this filing and discussed in more detail below; (ii) a 
narrative description of the significant issues currently facing the development of new 
generation resources; and, Attachment V consisting of a “presentation” version of  “Power 
Alert III,” which was released by the NYISO in May of this year and is the third in a series of 
its annual assessments of energy issues facing New York.  The full text of this report is also 
posted on the NYISO’s web site – www.nyiso.com.  

 
1. Attachment II – Forecasted Load and Capacity Data 
 
 Attachment II to this filing presents, in the first table of data, the most recent 

forecasted load and capacity data for New York State as a whole, and for the New York City 
and Long Island Load Zones, for the Summer 2004 Capability Period.14  The second, third, 
and fourth tables in Attachment II identify new generating resources that are currently 
expected to be on line and available by June 2004 for upstate New York, New York City, and 
Long Island, respectively.   

 
As the first table indicates, the statewide need for external resources to balance 

available supplies with forecasted demands for Summer 2004 has increased to 931 MW from 
the prior report’s figure of 703 MW.  New York City’s deficiency for its locational In-City 
capacity requirement has increased slightly from the last report to 260 MW.  Long Island’s 
available supplies, however, continue to slightly exceed its locational capacity requirements.    

 
With respect to changes from the NYISO’s previous semi-annual report, the addition 

of the Athens Generating Plant, located in Greene County, New York, represents the first 
instance of the addition of a new generating resource outside of the constrained New York 
City and Long Island Load Zones in these reports to the Commission.  Located in Load Zone 
F, Athens is a 1,080 MW generating unit that is currently in testing and is expected to be in-
service in early 2004.   

 
As of the date of this report, the NYISO is anticipating a planned 250 MW unit at the 

KeySpan Ravenswood facility to be the only addition of new generation in the New York City 
Load Zone for Summer 2004.  The three gas turbine units that were indicated in the June 2003 
report as being expected for the Summer 2003 period did not, in fact, come into service and 
have been delayed, principally as a result of transmission interconnection limitations.  These 
                                                 
14  Summer Capability Periods are the six-month period from May 1 through October 31 
of each year.  The highest peak demands in the New York Control Area typically occur at 
some point during a Summer Capability Period. 
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previously reported units were indicated as “KIAC @JKF”, Bay Energy @ Gowanus”, and 
NYC Energy @ Kent.”      
  
 Four new gas turbines are expected to be in service by June 2004, as indicated in 
Attachment II.  The KeySpan @ Freeport turbine, previously reported as being available for 
the Summer 2003 period, was delayed to 2004, and the previously reported “PSEG @ North 
Bellport” unit has been delayed beyond 2004.   
 
 
 
 2. Attachment III – Proposed Transmission Interconnection Projects 

 
Attachment III is a four-page table of the most current proposed transmission system 

enhancements in the NYCA.  The data presented in this table has not changed from the 
NYISO’s June 2003 report to the Commission.  While the proposed enhancements in 
Attachment III include some that are proposed transmission upgrades for reasons other than 
new generation, the majority of the proposed projects, in fact, represent new interconnections 
for proposed generation additions.   

 
As indicated on the last page of Attachment III, 25,392 MW of the interconnection 

projects under review for New York are related to potential in-state additions of new 
generation.  This table also indicates, however, that only 6,000 MWs of this planned new 
generation has received the necessary certifications from the New York Public Service 
Commission (“NYPSC”).  Moreover, while the Athens project is anticipated to be in service 
in early 2004, the proposed in-service dates for the other certified projects are in a range of 
one to eight years after 2004. 

 
 
 3. Attachment IV – Table of NYPSC Article X Proceedings 
 
 As in prior reports, for the Commission’s information, the NYISO has also included, 
as Attachment IV to this filing, a four-page table of applications for siting authority for new 
generation currently pending before the New York Department of Public Service (“NYPSC”).  
This table is reproduced from the NYPSC's website and a link to this table is included on the 
home page of the NYISO's website.  This table indicates that approximately 3,100 MWs of 
already certified Article X projects are under construction, with in-service date estimates 
ranging from the third quarter of 2003 to 2006.  According to the NYPSC’s table, the eleven 
certified projects either under construction or pending construction represent an increase of 
one project from the NYISO’s June 2003 report. 
 
 The Commission’s September 3, 2002 Order directed the NYISO, in subsequent 
filings, to indicate which proposed generation projects it regards as “likely” to enter service at 
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the times indicated in the NYISO’s report.15  The projected in-service dates indicated in 
Attachment IV to this report do not differ at this time from the NYISO’s best estimate of when 
proposed projects will be complete based on all publicly available information.  Among other 
things, the NYISO does not have the information about developers’ business strategies, or 
corporate finances, that would be needed to make an informed prediction independent of the 
predictions reflected in Attachment IV.  Consequently, with the limited information available 
to it, the NYISO anticipates that the listed projects will achieve their forecasted in-service 
dates.   
 

 
 
4. Significant Issues Facing the Development of Generation Resources 
 

A. Barriers to Development 
 

Under the best of circumstances, the development of a new generating resource in 
New York State is a challenging undertaking.  Several recent circumstances, however, have 
the potential for creating additional barriers to generation developers and are a concern to the 
NYISO.  These potential barriers, and the NYISO’s response to them, encompass both 
regulatory, business and market issues, and transmission grid operation issues. 

 
(i) Regulatory Uncertainties 
 

As noted in Power Alert III, power plant siting was governed largely by local zoning 
restrictions prior to New York’s adoption of Article X of its Public Service Law.  Article X 
was intended, and has proven to be, a means for expediting the siting process by providing a 
“one-stop” avenue for reviewing and approving power plant site proposals.  This law, 
however, expired on December 31, 2002, and, as yet, has not been renewed by the New York 
State legislature.  Consequently, while the NYPSC will continue its reviews of those projects 
that submitted applications prior to the expiration of the law, it is uncertain whether a similar 
expedited licensing process will be available to future generating project proposals. 

 
Creating additional regulatory uncertainties, which, in turn, discourage investment in 

new generation are the, the unresolved United States Congressional debate over the 
Commission’s Standard Market Design (“SMD”) and the continuing tension over 
jurisdictional issues between Federal and State regulators.  Consequently, the NYISO supports 
the Commission’s efforts to develop standard market rules and anticipates the implementation 
of its own similar SMD 2.0 in the near future.     

 

                                                 
15  100 FERC ¶  61,243 at p. 2. [September 3, 2002 Order] 
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  (ii) Business and Market Issues  
 
In addition to the necessary licenses and permits, new generating projects require 

significant amounts of capital, the availability of which continues to be a concern to both 
developers and the NYISO.  In Power Alert III, the NYISO previously noted that the effects 
of the disclosures of the corporate accounting and financial scandals in the energy and other 
industries and the subsequent severe financial problems of some merchant generation 
companies has impacted the near-term financing for new merchant generation projects.   

 
      The New York energy markets reflect an extremely high level of divestiture of 
generation ownership from traditional operators.  These markets, including the competitive 
markets in neighboring control areas to New York, now govern the entry of new generation in 
New York State.  To ensure that potential developers can, indeed, secure financing and 
construct new generation resources in New York, the NYISO is endeavoring to develop 
market rules that produce effective long-term price signals.  Such price signals will indicate 
market revenues, over the long-run equilibrium, sufficient to cover both the market entry costs 
of new development projects and the ongoing costs of already existing generation units.   
 

The NYISO is concerned, therefore, that in his recently presented Summer 2003 
review of the New York electricity markets, the NYISO’s Independent Market Advisor, Dr. 
David B. Patton concluded that net revenues, defined as market revenues net of operating 
costs, have increased only slightly from 2002 to 2003 for all New York Load Zones.  
Moreover, capacity revenues have slightly declined in 2003 in all Load Zones.  Dr. Patton’s 
analysis also concluded that current market revenues do not provide an adequate economic 
incentive to construct a new gas turbine generator either within or outside of New York City 
at this first-year stage of the three-year phase-in of a new ICAP Demand Curve, discussed 
further below.16  The expectation, however, is that market revenues would be sufficient with 
the completion of the Demand Curve phase-in period.    

   
 Accordingly, a significant portion of the NYISO’s organization resources have and 
will continue to be devoted to developing and implementing market rules and structures that 
will provide economically efficient price signals that will provide opportunities for market 
revenues sufficient to sustain existing generation and attract new generation development.  For 
example, as referenced above, the implementation of the NYISO’s SMD 2.0, which includes a 
new Real-Time Scheduling component, will not only move New York closer to the 
Commission’s vision of standardized markets, but is designed to provide more efficient price 
signals.  Existing generators have been concerned that price signals during supply scarcity 
conditions in New York have not consistently reflected those scarcity conditions, and both 
                                                 
16  Summer 2003 Review of the New York Electricity Markets, presented to October 21, 
2003, Joint NYISO Board of Directors and Management Committee Meeting, by  
Dr. David B. Patton, Independent Market Advisor. 
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SMD 2.0 and earlier discrete market rule changes already implemented by the NYISO are 
intended to provide peak demand price signals that adequately reflect the resulting scarcity of 
energy supplies. 
 
 The Commission’s approval earlier this year of demand pricing curves for New York’s 
Installed Capacity markets is another example of an effort to develop market rules that will 
provide market revenues that reflect workable competition while providing economic 
incentives for new investment.17  The Commission specifically found that an ICAP Demand 
Curve will provide better price signals to investors for the construction of new generation, 
encourage the formation of long-term bilateral transactions (which should further encourage 
investors), and reduce incentives to withhold capacity.18  Unforced Capacity Deliverability 
Rights (“UDRs”), designed within the NYISO’s governance process and also approved by the 
Commission earlier this year, will provide another tool for Installed Capacity suppliers, both 
current and future, to make their capacity available in the NYISO’s historically constrained 
and, thus, higher-revenue Load Zones. 
 
 
    (iii) Transmission Grid Issues 
 
 As the NYISO has noted in numerous venues including Power Alert III, an efficient 
transmission grid is a necessary component of competitive wholesale markets.  Thus, the 
NYISO noted with concern in Power Alert III that transmission expansion in New York is still 
being driven primarily by reliability needs and the interconnection of new generation 
resources.  Conversely, no major proposals for upgrades to the bulk power high-voltage 
alternating current network to enhance market efficiency and reduce congestion are currently 
in the licensing or construction process in New York.   
 
     In Power Alert III, the NYISO included numerous recommendations with respect to 
transmission issues, including developing increased transmission capability for congested 
zones, implementing a transmission expansion planning process that facilitates new 
transmission investment, and addressing cost allocation formulas and cost recovery 
mechanisms in appropriate forums. 
 
 Currently, the NYISO has undertaken or is participating in specific efforts impacting 
each of the earlier recommendations.  The NYISO is encouraging and, where possible, 
facilitating the development and operation of new high-voltage direct current transmission 
projects that are designed to provide additional capacity in the congested New York City and 
Long Island Load Zones.  With the full participation of Market Participants through its 
governance process, the NYISO is presently developing changes to the transmission 
                                                 
17  103 FERC ¶  61,201 (May 20, 2003.) 
18  Id. at 1. 
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expansion planning process to facilitate the expansion of New York’s transmission grid.  
Likewise, transmission expansion cost allocation formulas are being reviewed and amended in 
that process.  The NYISO is conducting an extensive stakeholder consultation process during 
the course of developing its compliance filing with the Commission’s generic Transmission 
Interconnection Order.  Finally, the NYISO is endeavoring to provide the Commission with a 
sound basis for resolving specific disputes in the transmission planning and cost allocation 
arena, such as in the current proceeding before the Commission regarding transmission cost 
allocation issues during 2001.19   
 
 Specific generator concerns with respect to transmission expansion and 
interconnection have also been noted to the NYISO.  For example, during the course of a 
NYISO analysis of selected bulk power substations that may require increases in circuit 
breaker capacities based on the Summer 2003 Capability Period, referred to as a “Short 
Circuit Assessment,” numerous issues of dispute have arisen between Transmission Owners 
and generators in the relevant working groups and committees.  Generators were also 
concerned during 2003 with delays in the completion of the transmission enhancements 
necessary to accommodate the interconnection of new generators, which resulted in the 
NYISO’s Operating Committee being required to establish system operation protocols that 
deviate from Day-Ahead Schedules for certain generators in the event of transmission 
constraints.   
   

5. Status of New Generation Development – Conclusion 
 
The NYISO noted in Power Alert III that New York should set a goal of bringing an 

additional 5,000 to 7,000 MW of new generation on-line by 2008 to enhance reliability, 
increase competition, and deliver environmental benefits through the retirement of older, more 
polluting generating units.  The NYISO noted at the same time, however, that after the 
completion of the current “bubble” of approximately 2,500 to 3,500 of generating projects that 
will likely be constructed, there is little evidence that serious consideration is being given to 
developing other additional new generation in New York.  This continuing shortfall will 
continue to be the principal driver behind the NYISO’s efforts to enhance its demand response 
programs and to develop and implement market rules that encourage new investment. 

                                                 
19  See, KeySpan Energy Development Corporation, et. al. v. New York Independent 
System Operator, Inc., FERC Docket No. EL02-125-000. 
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V. Federal Register Notice 

A form of Federal Register Notice is provided herewith.  A diskette of the Notice is 
also provided in WordPerfect format. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
      /s/ Robert E. Fernandez    
      Counsel for 
      New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
 
Robert E. Fernandez, General Counsel and Secretary 
Gerald R. Deaver, Senior Attorney 
New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
3890 Carman Road 
Schenectady, NY  12303 
 
cc: Daniel L. Larcamp, Director Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates, Room 8A-01, 
  Tel. (202) 502-6700 
 Alice M. Fernandez, Director Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates -- East  
  Division, Room 71-31, Tel. (202) 502-8284 
 Robert E. Pease, Acting Director of Division of Enforcement, Office of Market  
  Oversight and Enforcement, Room 52-41, Tel. (202) 502-8131 
 Michael A. Bardee, Lead Counsel for Markets, Tariffs and Rates, Room 101-09, 
  Tel. (202) 502-8068 
 Stanley P. Wolf, Office of the General Counsel, Room 101-03,  
  Tel. (202) 502-8891 
 
 
 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon each person that 

has executed a Service Agreement under the NYISO’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or 

Market Administration and Control Area Services Tariff, in accordance with the requirements of 

Rule 2010 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.2010 (20001). 

Dated at Washington, D.C. this 1st day of December, 2003. 

 

     /s/ Ted J. Murphy   
     Ted J. Murphy 
     Hunton & Williams 
     1900 K Street, N.W. 
     Washington, DC 20006-1109 
     (202) 955-1588 
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New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
Semi-Annual Compliance Report on Demand Response Programs and 
the Addition of New Generation 
FERC Docket No.  ER-3001-00      

 
NYISO 2003 Demand Response Programs 

 
I. Emergency Demand Response and Special Case Resource 

Installed Capacity Programs 
 

 
 The NYISO’s Emergency Demand Response Program (EDRP) provides 
participants an opportunity to earn the greater of $500/MWh or the prevailing LBMP for 
curtailments provided when the NYISO calls upon them.   There are no consequences for 
enrolled participants that fail to curtail.   EDRP curtailments, until this year, were called 
in conjunction with the dispatch of Special Case Resource (SCR) curtailments. 

The Installed Capacity/Special Case Resources program allows customers that 
can meet certification requirements to offer unforced capacity (UCAP) to Load Serving 
Entities (LSEs) and to the six-month strip and the monthly reconfiguration auctions that 
are administered by the NYISO.   Participants are obligated to curtail when called upon to 
do so with two or more hour’s notice, provided that they were notified the day ahead of 
the possibility of such a call.   Failure to curtail could result in penalties administered 
under the ICAP program that can exceed the amount the participant received initially as 
an ICAP payment.  Curtailments were called when reserve shortages were anticipated, 
and, until this year, all participants were expected to comply. 
 

 A.  Participation 

 A total of thirty Curtailment Service Providers (CSPs) offer programs that deliver 
the NYISO’s Emergency Demand Response Program (EDRP) and Special Case Resource 
ICAP program (SCR) to retail customers, comprised of: 

•  Eight transmission owners 
•  Eight load serving entities unaffiliated with transmission owners 
•  Eight aggregators 
•  Six EDRP/SCR direct customers 

Non-Transmission Owner providers currently sponsor 55.8 percent of the total 
EDRP/SCR registered megawatts. 
 

The NYISO has incorporated the small customer aggregation requirements into 
EDRP.   To date, two Transmission Owner (TO) direct load control programs (Long 
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Island Power Authority and Consolidated Edison) are enrolled and both participated in 
the August 15 EDRP call (discussed further below). 
 
 
 
 

B.  EDRP and SCR Events in 2003 
 

1.  August 15, 2003 
 

The New York Control Area was still in the restoration process following the 
August 14 Northeast Blackout.  As discussed in greater detail in the Program Impacts 
section, below, NYISO Operators were continuing the process of restoring load in 
portions of New York City and southeastern New York.  As the bulk power system was 
still maintaining a precarious balance between load and generation, Operators continued 
to believe that efforts to keep load as low as possible remained a prudent approach.  
Public officials were asked to continue public appeals for residents and businesses across 
the state to avoid all non-essential use of electricity.  As part of this effort, all EDRP and 
SCR customers across the state were notified at 7:31 a.m. on August 15 that all of their 
registered capability would be needed beginning at 10:00 a.m. and continuing until 11:00 
p.m. of August 15.  This notification allowed customers the two hours advance notice 
provided under EDRP and SCR program rules.   
 

With load beginning to pick up, all EDRP and SCR customers were notified at 9. 
a.m. that they should respond immediately with their maximum performance until 11:00 
p.m.  Although this immediate activation did not provide the customary two-hour 
advance notice stipulated in the EDRP and SCR program rules, since SCR resources had 
not been provided with the 22-hour notice required to make performance mandatory, all 
performance on August 15 was fully voluntary. 
 

Customer responses through the Notification Manager system (see discussion 
below) indicated an expected response of 593.9 MW.  This is very close to the 563 MW 
peak response achieved by the same companies that responded to the notice, and 
compares favorably to the same companies’ 497 MW average response.   
 

At 1:22 p.m., all EDRP and SCR customers were notified that all of their 
registered capacity was likely to be needed the following day (August 16) from 10:00 
a.m.  through 11:59 p.m.  This notice provided SCR resources with the requisite 21-hour 
advance notice required to make performance mandatory.   
 
As shown in Table 1, EDRP response rates were comparable with those seen in past years 
(~48%).  However, August 15 SCR response rates were well below the ~80% averages 
seen historically.  Deeper investigation of the data suggests that the chaotic situation 
surrounding the blackout is likely responsible.  For example, while the average EDRP 
response rate appears typical, it masks the fact that many resources provided little or no 
reduction, while others provided many times their registered amounts.  The operations of 
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the former were likely still disrupted by the lingering effects of the blackout and, not 
focused on shedding load they may only have restored a few hours before.  Meanwhile, 
the over-performers were likely those who had not yet resumed normal operation 
following restoration of service. 

 
 
 

 
 

Table 1 – EDRP Response by Zone, August 15, 2002 Event 
 

 
The same observation with respect to over- and under-performers applies to SCR resources 

as well.  However, in this case the significant decline in response from these normally very reliable 
resources may more clearly indicate the disruptive effect that the blackout had on participants’ 
ability to respond, particularly given the fact that, due to the immediate activation with less than 
two hours advance notice, the response of SCR resources was voluntary. 

 
 

Program Zone
MW 
Registered 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Payment

EDRP A 152.2 97.7 99.7 104.6 105.0 104.6 110.7 112.9 110.0 107.3 107.2 105.4 104.5 107.5 103.0 $739,973
EDRP B 33.1 18.2 23.1 25.5 26.9 27.5 27.5 28.5 28.1 28.4 28.4 29.4 28.6 28.0 27.9 $188,066
EDRP C 38.7 13.2 17.6 20.1 20.3 20.0 19.8 19.3 18.2 17.7 16.4 16.4 15.6 15.2 14.6 $122,278
EDRP D 219.4 7.7 6.5 5.4 5.6 83.2 4.1 4.3 7.4 6.0 6.7 6.8 7.2 7.7 6.9 $82,705
EDRP E 71.6 22.0 22.9 24.6 31.7 31.2 31.6 31.6 30.8 29.6 28.9 28.4 28.3 28.3 27.7 $198,792
EDRP F 72.3 48.9 56.8 57.5 50.7 54.9 60.0 60.8 58.6 53.4 50.5 48.6 49.0 55.5 52.5 $378,902
EDRP G 55.4 34.5 37.4 36.2 34.4 29.0 25.5 22.9 22.1 20.1 18.9 21.7 22.7 19.9 18.4 $181,805
EDRP H 7.2 3.8 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.6 3.2 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.6 $21,419
EDRP I 17.9 12.8 13.4 13.8 14.6 14.6 15.1 15.3 14.4 11.8 10.6 10.0 6.2 4.3 20.3 $88,612
EDRP J 106.8 64.8 61.2 53.9 54.6 69.5 93.9 97.0 94.4 120.5 135.0 162.7 175.9 167.2 154.2 $752,439
EDRP K 179.7 46.9 52.2 65.0 74.5 82.9 92.1 94.7 72.0 74.4 61.4 53.1 48.4 43.1 37.2 $449,022

954.2 370.4 393.6 409.8 421.4 520.6 484.0 490.5 458.7 472.0 466.4 485.3 489.3 479.6 466.3 $3,204,014

SCR A 333.0 146.8 183.3 188.4 191.8 192.8 195.7 195.2 192.6 190.0 189.0 188.4 187.3 187.4 184.8 $1,221,598
SCR B 30.2 1.9 2.8 3.7 8.0 8.8 7.1 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.4 7.6 5.8 5.1 4.2 $42,742
SCR C 75.6 37.6 38.1 36.2 42.8 43.3 40.7 47.9 47.1 46.7 45.9 43.0 42.2 50.8 51.9 $303,506
SCR D 108.6 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.9 2.1 2.1 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.0 0.4 $8,254
SCR E 12.0 2.7 5.2 5.5 5.8 8.6 8.5 6.4 5.3 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.9 4.8 4.9 $35,775
SCR F 53.5 31.6 34.4 33.5 34.1 33.0 31.6 30.4 25.5 26.7 27.2 29.6 30.7 29.4 25.8 $204,240
SCR H 2.4 1.3 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.2 1.6 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 $7,548
SCR I 8.0 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 $2,847
SCR J 126.7 64.8 66.6 68.7 73.9 71.6 71.0 69.5 76.6 74.0 62.5 59.3 57.9 57.5 50.6 $428,840
SCR K 7.1 3.6 3.7 4.2 5.2 6.3 6.8 6.8 6.5 6.4 6.4 6.8 7.3 7.2 7.2 $42,157

757.1 290.6 336.5 342.9 364.9 368.9 366.0 368.1 364.6 359.1 346.4 342.5 339.5 344.8 331.3 $2,297,508
TOTAL
NYCA 1,711.3 661.0 730.0 752.7 786.2 889.5 850.0 858.6 823.3 831.1 812.8 827.9 828.8 824.4 797.6 $5,501,522

Actual MWh Reduction - Hour Beginning:August 15, 2003
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Table 2 – Real-Time LBMP During August 15, 2003 EDRP Event 
 
 

Figures 1 and 3 show that the sources of verified and paid demand reduction during the 
August 15 and 16 events, respectively.  They indicate that within EDRP, on-site generation 
continues to make up a significant proportion of the overall resource mix.  However, Figures 2 and 
4, indicate the extent to which on-site generation is becoming more concentrated in the Upstate 
region. 
 
 

2.  August 16, 2003 
 

By the morning of August 16, service had been fully restored to essentially all 
loads in the state.  However, the NYISO was still operating in Major Emergency mode, 
Real-Time markets were still suspended and system restoration in Ontario was not yet 
complete.  As a result, system operators and government officials continued to call for 
customers to curtail unnecessary demand.   
 

All EDRP and SCR customers across the state were notified at 11:19 a.m. that all 
of their registered capability would be needed immediately and continuing until 10:00 
p.m.  This notification did not provide customers the two hours advance notice provided 
under EDRP and SCR program rules. 
 
 
 

15-Aug
Zone 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

A 56.77 56.71 58.4 60.82 71.02 75.97 64.61 65.37 66.05 58.4 56.26 59.66 50.26 49.45
B 58.63 58.87 60.49 62.36 73.3 78.86 66.5 67.65 68.91 61.13 58.53 61.96 51.76 50.86
C 58.37 58.97 60.64 62.79 73.52 78.47 67.14 67.94 69.27 62.15 59.21 62.9 52.35 51
D 56.64 57.42 58.02 59.26 70.12 75.3 63.51 64.47 67.38 60.5 58.46 61.86 51.01 49.34
E 59.61 60.13 60.94 62.51 73.76 79.18 66.71 67.62 70.29 63.02 60.85 64.52 53.1 51.8
F 62.27 61.96 62.4 63.83 76.29 82.51 67.75 68.85 73.96 69.46 63.7 67.25 54.66 54.41
G 65.11 74.18 84.84 95.46 100.33 99.21 101.93 101.21 84.8 82.36 68.66 77.32 68.76 57.12
H 65.69 76 88.29 99.1 103.7 102.31 106.02 105.14 99.31 83.56 69.21 78.23 70.24 57.57
I 66.69 77.22 89.88 100.59 105.42 104.12 107.88 106.98 100.74 84.8 70.23 79.39 71.33 58.44
J 108.7 126.16 148.25 134.49 150.77 159.23 151.84 151.04 137.71 110.27 107.54 109.79 108.11 94.82
K 76.39 88.81 97.49 102.97 110.39 111.31 110.45 111.48 106.17 92.04 87.58 91.85 90.93 80.3

Real-Time Hourly Integrated Hourly Price - Hour Beginning:
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Figure 1 – August 15 EDRP/SCR Participation by Load Reduction Type 
 

At 11:20 a.m., all EDRP and SCR customers were notified that all of their 
registered capacity was likely to be needed the following day (August 17) from 12:00 
p.m. until 10:00 p.m.  This notice provided SCR resources with the requisite 21-hour 
advance notice required for mandatory performance.  Due to improved system conditions 
and moderate weather, the program was not activated on August 17.   
 

Customer responses through the Notification Manager system (see discussion below) 
indicated an expected response of 589.6 MW.  In this case, unlike August 15, the actual peak 
response of the responding companies was significantly lower – on the order of 400 MW.  Their 
average response was only 351 MW. 
 

It appears that this relatively low response can be attributed to a number of factors.  First, 
this was the first time that the programs had ever been activated on a weekend day and it is likely 
for a variety of reasons that weekend responses are likely to be lower than weekday responses.  
Second, based on the immediate activation, without the requisite two-hour notice, responses for 
SCR resources were again voluntary, muting incentives to respond.  Third, it is likely that many 
participants were simply fatigued from the trials of the previous two days.   
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Figure 2 – On-Site Generation Participating in August 15 Event, by Zone 

 
Table 3 – EDRP and SCR Response by Zone, August 16, 2003 Event 
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Program Zone
MW 
Registered 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Payment

EDRP A 152.2 69.2 69.8 69.4 69.0 69.0 68.5 67.2 66.0 $274,053
EDRP B 33.1 26.3 27.3 28.1 27.3 26.4 26.5 27.2 26.6 $107,800
EDRP C 38.7 4.2 4.9 5.8 6.1 6.9 7.0 6.0 5.7 $23,319
EDRP D 219.4 4.1 40.1 3.0 0.9 1.2 0.7 0.7 0.9 $25,789
EDRP E 71.6 7.1 8.6 8.2 11.8 8.7 7.4 7.9 8.3 $66,714
EDRP F 72.3 30.3 29.8 29.3 29.5 26.0 27.2 25.0 27.1 $112,106
EDRP G 55.4 10.2 14.2 14.8 13.4 16.0 15.4 12.2 12.5 $54,385
EDRP H 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 $425
EDRP I 17.9 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 $1,460
EDRP J 106.8 16.2 14.8 14.2 13.7 14.0 11.1 9.3 9.2 $51,179
EDRP K 179.7 1.9 2.5 6.3 8.7 9.1 9.3 7.3 6.2 $25,640

954.2 170.0 212.5 179.5 180.8 177.7 173.5 163.4 163.0 $742,872

SCR A 333.0 191.7 199.8 198.5 181.3 175.8 173.4 171.7 170.6 $678,706
SCR B 30.2 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.2 $4,955
SCR C 75.6 38.6 36.5 27.7 29.4 39.2 41.4 36.9 35.9 $142,261
SCR D 108.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 $18
SCR E 12.0 0.8 1.3 1.4 1.6 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.1 $4,164
SCR F 53.5 31.6 33.9 33.6 33.7 33.1 34.4 34.6 33.9 $132,418
SCR H 2.4 0.2 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 $1,812
SCR I 8.0 0.4 1.0 3.4 3.4 2.0 0.4 0.4 0.4 $3,820
SCR J 126.7 26.7 29.0 30.2 32.5 32.8 32.6 32.0 30.7 $108,285
SCR K 7.1 1.2 5.3 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.6 $23,544

757.1 292.7 308.8 303.7 290.9 292.7 291.9 285.4 281.3 $1,099,983
TOTAL
NYCA 1,711.3 462.7 521.3 483.2 471.7 470.3 465.4 448.8 444.3 $1,842,855

August 16, 2003 Actual MWh Reduction - Hour Beginning:
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Table 4 – Real-Time LBMP During August 16, 2003 EDRP Event 

 

16-Aug
Zone 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

A 83.31 85.43 85.42 85.41 85.42 80.02 71 64.43
B 89.67 91.93 92.15 92.11 92.15 86 76.92 69.74
C 88.79 91.15 91.33 91.33 91.36 85.2 76.17 69.16
D 86.89 89.27 89.45 89.37 89.36 83.15 74.75 67.93
E 90.24 92.7 92.71 92.73 92.72 86.31 77.41 70.34
F 93.05 95.64 95.87 95.91 95.93 89.28 80.09 72.82
G 98.46 101.18 101.42 101.41 101.41 94.29 84.56 76.8
H 97.47 100.12 100.38 100.38 100.34 93.25 83.68 75.98
I 98.88 101.57 101.79 101.79 101.79 94.56 84.85 77.05
J 104.51 106.35 106.52 106.52 106.49 101.44 94.99 89.48
K 100.05 102.4 102.72 102.39 102.61 94.61 85.15 76.77

Real-Time Integrated Hourly Price - Hour Beginning:
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Figure 3 – August 16 EDRP/SCR Participation by Load Reduction Type  
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Figure 4 – On-Site Generation Participating in August 16 Event, by Zone 

 
 
 

3.  Program Payment Rules Applicable to the Blackout 
 

During August 15 and 16 EDRP/SCR events, the NYISO Real-Time markets that normally 
apply to the pricing of EDRP and SCR resources were suspended.  The NYISO Day-Ahead 
markets continued to run normally.  Under the special financial settlement rules for the restoration 
period that were developed by the NYISO and reviewed with Commission Staff, it was decided 
that the Real-Time prices applicable to NYISO settlements would be set equal to the 
corresponding Day-Ahead prices that had been established prior to the event, as these were 
deemed to be most indicative of what competitive market prices would have been but for the 
system disturbance.  Accordingly, the NYISO’s scarcity pricing rules were not invoked and prices 
during the two events averaged approximately $100/MWh as shown in Tables 2 and 4, above. 
 

EDRP resources are guaranteed to receive the higher of real-time LBMP or 
$500/MWh payment for their reductions.  However, under the new program rules for 
2003, SCR resources are guaranteed to receive the higher of real-time LBMP or their 
strike price, measured over the duration of the event.  Because scarcity-pricing rules were 
not invoked, including those that would normally set real-time prices at $500/MWh 
whenever EDRP is invoked, SCR resources with strike prices below $500/MWh were 
paid less than EDRP resources.  Those whose strike prices were below LBMP received 
the LBMP for their reduction.   
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In addition to the direct pricing effects of the blackout settlement rules, another 
requirement was deemed to be necessary to protect the integrity and intent of the EDRP 
and SCR programs.  This requirement stemmed from the fact that most loads in New 
York State lost power and many were still without power during the period covered by 
the August 15 EDRP/SCR activation. 
 

It was determined that EDRP and SCR resources should be paid for actual 
performance, that is taking affirmative steps to curtail demand (whether through demand 
reduction or the operation of generation) to reduce load on the system.  However, where a 
participant’s load was zero simply because service in their area had not yet been restored, 
it was determined that there was no actual performance and that energy payments under 
the programs would be inappropriate.   
 

Accordingly, where a participant’s event report indicated a zero metered load 
during any event hour on August 15 or 16, the reporting CSP was required to provide 
evidence acceptable to the NYISO that service had been restored.  Where such evidence 
was not provided, reported performance was adjusted to zero.  The response and payment 
figures presented in Tables 1 and 3, reflect the application of this policy.   
 
 

C.  The RETX Notification System 
 

2003 was the first year in which the NYISO used the RETX automated notification system 
to alert EDRP and SCR customers that the programs would be needed the following day and to 
communicate the actual activation notices to customers on a two-hour ahead basis and, in this case, 
an immediate basis as well. 
 

Previously, NYISO staff was required to phone and email the program instructions to 
customers, a time-consuming and inefficient process.  The “RETX Notification Manager” allows 
NYISO program administrators or system operators to issue program notifications and activations 
via both email and automated telephonic means. 
 

As program participants are registered, the Notification Manager, a secure web-based 
application hosted by RETX, is pre-loaded with the size, location, program association, and strike 
price of each of more than 1,500 resources.  When program activation is expected to be required, 
NYISO users are able to input the amount and location of demand reduction desired.  To the extent 
that the NYISO is seeking less than the full amount of EDRP and/or SCR in a given zone, the 
program is capable of dispatching less than the full amount of SCR in a given zone, based upon the 
strike prices submitted (lowest strike prices are dispatched first).  The amount of curtailment 
requested from CSPs is communicated to each CSP via automated emails and phone calls to 
designated contacts.  In the latter case, the message indicating the requested MW reductions in 
each zone is converted into a computerized voice message.  Customers are then asked to click on a 
hyperlink in their notification email that takes them to a secure website where they input their 
expected demand response.  This information is then made available to NYISO staff via a secure 
web page. 
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Following the August EDRP/SCR events, participants indicated that the system worked as 
planned and very rapidly communicated the NYISO’s needs out to the curtailment service 
providers (CSPs) and in turn allowed the CSPs to communicate their expected demand response 
back to the NYISO. 
 
 

D.  Market Impacts 
 

In past EDRP evaluations, the focus has been on estimating the value of 
curtailments by imputing a cost to what might have transpired otherwise; i.e., what would 
have happened if these customers had not been curtailed?  Specifically, the analysis 
sought to isolate the improvement to system reliability, measured in the reduction of the 
loss of load probability, associated with the EDRP-induced curtailments.  Because of the 
nonlinear relationship between operating reserves and the likelihood that demand can not 
be served, the lower the level of reserves, the greater the improvement in loss-of-load-
probability (LOLP) for a given amount of load curtailments.  The change in the measure 
of LOLP establishes an expectation regarding the reliability all consumers realized.   

 
The value of un-served energy is used as a measure of the benefits provided by 

EDRP/SCR resources during the restoration period, and is given by the product of: 
•  The change in LOLP due to the use of EDRP/SCR, 
•  The amount of load that would otherwise have been subject to an outage, and 
•  The value of lost load (in $/kWh) 

 
The latter is a measure of the cost consumers incur when their service is curtailed 

under such circumstances.  This methodology utilizes time-honored methods for valuing 
reliability.  In past practice, it’s application has been feasible and compelling since EDRP 
curtailment events corresponded to times when reserves were short, and therefore of 
marginal value.    

 
In addition to the reliability benefits, past evaluations of EDRP performance have 

estimated the impact of curtailments on prevailing Real-Time Market (RTM) LBMPs.  In 
some instances, and this was the case quite often in 2002, the dispatch of the entire stock 
of EDRP resources was more than needed.  The method described above takes that 
explicitly into account in establishing the LOLP improvement.   
 
 

E.  A new Challenge: the 2003 Blackout 
 
The method described above, however, is not directly applicable when assessing 

the value of EDRP and ICAP/SCR curtailments undertaken on August 15 and 16.   On 
August 15, system operators declared an EDRP and SCR emergency event as part of their 
effort to restore the bulk power grid in the wake the loss of power to most of the NYCA 
grid.  On August 16th, the NYISO system was completely “re-energized,” but system 
operators, so as to have more comfortable reserves available in the face of still uncertain 
and less than normal operating circumstances, again invoked the EDRP and SCR 
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programs.  While the valuation method utilized in previous year was applicable to the 
second day’s circumstances, it was not amenable to valuing curtailments when customers 
were still without power.    

 
Under conditions when load is being restored step by step, the value of 

curtailments undertaken by EDRP and SCR customers is that they allow other customers 
to get back online faster; it moves them from a situation of no power, where LOLP is 
equal to one, to a more, if not completely normal state where they enjoy reliable electric 
service.  In this case, each curtailed MWh corresponds to moving another MWh from the 
state where its LOLP is one and the expected unserved energy is equal to the load it 
would use, if it could.  In other words, there is a one-to-one correlation between DADRP 
and ICAP/SCR curtailments and the corresponding expected unserved energy.  With this 
unique relationship established, valuing these curtailments can then be accomplished by 
invoking the usual practice of multiplying this quantity by the value of lost load.   

 
In past analyses, a range of value-of-lost-load (VOLL) values has been used to 

reflect the wide variance in the estimates of the cost to customers of forced outages.  The 
literature seems to suggest that in cases where such outages are of relatively short 
duration, for example achieved by rolling blackouts that move across the population, on 
average, customers can adapt in ways that mitigate the costs somewhat.  In such 
circumstances, using the lower range of values that have been proposed, or VOLL, is 
appropriate.  Where the outage is widespread and of an extended duration, in which case 
customers have little recourse except to withstand the hardships, higher VOLL would 
seem to be applicable. 

 
F.  Estimates of the Value of EDRP and ICAP/SCR Curtailments  

 
To quantify the benefits of curtailments undertaken by EDRP and ICAP/SCR 

participants on August 15 and 16, the days were treated as separate system states.  On 
August 15, when the system was being rebuilt, curtailments were credited with a one-for-
one improvement in expected un-served energy and the LOLP was set at $5.00/kWh.  
One the second day, the conventional partial improvement in LOLP methodology was 
employed.  Curtailments were compared to reserve needs for each hour, and only those 
that were needed to maintain typical reserve requirements were considered as needed and 
valued.  Measuring the hour-by-hour contribution to LOLP improvement was not 
practical given the state of the system.  Given the state of the bulk power system on 
August 16th, a more conservative estimate for the amount of expected un-served energy is 
used and assumes the change in LOLP to be 0.20 and the load at risk of an outage was set 
at 3% of real-time system load in each event hour.  Moreover, because the system was 
still considered to be less than robust, the same $5.00/kWh VOLL value was applied to 
the expected calculated change in expected un-served energy.   
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Table 5: Estimated Reliability Benefits during 2003 EDRP & 

ICAP SCR Events–Value of Estimated Unused Energy(VEUE) 

Date VEUE 

($M) 

Energy 

Payments ($M) 

Benefit 

Cost Ratio 

  

August 15 50.8 5.9 8.7 

August 16 3.5  1.7 1.7 

 
 

Table 5 displays the estimated EDRP and ICAP/SCR benefits for the two days.  
The table also displays the payments made to those that curtailed, and the ration of 
benefits to costs.  On the second day, net benefits were positive, but the benefit/cost ratio 
is more modest.  Very conservative assumptions were employed in the second day 
valuation, especially with regard to determining what amount of the curtailments was 
needed.  In some hours, the needed reserves standard employed resulted in only a small 
fraction of the curtailed loads being assigned a value.  Those more familiar with the state 
of the system might argue that any reserves were welcomed and were used and useful, 
and customers weary of coping without power might have been inclined to pay several 
times more to avoid yet another outage. 
 
 
 

G.  Impact of EDRP and SCR Program Changes on Participation 
 

The NYISO implemented several EDRP and SCR program changes in 2003, 
including: 

 
1. EDRP and SCR were uncoupled requiring that customers be enrolled in only one 

in any time period1; 
2. The SCR curtailment capability, in a zone or system-wide, could be partially 

deployed during an event, either by calling all of the capability in some zones but 
not others, or by calling only part of the capability within certain zones.  This 
change could result in only some participants being called to curtail; 

3. To implement a partial dispatch, SCR customers were required to nominate a 
strike price at which they would be dispatched during those events where not all-

                                                 
1 Sequencing protocols determined under which program a participant was paid when a day-ahead DADRP 
scheduled curtailment became coincident with a same-day invoked EDRP or ICAP/SCR event and the 
participant was jointly registered.  Participants’ performance was first credited to DADRP obligations, with 
any remaining performance being credited to EDRP or SCR. 
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available curtailment capability was needed.  That price was capped at 
$500/MWH; and 

4. During SCR curtailments, those called upon to curtail were eligible for an energy 
payment that is the higher of their nominated strike price to the prevailing LBMP, 
measured over the duration of the event. 

 
In addition, changes in market operating protocols had implications for demand 

response program participation and performance, specifically: 
 

1. SCR and EDRP resources could set LBMP when dispatched.  Consequently, the 
SCR dispatch strike price (which could be as high as $500/MWH) or the EDRP 
floor price ($500/MWH) could set the real-time LBMP.  This protocol could 
result in higher prices during those periods when EDRP and SCR are dispatched 
than was the case in previous years. 

2. The ICAP spot market auction created a more robust monthly spot market that 
was expected to raise the clearing prices that SCR resources are paid when they 
sell into that auction.  This was expected to make SCR participation more 
attractive. 

 
To evaluate the impact of program changes on participation in 2003, two 

initiatives were undertaken.  First, a survey was administered to the entities that recruit 
customers to participate in demand response programs to characterize how the changes 
impacted their recruiting efforts and program administration.  Second, a detailed retention 
and migration study tracked changes in program participation from previous years to 
establish any patterns that might be attributable to the program changes.  While no effort 
was made to sort out the separate impacts of the general protocol changes, their influence 
can be implied by some of the behaviors observed.   
 

To assess how the program changes implemented in 2003 would impact 
participation, it was hypothesized that the changes in EDRP and SCR would have at least 
three distinct impacts, specifically: 

a. Uncoupling would result in the migration of EDRP participants to SCR because 
of the greater benefit/risk ratio created by the combination of the SCR first and as 
needed dispatch rule and the implementation of energy payments for SCR 
curtailments; 

b. The requirement that SCR participants nominate a curtailment strike price would 
complicate recruitment and possibly act as deterrent to participation; and, 

c. SCR participant strike price nominations would be clustered around very low 
(near zero) and very high (close to the $500/MWH bid cap) levels, the former 
from customers that are sure they can comply and want to be asked to curtail so 
they are paid the energy payment and the latter reflecting some customers’ efforts 
to limit their curtailment exposure.   
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H.  Survey of Demand Response Providers 
 
To assess the impact of the new demand response program provisions on 

recruitment, a survey was administered to the entities that market the NYISO’s demand 
response programs; regulated and competitive load serving entities (LSEs) and 
curtailment service providers.  The survey was administered in the fall of 2003 so that the 
summer’s program history would be factored into respondents’ assessment of the 
program provisions. 
 

I.  The Survey Respondents 
 
There were 13 survey respondents, including five (5) LSEs (two regulated and 

three competitive), six (6) demand response providers, and one (1) retail customer and 
one (1) institutional respondent.   All but two indicated that they had recruited customers 
to participate in at least one of the NYISO demand response programs available in 2003.  
Some are also active in similar programs offered by PJM Interconnection and ISO-NE.   
Most (83%) reported enrolling customers in SCR, and half sponsored customer 
participation in EDRP.   
 

J.  EDRP Experiences 
 
Seven of the survey 12 respondents that are active in promoting some aspect of 

the NYISO’s demand response program indicated that they recruited customers to 
participate in EDRP in 2003.  Most indicated that they expected that the benefits of 
participation would be lower in 2003 than they were in 2002.  It is not surprising that 
these entities expected lower EDRP benefits in 2003.  One important change in the EDRP 
program was that as a consequence of decoupling SCR, the dispatch rules were changed 
so that if the situation allowed, SCR resources would be called first, and EDRP 
curtailments only if they were needed.   
 

When asked about how the EDRP uncoupling affected their marketing efforts in 
2003, five answered that they experienced no change as a result, one said that it made its 
marketing efforts easier, and two reported that it made it more difficult to market 
participation in EDRP.  Most of the EDRP marketers said that customers that had 
participated in EDRP previous to 2003 were satisfied with the 2003 offering.  One said 
that such customers were highly satisfied and one reported that its customers were very 
dissatisfied.   
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K.  SCR Experiences 
 
Ten of twelve respondents reported that they recruited customers to SCR, half of 

them being demand response providers.  Eight respondents reported that customers found 
nominating a curtailment strike price either not difficult at all, or only somewhat difficult, 
while two said that customers found it difficult.  Most felt that if the new energy payment 
provisions of SCR were eliminated, that participation would decrease, with estimates of 
that reduction ranging from 50 to 75% of the amount that enrolled in 2003. 
 

Respondents were asked to indicate how they arranged to achieve SCR 
curtailments in the case where not all of the available curtailments were needed.  Two 
said they adopted a round-robin dispatch and two reported that they had adopted the 
alternative offered, prorating the curtailment proportionally to all participants.  Four 
others responded that they had adopted neither method.  Most (eight of 10 responses) said 
they liked the existing practice, which is to have each individual LSE and demand 
response provider decide how to achieve its curtailment quota, when the entire available 
amount is not needed. 

L.  Summary 
 

Half of the respondents said they recruited customers to EDRP, and over 80% 
enrolled customers in SCR.  For the most part, the uncoupling of the two programs, 
which required that customers elect one or the other, seems to have not adversely 
impacted LSEs’ and demand response providers’ ability to market participation 
successfully.  The requirement that SCR participants nominate a curtailment strike price 
seems to have not been unduly complicated or a barrier to participation.  However, the 
bidding behavior is itself of interest, as discussed below.   
 

The provision for allocating curtailments under SCR was not put to the test.  
Nonetheless, most respondents want to keep the protocol implemented in 2003 whereby 
the NYISO determines the level of curtailment each LSE and demand response provider 
must achieve, and leave it to them to decide how to meet that requirement.   
 

M.  Program Retention and Migration 
 
Overall, the number of participants in all demand response programs declined in 

2003 by 10%.2 Table 6 provides a detailed accounting of how participation changed from 
2002 to 2003.  The first column lists 2002 participation by program option: EDRP had 

                                                 
2 A participant is defined as a single customer or an aggregation of customers.   
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1535 participants, SCR had 226, and DADRP had 24.3  The next six columns of Table 6 
account for the difference from 2002 to 2003 participation by tracking 1) re-subscriptions 
in the same program option, 2) migration to another program option, 3) dropouts from the 
program option altogether, and 4) new subscribers to the program option.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2003 (count)
Total           
2002           

(count) EDRP DADRP ICAP Dropped New
Total           
2003

EDRP 1535 1021 0 7 507 269 1323
ICAP 226 33 0 117 76 89 213

DADRP 24 0 24 0 0 3 27
sub 1785 1054 24 124

NEW 2003 269 3 89

1323 27 213  
 

Table 6: Program Participation Summary 
 
 

Consider the EDRP accounting provided in the first row of Table 6.  Tracking 
2002 to 2003 changes shows that 1021 of the 2002 EDRP participants reenrolled in 2003, 
none migrated to DADRP, seven migrated to SCR, 507 dropped out, and 269 new 
customers enrolled in EDRP in 2003.  EDRP enrolled curtailable load decreased by 10% 
(95 MW), as illustrated in Table 7, which employs the same accounting structure to 
compare 2002 to 2003 curtailed load registrations.   The load of new participants (148 
MW) canceled out that of dropouts (142), so the net EDRP curtailable reduction is due to 
migration of SCR (53 MW) and changes in the amount subscribed by re-enrollments.  
Overall, the change in EDRP participation is quite small, despite a substantial amount of 
churn, changes to other programs and dropouts.  The dropouts and new entrants will be 
studied more closely in the future to determine if there is any discernable pattern.   
 
 

                                                 
3 Participation data for 2002 represent enrolments over the summer months and correspond to the values 
reported in the NYISO’s evaluation of 2002 program performance, as described in Neenan Associates and 
CERTS, January 2003.   
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Table 7: Program Participation Summary - MW 

 
 

Using Table 6 and 7 in the same manner reveals that SCR participation 
decreased by 10% (13 participants) but enrolled curtailable load increased by 29% (190 
MW): the average curtailable load per participant increased.  As Table 6 shows, the drop 
in participation occurred in spite of 89 new enrollments, the result of 76 dropouts and 33 
migrations to EDRP.  But, as Table 7 illustrates, the new participants brought in more 
load than was lost through attrition.  Customers pledging greater curtailments replaced 
customers with smaller curtailment obligations.  The average curtailment of new 
participants was 3.8 MW, while that of dropouts was only 2.0.  It appears that SCR 
participation is more attractive to customers with larger curtailment capability.  However, 
some of the participants represent aggregations comprised of several, or in some cases 
many, customers. 
 

Load subscribed to DADRP increased slightly (5%), proportionally less than the 
increase in enrollment (15%).   The added participants were new to this program option.   
 
Table 8 illustrates program participation by zone. 
 
 

EDRP DADRP ICAP
Zone # MW # MW # MW

A 54 53.38 9 162.40 39 399.00
B 16 62.59 0 0.00 17 30.20
C 145 36.78 4 40.40 31 75.90
D 9 219.43 0 0.00 5 108.60
E 46 55.67 3 114.00 9 14.10
F 66 68.98 9 91.00 14 68.80
G 42 58.97 0 0.00 1 0.40
H 8 7.20 1 1.00 4 2.40
I 25 13.04 0 0.00 14 12.00
J 107 98.72 1 2.50 67 130.30
K 805 179.24 0 0.00 12 8.60

Total 1323 853.994 27 411.30 213 850.30  
 

2003 (MW)
Total        
2002        
(MW) EDRP DADRP ICAP Dropped New

Re-enrolled 
changes to 

subscription
Total       
2003

EDRP 949.13 753.92 0.00 52.80 142.41 147.96 -76.39 853.99
ICAP 659.50 28.50 0.00 476.40 154.60 332.70 -11.60 850.30

DADRP 393.80 0.00 393.80 0.00 0.00 22.50 -5.00 411.30
sub 2002.43 782.42 393.80 529.20

NEW 2003 147.96 22.50 332.70
Re-enrolled 
changes to 

subscription -76.39 -5.00 -11.60
853.99 411.30 850.30
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Table 8: Program Participation by Zone 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 9: Participation Changes 2001 - 2003 
 
 
 

To recap, participation numbers for EDRP fell from 2002 to 2003, as did the load 
available for curtailment.  Table 9 provides tracking data for the period 2001 to 2002 and 
the corresponding data for 2002 to 2003.  2002 was a big growth year for EDRP, as there 
were 1,497 new participants and only 117 dropouts from 2001.   
 

There was a net reduction in participation in 2003, which is not necessarily an 
indication that the program has reached it apex and is now in decline.  To the contrary, it 
seems that the EDRP program is maturing.   Examination of the 507 2003 EDRP 
dropouts reveals that 40% (208) of them did not provide any curtailed load during the 11 
hours of EDRP events in 2002. 
 

The 89 SCR participants classified as new in 2003 are so because they were not 
registered in SCR in 2002.  But, they could have participated previously, and just took a 
year off.  An examination for 2001 records reveals that only three of the new 2003 
participants had participated in SCR in 2001.  The rest are new to the program, an 
indication that LSEs and demand response providers are actively working new accounts 
to increase participation, a sign of a robust program.   
 

Enrollment records were examined to characterize SCR participants’ strike price 
nominations.   While the ICAP Demand Curve is a new provision in 2003, one might 
postulate that first-time participants would have a different motivation.  Specifically, they 
might hope to be able to avoid some or all curtailments by submitting a high bid, and 
thereby earn ICAP payments with minimum curtailment costs.  Consequently, Figure 5 

EDRP DADRP ICAP

2001 to 
2002

2002 
to 

2003

2001 
to 

2002

2002 
to 

2003

2001 
to 

2002

2002 
to 

2003
Dropped 117 507 6 0 34 76
New 1497 269 4 3 91 89
Transfers 33 7
Renewals 190 1021 20 24 117 117

1687 1323 24 27 208 213
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illustrates the bid curve for three segments for the population of SCR participants, 
associated with the number of year’s experience with program participation.   
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Figure 5: SCR Strike Price Curves 

 
 
 

All three of the bid curves are characterized by a substantial clustering of bids 
around the extremes, but the most extreme is for the 2-year and 3-year participants.  The 
first year participants’ bid curve has two distinct clusters, and one very steep but narrow 
segment.  This outcome can represent a variety of behaviors.  It supports the maintained 
hypothesis that some customers would want to be curtailed and other would like to avoid 
curtailments, as extreme bid clustering is apparent.  But the defining factor for which 
extreme is favored is not the number of years of experience, as all three curves show the 
same clustering, to some extent.   
 
 

N.  Conclusions  
 
Regarding the hypothesis constructed to characterize the EDRP and SCR 2003 program 
changes, the analyses of tracking data suggest the following conclusions: 
 

1. Participation in SCR did increase dramatically, but not due to migration from 
EDRP, but from (primarily large) new subscribers. 

2. LSEs and demand response providers report that most SCR customers were able 
to nominate a strike price with little difficulty, which comports with the large 
increase in SCR participation in 2003.  However, there were 76 dropouts; was the 
nomination provision a contributing factor? No primary data are available to 
refute that contention.  But, the fact that dropouts (by definition) did not even 
participate in EDRP, which does not require any nomination and imposes no 
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penalty for failure to comply, suggests that these customers in general found 
curtailing loads infeasible for business reasons, and not as a result of program 
provision changes.    

3. Curtailment bids by SCR participants are indeed highly clustered around very low 
and very high values.  While there is nothing inherently inconsistent or 
questionable about that outcome, it does complicate implementing a curtailment 
that requires only a fraction of the available curtailable loads. 
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II. Day-Ahead Demand Response Program 
 

The Day-Ahead Demand Response Program (DADRP) allows customer to submit 
curtailment bids into the day-ahead market (DAM) and if the bid, which is treated as a 
generation resource, is scheduled, the participant is paid the market clearing DAM 
LBMP.   Real-time market (RTM) curtailment imbalances (shortfalls) resulting the 
customer buying-back that position at the higher of the DAM LBMP at which the 
curtailment was scheduled, or the RTM LBMP, and until 2003 plus an additional 10% 
penalty.   

 
Two changes in Day-Ahead Demand Response Program (DADRP) protocols 

went into effect in 2003: a bid floor of $50/MWH was imposed, and the 10% penalty 
previously assessed when curtailment obligations were not met was removed.  The 
former was implemented to discourage the submission of bids when a facility shutdown 
was already scheduled for that period.   As a result of the latter change, participants settle 
curtailment imbalances at the higher of the DAM LBMP, at which they were scheduled, 
or the RTM LBMP that corresponds to the curtailment shortfall.  The impact of these 
changes on participation in DADRP is discussed in the next section, while the following 
sections discuss program participation and the impact of scheduled DADRP bids on 
NYISO market prices.   
 

A.  Participation 
 

Registration in DADRP increased to 27 customers in 2003, compared to the 24 
that were registered in 2002.  The amount of bids scheduled in the summer months was 
up 20% from 2002, to 1,752 MWH.  The scheduled bids and LBMP are illustrated in 
Figure 6.  The increase in accepted bids is likely, in part, due to the lower prices that 
characterized the upstate zones where most of the bids were submitted.   Declining price 
volatility in the DAM and RTM reduces the number of opportunities for scheduling 
DADRP bids, especially upstate where participation is highest.  In addition to reducing 
the number of bid scheduled, reduced price volatility affects the impacts of those bids on 
market prices, as discussed below. 

 
Figure 7 plots the MWh offered and MWh accepted in DADRP since program 

inception.   In 2003, total offered MWh was less than previous years, but a greater 
percentage of offers were accepted. 
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DADRP Accepted Offer Price and MWh
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Figure 6- DADRP Accepted Offer Price and MWh 
 
 
 
 
 

DADRP Offered and Accepted MWh
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Figure 7  – DADRP Offered and Accepted MWh 
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B.  Market Impacts 
 
Market price impacts for the summer 

months (June – August) 2003 were estimated using 
the methods developed in previous year’s 
assessments4.  Supply flexibilities were developed 
for the two aggregate regions, Upstate and Hudson-
Capital, and two NYISO zones, New York City and 
Long Island.   Supply flexibilities, defined as the 
percentage change in LBMP resulting from a one 
percent change in the load served, characterize the 
nature of the resource supply curve.  The greater the 
price flexibility, the greater the reduction in the 
calculated DAM LBMP due to the scheduling of a 
DADRP curtailment bid.  High supply flexibilities over a narrow range of load levels are 
indicative of a pronounced “hockey-stick” shaped supply curve.   
 

Price flexibilities in the DAM and RTM are much lower in 2003 than they were in 
previous years, as illustrated in Table 10 and Table 11, respectively.  The reduction in the 
DAM supply flexibilities (Table 10) is particularly pronounced in the West and 
Hudson/Capital regions, and results in lower market impacts from the scheduling of 
DADRP curtailment bids.   
 

Table 10.  DAM Price Flexibilities 
 2001 2002 2003 

West 
9.4 4.2 1.4 

Hudson/Capital 5.1 / 11.8 3.9 / 5.0 1.9 
New York City 9.4 3.6 3.5 

Long Island 5.1 6.5 1.2 

Price flexibility = % change in LBMP resulting from a 1% change in load served 
 
 

Table 11.  Real Time Market Price Flexibilities 
 2001 2002 2003 

West 
6.4 6.7 3.4 

Hudson/Capital 8.6 / 8.4 4.7 / 6.0 2.5 
New York City 14.5 12.8 5.9 

Long Island 10.4 5.2 6.0 
Price flexibility = % change in LBMP resulting from a 1% change in load served 

                                                 
4 This analysis is confined to the summer months to accommodate comparing 2003 with prior years’ 
analyses that included only these months.  DADRP impacts for the first five months of 2003 were reported 
previously. 
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Market impacts for 2003 are compared to those for 2002 and 2001 in Table 12.   

Despite the 20% increase in scheduled MWh, the market impacts, measured as collateral 
and reduced hedge costs, were down by over 50%, to $207,331 (Table 12, Total Price 
Impact).  Collateral impacts measure the reduction in the cost of DAM purchases by 
LSEs resulting from the scheduled DADRP curtailment.  Hedge cost impacts estimate the 
ripple effect lower prices in the DAM during curtailment hours are postulated to have on 
bilateral contract supply costs.   
 

Table 12.  DADRP Market Impact 
 Scheduled 

DADRP 
MWHs 

Collateral 
Savings 

Reduction 
in Hedge 

Cost  

Total Price 
Impact 

Program 
Payments 

2001 2,694 $892,140  $682,358  $1,574,498 $217,487 
2002 1,468 $236,745 $202,349 $439,094 $110,216  

2003 
     

West 
176 $3,529 $72,613 $76,142 $9,844 

Hudson-
Capital 

1,576 $42,244 $88,945 $131,189 $111,300 

2003 Total 
1,752 $45,773  $161,558  $207,331 $121,144  

 
The lower market impacts in 2003 reflect the relatively flat nature of the resources 

supply curve during the summer months.   Low supply flexibilities mean that scheduled 
curtailments have a lower impact on the DAM LBMP.  Program costs however are based 
on the price at which the DADRP curtailment was scheduled, and they are up from 2003, 
but under 10%, despite the 20% increase in scheduled MWh.    The ratio of market 
impacts to DADRP curtailment payments in 2003 was 1.7, compared to 4.0 and 7.2 in 
2002 and 2001, respectively.  In general, the low impact ratio in 2003 is attributable in 
part to loads that were scheduled at LBMPs close to the $50/MWH floor, periods when 
the supply flexibility was low.  Consequently, the market price impacts are low compared 
to prior years when supply flexibilities were higher.   
 

C.  Impact of DADRP Program Changes on Participation  
 

The NYISO implemented several program changes in 2003, including: 
1. A $50/MWH floor price was imposed in DADRP bids; and 
2. The 10% penalty applied to curtailment imbalances was eliminated. 

 
To assess how the program changes implemented in 2003 would impact participation, 

it was hypothesized that the changes in DADRP would have distinct and opposite effects, 
as follows: 

a. The elimination of the 10% penalty on DADRP imbalances would have a 
negligible impact on participation, and 
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b. The imposition of a $50/MWH bid floor would act as a deterrent to 
DADRP participation. 

 
D.  Survey of Demand Response Providers 

 
To assess the impact of the new demand response program provisions on 

recruitment, a survey was administered to the entities that market the NYISO’s demand 
response programs: regulated and competitive load serving entities (LSEs) and 
curtailment service providers.  The survey was administered in the fall of 2003 so that the 
summer’s program history would be factored in respondents’ assessment of the program 
provisions.   

E.  The Survey Respondents 
 

The 13 survey respondents included five LSEs (2 regulated and three 
competitive), six demand service providers, and one retail customer and one institutional 
respondent.   All but the institutional respondent and one competitive LSE reported that it 
recruited customers to participate in at least one of the NYISO demand response 
programs available in 2003.  Most of them had done so in prior years.   
 

Only 15% (2 respondents, one regulated LSE and one demand response provider) 
of those customers participating in the survey enrolled a customer in DADRP.  When 
asked what actions they undertook to recruit customers to DADRP, most (7 of 13) 
reported that they did not actively promote participation.  Another two said that they 
responded only when the customer asked about participation, and three (one regulated 
LSE and two demand response providers) reported that they actively promoted DADRP.   
These results are consistent with previous evaluations of the DADRP program that found 
that awareness of DADRP was low in general, and even among those customers 
participating in ICAP/SCR or EDRP.   
 

F.  DADRP Experiences 
 

The active DADRP marketers reported that the removal of the 10% penalty for 
curtailment noncompliance either created interest but not participation (3) or it had no 
influence (2).  The penalty may have been perceived by some customers as being more 
severe than it really was, and its removal only highlighted other features that are seen as 
barriers to participation.5   
 

When asked what they perceived as the biggest barrier to customer participation 
in DADRP, 40% (2) of those that promoted participation said it was the requirement that 
bids be submitted in one MW increments, and an equal number said the biggest barrier 
                                                 
5 Previous evaluations asked customers what they saw as the barriers to participation in DADRP.  Few 
answered that they saw the penalty a barrier.  More common were that customers cannot curtail usage 
under the program circumstances, or they could, but the perceived benefits were not sufficient for them to 
do so.    
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was the recently instituted $50/MWH bid floor.  The one MW bid increment requirement 
has been cited before as a deterrent because it forces the LSEs or demand service 
provider to manage the risks if customers bids do not meet that standard, or force 
customers to undertake the consequential market risk.   
 

Given that most customers pay a commodity rate that is at least $50/MWH, it is 
difficult to construct a situation where a customer would curtail at a DADRP price lower 
than it would otherwise have consumed, except in case where the customer can dispatch 
on-site generation with a lower fuel cost, and such action is not allowed under DADRP 
protocols.  One explanation for favoring a lower (or no) bid floor is that some customers 
want to bid curtailments coincident with planned shutdowns, either partial or total 
facility.  Such behaviors are contrary to the objectives of offering DADRP, which is to 
induce curtailments that otherwise not have occurred at times when the result is a lower 
DAM price, and forestalling such biding behaviors was the primary motivation for 
establishing the floor price. 
 

The active DADRP marketers were also asked to choose from among four program 
features changes based on which they felt would have the largest beneficial impact with respect to 
promoting participation.  None chose the provision whereby participants with scheduled bids 
would be paid for additional curtailments, beyond what was scheduled.    Two chose lowering the 
bid increment to 100 kW and two chose lowering the bid floor.  One said that settling scheduled 
curtailment shortfalls at the RTM LBMP, rather than the higher of it or the DAM LBMP at which 
it was scheduled, would be most helpful.6 

                                                 
6 On average, DAM prices are 3-5% higher than RTM LBMPs, which might appear to offer an arbitrage 
opportunity for participants who could settle at the RTM LBMP.  However, when prices are most volatile, 
RTM prices tend to be higher, which would foreclose the arbitrage opportunity.  Perhaps the best argument 
for settling DADRP imbalances at the RTM LBMP is that it would further reduce deadweight losses that 
DADRP is intended to mitigate.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT II



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential New Supply for New York State 
 To Be Installed by June 2004 (as of Nov. 21, 2003) 
 
Generator                                              Rating 
Athens       1,080 MW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

NYCA & Locality Load and Capacity Outlook 
For Summer 2004 (as of Nov 21, 2003) 

Statewide        Total NYCA
Forecast Demand    31,890 MW 
Reserve Requirement      5,740 MW  
 Total Requirement   37,630 MW  
NYCA Available Supply   36,699 MW  
Need from External or SCRs         931 MW 
 
New York City 
Forecast Demand   11,288 MW 
In-City Requirements (80%)    9,030 MW 
Available Supply     8,770 MW 
In-City Locational Deficiency       260 MW 
 
Long Island 
Forecast Demand     5,040 MW           
On-Island Requirements (93%)   4,678 MW 
Available Supply     4,982 MW  
 

Potential New Supply for New York City  
to Be Installed by June 2004 (as of Nov 21, 2003) 

Generator     Rating
KeySpan Ravenswood                             250 MW 
  

Potential New Supply for Long Island  
to Be Installed by Summer 2004 (as of Nov 21, 2003) 

Generator    Rating
 EQQS @ Freeport               44.0 MW 
 Medford @ Yaphank                      45.0 MW 
 Calpine @ Bethpage         45.0 MW  
 Keyspan @ Freeport       47.0 MW 
   Total     181.0 MW 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT III 



PROPOSED INTERCONNECTIONS / NEW YORK CONTROL AREA
Page 1 of 4

Site Size Date of Study Interconnection Status of Proposed
# Project Name Owner/Developer (MW) Application S Point Utility Article X or VII C In-Service

2 Athens Gen Athens Gen Co./ PG&E 1080 04/27/98 C Leeds-Pl.Val. 91 Line NM-NG Certified 6/15/00 Y 2003/S 

3 Bethlehem Energy Center PSEG Power NY 350 04/27/98 C Albany NM-NG Certified 2/28/02 Y 2005/Sp

4 CT-LI DC Tie-line TransEnergie US, Ltd 330 07/20/98 C Shoreham, Long Island LIPA Certified 6/27/01 Y 2003

5 Torne Valley Station Sithe Energies 860 01/28/99 W Ramapo CONED Withdrawn N N/A

6 Sunset Energy Fleet Sunset Energy Fleet LLC 520 02/17/99 C Gowanus CONED Appl filed 7/26/00 N None

7 Ramapo Energy American National Power 1100 02/23/99 W Ramapo CONED Withdrawn N N/A

8 Grassy Point Columbia Electric Corp. 1100 02/23/99 W West Haverstraw CONED Inactive N N/A

9 Millennium 1 Millennium Power Gen Co. LLC 160 02/23/99 I Hell Gate/Bruckner CONED (No Filing) N None

10 Millennium 2 Millennium Power Gen Co. LLC 320 02/23/99 I Hell Gate/Bruckner CONED (No Filing) N None

13 East Coast Power-Linden East Coast Power-Linden Venture LP 160 03/25/99 I Goethals CONED N/A N 2005

14 East Coast Power-Linden East Coast Power-Linden Venture LP 160 03/25/99 I Goethals CONED N/A N 2005

15 CT-LI AC Tie-line AEP Resources Service Corp. 600 04/13/99 W Shoreham, Long Island LIPA (No Filing) N N/A

16 ABB Oak Point Yard ABB Development Corp. 1075 04/15/99 C Hell Gate/Bruckner CONED Inactive N None

17 KeySpan Ravenswood KeySpan Energy, Inc. 270 04/21/99 C Vernon CONED Certified 9/07/01 Y 2003/12

18 Poletti Expansion NYPA 500 04/30/99 C Astoria CONED Certified 10/02/02 N 2005/01

19 NYC Energy LLC NYC Energy LLC 79.9 05/07/99 C Kent Ave CONED N/A Y 2003/07

20 Spagnoli Road CC Unit KeySpan Energy, Inc. 250 05/17/99 C Spagnoli Road LIPA Appl accepted 3/28/02 N 2004/S

21 Shoreham Gen Station KeySpan Energy, Inc. 250 05/17/99 I Shoreham LIPA (No Filing) N None

22 Wawayanda Energy Center Calpine Eastern Corporation 500 06/10/99 C Coop Corn-Rock Tav Lines NYPA Certified 10/22/02 N 2005

23 Sullivan County Power Project Calpine Eastern Corporation 1080 06/25/99 I Coop Corn-Rock Tav Lines NYPA (No Filing) N 2006

24 Astoria Repowering-Phase 1 Reliant Energy 499 07/13/99 C Astoria CONED Appl accepted 12/28/01 N 2007

25 East River Repowering Consolidated Edison of NY 288 08/10/99 C E. 13th St. CONED Certified 8/30/01 Y 2004/09

26 Twin Tier Power Twin Tier Power, LLC 520 08/20/99 I Watercure-Oakdale 31 Line NYSEG Inactive N None

27 Far Rockaway Barge ENRON 60 09/08/99 W Far Rockaway LIPA N/A N N/A

28 Spagnoli Road GT Unit KeySpan Energy, Inc. 79.9 09/08/99 I Spagnoli Road LIPA N/A N None

29 Bowline Point Unit 3 Mirant 750 10/13/99 C W. Haverstraw CONED Certified 3/25/02 N 2006/06

30 Heritage Station Sithe Energies 800 10/29/99 W Independence (Oswego) NM-NG Cancelled N N/A

31 Astoria Energy SCS Energy, LLC 1000 11/16/99 C Astoria CONED Certified 11/21/01 Y 2005/Q1

32 Brookhaven Energy American National Power 580 11/22/99 C Holbrook-Brookhaven Line LIPA Certified 8/14/02 N 2005

33 Glenville Energy Park Glenville Energy Park, LLC 540 11/30/99 C Rotterdam NM-NG Appl accepted 4/9/02 N 2006/S

NOTES:  The column labeled 'S' refers to the status of the NYISO System Reliability Impact Study.  Key: P=Pending, A=Active, I=Inactive, R=Under Review, C=Completed, W=Withdrawn
    The column labeled 'C' refers to construction status.  Key: Y=Yes, N=No, C=Completed
    Proposed in-service dates are shown in format Year/Qualifier, where Qualifier may indicate the month, season, or quarter.

Updated: 5/7/2003
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34 North First Street York Research Corp. 500 01/11/00 W Con Ed System CONED (No Filing) N N/A

35 Gotham Power - Bronx I 1st Rochdale Coop Group 79.9 01/12/00 I Parkchester/Tremont CONED N/A N None

36 Project Neptune DC NB-NYC Atlantic Energy, LLC 1200 01/21/00 C Farragut CONED (No Filing) N 2008

37 Kitchen Caithness Energy, LLC 750 01/28/00 W Riverh'd-Brookh'n-Holb'k LIPA Inactive N N/A

38 Far Rochaway Gen Ext. KeySpan Energy, Inc. 79 02/01/00 I Far Rockaway LIPA N/A N None

39 E. F. Barrett Gen Ext KeySpan Energy, Inc. 79 02/01/00 I Barrett LIPA N/A N None

40 Riverhead Gen Station KeySpan Energy, Inc. 79 02/01/00 I Riverhead LIPA N/A N None

41 Southampton Gen Ext. KeySpan Energy, Inc. 79 02/01/00 I Southampton LIPA N/A N None

42 Holbrook Energy PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/01/00 I Holbrook LIPA (No Filing) N None

43 PPL Kings Park PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/01/00 C Pilgrim LIPA Appl accepted 3/22/02 N 2004/Sp

44 Ruland Energy PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/01/00 I Ruland Road LIPA (No Filing) N None

45 Freeport Energy PP&L Global, Inc. 100 02/01/00 W Freeport LIPA (No Filing) N N/A

46 Brookhaven Energy PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/03/00 I Brookhaven LIPA (No Filing) N None

47 GenPower DC Tie-line GenPower, LLC 800 02/09/00 C West 49th Sreet CONED Inactive N 2009

48 PPL Kings Park Ext. PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/10/00 W Pilgrim LIPA (No Filing) N N/A

49 Brookhaven Energy Ext. PP&L Global, Inc. 300 02/10/00 I Brookhaven LIPA (No Filing) N None

50 AES Smithtown Gen AES Long Island, LLC 510 02/10/00 W LIPA System LIPA (No Filing) N N/A

51 Wading River Gen Ext. KeySpan Energy, Inc. 150 02/15/00 I Wading River LIPA (No Filing) N 2005

52 Fort Drum Gen Exp. Nia Mo Energy/Black River Power 50 03/06/00 W Fort Drum NM-NG N/A N N/A

53 CT-Ruland, LI DC Tie TransEnergie US, Ltd 300 03/07/00 I Ruland Road LIPA (No Filing) N 2006

54 CT-Pilgrim, LI DC Tie TransEnergie US, Ltd 300 03/07/00 I Pilgrim LIPA (No Filing) N 2006

56 Gotham Power - Brooklyn 1st Rochdale Coop Group 79 03/17/00 W Kent Ave CONED N/A N N/A

57 Flat Rock Windpower Flat Rock Windpower, LLC 100 03/21/00 C Lowville-Boonville NM-NG N/A N 2003/11

58 Lovett #3 Repowering Mirant 180 03/23/00 I Lovett CONED (No Filing) N None

59 Hillburn Unit #2 Mirant 79.9 03/23/00 I Hillburn CONED N/A N None

60 Hillburn #2 Conversion Mirant 40 03/23/00 I Hillburn CONED N/A N 2005

61 Greenpoint Energy Park GTM Energy, LLC 500 04/19/00 W Rainey-Farragut Lines CONED (No Filing) N N/A

62 Project Orange Project Orange Associates, LP 420 05/08/00 W Temple St. NM-NG (No Filing) N N/A

63 LSA Station A Lewis Staley Associates, Inc. 650 05/11/00 I Homer City-Stolle Rd Line NYSEG (No Filing) N None

64 LSA Station B Lewis Staley Associates, Inc. 600 05/12/00 I Dunkirk-Gardenville Line NM-NG (No Filing) N None

65 Lockport II Gen Station Fortistar-Lockport Merchant Associates 79.9 05/15/00 C Harrison Station NYSEG N/A N 2003/Q4

66 Langlois Converter TransEnergie HQ 100 06/02/00 C Langlois, Quebec NM-NG N/A Y 2003/05

NOTES:  The column labeled 'S' refers to the status of the NYISO System Reliability Impact Study.  Key: P=Pending, A=Active, I=Inactive, R=Under Review, C=Completed, W=Withdrawn
    The column labeled 'C' refers to construction status.  Key: Y=Yes, N=No, C=Completed
    Proposed in-service dates are shown in format Year/Qualifier, where Qualifier may indicate the month, season, or quarter.

Updated: 5/7/2003
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67 Wallkill Energy Titan Development, LLC 1080 06/21/00 I Coop Corn-Rock Tav Lines NYPA (No Filing) N None

68 Ruland Energy Ext. PP&L Global, Inc. 300 06/23/00 I Ruland Road LIPA (No Filing) N None

69 Empire State Newsprint Besicorp/Empire State 660 07/14/00 C Reynolds Road NM-NG Appl accepted 5/28/02 N 2005/Q1

70 Astoria Repowering-Phase 2 Reliant Energy 800 08/18/00 C Astoria CONED Appl accepted 12/28/01 N 2007

71 Mill Creek Wind Plant Mill Creek Wind Plant, LLC 50 09/08/00 W Lowville NM-NG N/A N N/A

72 Island Generating Station Fortistar Power Marketing, LLC 79.9 09/08/00 I Fresh Kills CONED N/A N None

73 Island Generating Station #2 Fortistar Power Marketing, LLC 500 09/08/00 I Fresh Kills CONED (No Filing) N None

74 Oceanside Energy Center FPL Energy, LLC 330 10/10/00 I Barrett LIPA (No Filing) N 2005

75 Gotham Power - Bronx II 1st Rochdale Coop Group 79 10/17/00 W Hell Gate/Bruckner CONED N/A N N/A

76 Waterford Calpine Eastern Corporation 530 10/30/00 R NM-NG 230 or 115 kV NM-NG (No Filing) N None

77 Dover Energy Titan Development, LLC 1000 11/17/00 I Pl. Valley-Long Mt. Tie-Line CONED (No Filing) N None

78 Ravenswood Repowering Ph I KeySpan Ravenswood Services, LLC 440 12/04/00 I Vernon CONED (No Filing) N 2005

86 Berrians GT Replacement NRG/ Berrians I GT Power, LLC 79.9 01/15/01 I Astoria CONED N/A N 2004/05

87 Buchanan Energy Titan Development, LLC 500 02/26/01 I Buchanan CONED (No Filing) N None

88 Halfmoon Energy Titan Development, LLC 500 02/26/01 I Rotterdam-Bear Swamp line NM-NG (No Filing) N None

89A Project Neptune DC PJM-NYC Atlantic Energy, LLC 600 03/15/01 C W49th St CONED Appl accepted 2/14/02 N 2004/Q4

89B Project Neptune DC PJM-NYC Atlantic Energy, LLC 600 03/15/01 C W49th St CONED (No Filing) N 2008

90 Fortistar VP Fortistar, LLC 79.9 03/20/01 C Fresh Kills CONED N/A N 2004/Q2

91 Fortistar VAN Fortistar, LLC 79.9 03/20/01 C Goethals/Fresh Kills CONED N/A N 2004/Q2

92 Redhook Energy Amerada Hess Corp. 79.9 05/01/01 I ConEd 138 kV (tbd) CONED N/A N 2005

93 Cross Hudson Project PSEG Power In-City I, LLC 550 05/11/01 C W49th Street CONED Appl accepted 11/9/01 N 2004/Sp

94 Project Neptune DC PJM-LI Atlantic Energy, LLC 750 05/22/01 R Newbridge Road LIPA Appl accepted 2/14/02 N 2004/Q4

96 CPN 3rd Turbine, Inc. (JFK) Calpine Eastern Corporation 45 05/29/01 C Jamaica CONED N/A N 2003/06

97 South Glens Falls Expansion NYSEG Solutions 40 06/15/01 I Mohican-Butler#18 line NM-NG N/A N 2004/05

98 PJM-New York City HVDC TransEnergie US Ltd. 990 06/22/01 I W49th St and/or Farragut CONED (No Filing) N 2005

100 Blooming Grove Power Titan Development, LLC 500 07/02/01 I Rock Tavern-Ramapo line CONED (No Filing) N None

101 NU CT-LI HVDC Cable Northeast Utilities Service Company 660 07/13/01 I Shore Road LIPA (No Filing) N 2005

102 Indian Point Energy Center Entergy Power Generation Corp. 400 07/23/01 C Buchanan CONED Prelim filed 3/18/02 N 2005/S

103 East Coast HVDC Arcadian Mercantile Holding Ltd. 2400 08/15/01 I Marcy - W49th Street NYPA/CONED (No Filing) N 2007

104 Jupiter PJM-NYC Cable PG&E/Liberty Generating Company, LL 1200 08/24/01 I W49th St or Farragut CONED (No Filing) N 2006

NOTES:  The column labeled 'S' refers to the status of the NYISO System Reliability Impact Study.  Key: P=Pending, A=Active, I=Inactive, R=Under Review, C=Completed, W=Withdrawn
    The column labeled 'C' refers to construction status.  Key: Y=Yes, N=No, C=Completed
    Proposed in-service dates are shown in format Year/Qualifier, where Qualifier may indicate the month, season, or quarter.

Updated: 5/7/2003
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105 Titan Smith Street Calpine Eastern Corporation 79.9 10/05/01 I Gowanus 138 or 345 kV CONED N/A N None

106 TransGas Energy TransGas Energy, LLC 1100 10/05/01 C E13St, Rainey, or Farragut CONED Appl filed 12/24/02 N 2006

107 Suffolk Power-Yaphank Suffolk Power I, LLC 255 10/09/01 I Brookhaven-Holbrook or H'ville LIPA (No Filing) N 2005/11

108 SE Long Island Sempra Energy Resources 575 11/29/01 I Shoreham-Holbrook lines LIPA (No Filing) N 2006

109 Maspeth Calpine Eastern Corporation 79.9 01/25/02 A Vernon-Glendale line CONED N/A N 2004

110 Liberty Generation PG&E/Liberty Generating Company, LL 400 02/04/02 C Goethals CONED N/A N 2006

111 River Hill Project River Hill Power Company, LLC 520 02/05/02 A Homer City-Watercure line NYSEG N/A N 2006

112 PJM-Rainey HVDC TransEnergie US Ltd. 660 04/09/02 C Rainey CONED (No Filing) N 2005/12

113 Prattsburgh Wind Park Global Winds Harvest, Inc. 75 04/22/02 A Eelpot Rd-Flat St. line NYSEG N/A N 2003/12

114 Cherry Valley Wind Park Global Winds Harvest, Inc. 40.5 04/22/02 A East Springfield NYSEG N/A N 2003/12

115 East Fishkill Transformer Central Hudson Gas & Electric N/A 04/24/02 P East Fishkill CONED/CHG&E N/A N 2007/06

116 Liberty Gen Co, LLC PG&E/Liberty Generating Company, LL 600 04/29/02 P Goethals CONED N/A N 2006

117 Westfield Wind Project York Wind Power, Inc. 50 05/14/02 P Dunkirk-S. Ripley line NM-NG N/A N 2003/12

118 Prattsburgh Wind Park II Global Winds Harvest, Inc. 75 05/15/02 P Eelpot Rd-Flat St. line NYSEG N/A N 2004/12

119 Prattsburgh Wind Farm ECOGEN, LLC 79.5 05/20/02 P Eelpot Rd-Flat St. line NYSEG N/A N 2003/12

120 Springwater Wind Farm ECOGEN, LLC 79.5 05/20/02 P Eelpot Rd NYSEG N/A N 2004/12

124 Bay Energy Project Bay Energy, LLC 79.9 07/01/02 R Gowanus CONED N/A N 2003/S

125 Linden VFT Inter-Tie Project El Paso Merchant Energy Company 300 07/18/02 A Goethals CONED N/A N 2004

126 PJM-Newbridge Rd HVDC TransEnergie US Ltd. 350 09/10/02 R Newbridge Road LIPA (No Filing) N 2005/S

127 Northport-Norwalk Upgrade KeySpan Energy for LIPA 150 09/19/02 P Northport LIPA (No Filing) N 2005

128 Flat Rock Wind Power 230 kV Flat Rock Wind Power, LLC 240 11/20/02 R Adirondack-Porter line NM-NG Art VII filed 3/28/03 N 2003/12

129 Empire Connection Conjunction, LLC 2000 12/10/02 A New Scotland / ConEd NM-NG/CONED (No Filing) N 2005/07

130 Grace Corona Generation Electrotek Concepts, Inc. 79.9 01/14/03 P Corona CONED N/A N 2003/12

131 Cody Road Wind Farm Green Power Energy, LLC 10.5 03/05/03 P Oneida-Cortland line NM-NG N/A N 2003/10

Grand Total 41,472

In-State Generation 25,392

NOTES:  The column labeled 'S' refers to the status of the NYISO System Reliability Impact Study.  Key: P=Pending, A=Active, I=Inactive, R=Under Review, C=Completed, W=Withdrawn
    The column labeled 'C' refers to construction status.  Key: Y=Yes, N=No, C=Completed
    Proposed in-service dates are shown in format Year/Qualifier, where Qualifier may indicate the month, season, or quarter.

Updated: 5/7/2003
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
ARTICLE X CASES  

Revised 8/27/03 
Case 
Number 

Project MW Developer Town/ 
County 

Pre- 
Applica-tion 
 Date 1 

DEC  
Air & Water 
Permits1 

Application 
Filing 
Date 1 

Chairman 
Compliance  
Determination 

Certification 
Date or 
Estimated 
Decision Date  

Estimated 
Earliest 
In-Service 
Date 1, 2 

 
Certified Article X Projects Under Construction 

 
97-F-1563 

 
Athens 

Generating Plant 
 

 
1080 

Athens 
Generating 

Co., LP 

 
Athens/ 
Greene 

 
9/9/97 

 
6/12/00 
(Final) 

 
8/28/98 

 
10/28/98 
Complies 

 
6/15/00 

 
3Q 2003 

 
97-F-2162 

 
Bethlehem 
Energy Center 

750 
Total3 

 
350 
Net 

Increase 

 
PSEG Power 
New  York, 

Inc.4 

 
Bethlehem/ 

Albany 

 
12/19/97 

 
2/13/02 
(Final) 

 
11/27/98  

 
7/2/01 

(Amendment) 

 
8/31/01 

Complies 

 
2/28/02 

 
2Q 2005 

 
99-F-1164 

 

 
Bowline Unit 3 

 
750 

 
Mirant 

Bowline, LLC 

 
Haverstraw/ 

Rockland 

 
8/23/99 

 
3/26/02 
(Final) 

 
3/20/00 

 
8/10/00 

Complies 

 
3/26/02 

 

 
2Q 2008 

 
99-F-1314 

 
East River 
Repowering  

360 
Total 

 
200 
Net 

Increase 

 
Con Ed 

 
Lower 

Manhattan 

 
9/28/99 

 
8/16/01 
(Final) 

 
6/1/00 

 
7/31/00 

Complies 

 
8/30/01 

 
4Q 2004 

 
99-F-1627 

 
Poletti Station 
Expansion 

 
500 

 
NYPA 

 
Astoria/ 
Queens 

 
11/19/99 

 
10/2/02 
(Final) 

 
8/18/00 

 
4/30/01 

Complies 

 
10/2/02 

 

 
4Q 2004 

 
99-F-1625 

Ravenswood 
Cogeneration 
Project 

 
250 

 
KeySpan 

 
Long Island 

City/ 
Queens 

 
11/18/99 

 
9/4/01 
(Final) 

 
7/28/00 

 
1/24/01 

Complies 

 
9/7/01 

 
1Q 2004 

(Appl. Estim.) 
 

 
Certified Article X Projects 

 
99-F-1191 

 

 
Astoria Energy , 
LLC 

 
1000 

 
SCS Energy  

 
Astoria/Queens 

 
8/31/99 

 
12/5/01 
(Final) 

 
6/19/01 

 
3/1/01 

Complies 

 
11/21/01 

 
2006 

 
00-F-0566 

 
Brookhaven 

 
540 

 
Brookhaven 
Energy, LP 

 
Brookhaven/ 

Suffolk 

 
3/28/00 

 

 
7/18/02 
(Final) 

 
6/25/01 

 
8/15/01 

Complies 

 
8/14/02 

 
2006 

________________________ 
1  Estimated dates shown as Quarters, actual filed dates shown as MM/DD/YY. 
2  In-service dates are based on estimates of when an application will be deemed complete, the time necessary to complete the Article X process and one to two years for  
    construction, dates can change as filing and compliance determination dates change. 
3   Size of repowered projects shows site total and incremental increase resulting from repowering. 
4  Application was initially filed by Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation. 
5  Completion of filing is pending.  
 
Note: N/A = Not Available 

http://www.dps.state.ny.us/athens.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/bethlehem.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/bowline.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/eastriver.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/nypa.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/ravenswood.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/astoria.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/brookhaven.htm
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Case 
Number 

Project MW Developer Town/ 
County 

Pre-
Application 

Date 1 

DEC Notice of 
Air & Water 

Permits1 

Application 
Filing 
Date 1 

Chairman 
Compliance  

Determination 

Certification 
Date or 

Estimated 
Decision Date  

Estimated Earliest 
In-Service Date 

 
Certified Article X Projects 

 
00-F-1522 

 
Reliant Energy 

Astoria 
Repowering 
(Formerly 

Orion Power) 

 
1,816 
Total 

 
562 
Net 

Increase 

 
Astoria 

Generating 
Co., LP 

 
Astoria 
Queens 

 
9/5/00 
(PSS) 

 
5/6/03 
(Final) 

 
10/29/01 

 
12/28/01 
Complies 

 
6/25/03 

 
2007 

 
01-F-0761 

 
Spagnoli Road 
Energy Center 

 

 
250 

 
KeySpan 

 
Huntington/ 

Suffolk 

 
6/1/01 

 
4/30/03 
(Final) 

 
1/28/02 

 
3/28/02 

Complies 

 
5/8/03 

 
2006 

 

 
00-F-1256 

 
Wawayanda 

 
540 

Wawayanda 
Energy 

Center, LLC 
(Calpine) 

 
Wawayanda/ 

Orange 

 
7/27/00 
(PSS) 

 
9/4/02 
(Final) 

 
8/27/01 

 
10/24/01 
(Final) 

 
10/22/02 

 
N/A 

 
Filed Article X Projects 

 
00-F-2057 

 

 
Empire State 

Newsprint Project 
 

 
505 

 
Besicorp – 

Empire 
Development 

Co., LLC 

 
Rensselaer/ 
Rensselaer 

 
11/22/00 

(PSS) 

 
5/29/02 
(Draft) 

 
12/20/01 

 
5/28/02 

Complies 

 
1Q 2004 

 
2006 

 
99-F-1835 

 
Glenville Energy 

Park 

 
520 

 
Glenville 

Energy Park 

 
Scotia-

Glenville/ 
Schenectady 

 
12/29/99 

(PSS) 

 
4/17/02 
(Draft) 

 
1/31/02 

 
4/9/02 

Complies 

 
4Q 2003 

 
N/A 

 
00-F-1356 

 
Kings Park 

 
300 

 
 

 
PPL Global 

 
Smithtown/ 

Suffolk 

8/10/00 
(PSS) 

Revision 
12/20/00 

 
3/27/02 
(Draft) 

 
1/22/02 

 
3/22/02 

Complies 

 
3Q 2003 

 
N/A 

 
99-F-0478 

 
Sunset Energy 

Fleet, LLC 

 
520 

 
SEF 

 
Sunset 

Industrial 
Park/ 

Brooklyn 

 
4/5/99 

 
N/A 

 

 
7/26/005 

 
12/27/02 

Supplement 

 
9/25/00 

Deficient 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
01-F-1276 

 
TransGas Energy  

 
1100 

TransGas 
Energy 

Systems, LLC 

 
Greenpoint 
Brooklyn 

 
9/17/01 
(PSS) 

 
6/4/03 
(Draft) 

 
12/24/02 

 

 
6/5/03 

Complies 

 
2Q 2004 

 
3Q 2007 

 
Filed Preliminary Scoping Statements (as required by 12/1/99 Article X legislation). 
 
02-F-0342 

 
Indian Point 
Peaking Facility 

 
330 

 
Entergy  

 
Buchanan/ 
Westchester 

 
3/18/02 
(PSS) 

 
N/A 

 
2003 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

http://www.dps.state.ny.us/reliant_energy.html
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/spagnoli.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/wec.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/besicorp.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/scotglen.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/kingspark.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/sef.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/transgasenergie.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/indianptpf.htm
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Case 
Number 

Project MW Developer Town/ 
County 

Pre-
Application 

Date 

DEC Notice of 
Air & Water 

Permits1 

Application 
Filing Date  

Chairman 
Compliance  

Determination 

Certification 
Date or 

Estimated 
Decision Date  

Estimated 
Earliest In-
Service Date  

 
Inactive Article X Pre-Application Reports and Preliminary Scoping Statements 
 
00-F-1391 

 
Caithness 

 
750 

 
Caithness 
Energy, LLC 

 
Brookhaven 
Suffolk 

 
8/17/00 
(PSS) 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 

 
N/A 

 
99-F-1295 

Grassy Point 
(formerly 
Haverstraw) 

 
550 

 
Haverstraw 
Bay, LLC 

 
Haverstraw/ 
Rockland 

 
9/24/99 

 
N/A 

 
N/A  

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
00-F-1133 

Oak Point 
Energy 
Generating 
Facility 

 
 1075 

 
Oak Point, LLC 

 
Bronx 

 
7/3/00 
(PSS) 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
99-F-0961 

 
Twin Tier 
Power 

 
520 

 
Twin Tier 
Power 

 
Nichols/ 
Tioga 

 
7/19/99 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Withdrawn  Article X Applications 

 
98-F-1968 

Ramapo 
Energy Project 

 
1100 

 
Ramapo 
Energy, LP 

 
Ramapo/ 
Rockland 

 
12/22/98 

 
12/28/00 
(Draft) 

 
11/29/99 
(filed) 

 
9/4/02 

(withdrawn) 

 
1/2/01 

Complies 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
98-F-1885 

Sithe  
Sentry Station 
(formerly 
Torne Valley 
Station) 

 
300 

 
827 

(formerly) 

Sithe Torne 
Valley, LLC 

Ramapo/ 
Rockland 

 
12/4/98 

 
N/A 

 
11/15/99 5 

(filed) 
 

12/14/01 
(withdrawn) 

 
6/19/00 
12/29/99 
Deficient 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Cancelled Article X Projects 
 
99-F-0558 

 
Heritage 

 
800 

 
Heritage, LLC 

 
Scriba/ 
Oswego 

 
4/21/99 

 
11/1/00 
(Final) 

 
2/23/00 

 

 
4/24/00 

Complies 

 
1/17/2001 

 
6/19/02 

Project Cancelled 
 

http://www.dps.state.ny.us/caithness.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/grassypoint.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/oakpoint.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/twintier.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/ramapo.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/tornevalley.htm
http://www.dps.state.ny.us/independence.htm


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT V 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Power Alert III Power Alert III 
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Today’s PresentationToday’s Presentation
I. What is the New York Independent System 

Operator?
II. Background for “Power Alert”
III. This year’s report

A. Generation
• Situation & Recommendations

B. Transmission
• Situation & Recommendations

C. Demand Response
• Situation & Recommendations

IV. Summary and Recommendations



I.I. What is the New York What is the New York 
Independent System Operator?Independent System Operator?



NYISO formed December 1, 1999.

Highly divested and complex marketplace featuring co-
optimized market clearing systems.

91 percent utility generation divestiture rate makes it most 
divested market in nation.

NYISO market volume $5.2 billion last year and $16.2 billion 
since inception. Highest market volume in the East.

Unique challenge: New York City is world’s biggest and most 
complex load pocket. World capitals of finance and 
communications located within.

Unique geography makes it the “Hub of the Northeast.”

The NYISO The NYISO -- BackgroundBackground



New York ISONew York ISO
"Hub of the Northeast""Hub of the Northeast"

* = Peak Load in Megawatts

IMO
23,857 MW*

Hydro 
Quebec
19,410 MW*

ISO -
New England
25,158 MW*

New York ISO
30,983 MW*

PJM / PJM West
64,300 MW*



Northeast ISO Market VolumesNortheast ISO Market Volumes
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II.II. Power AlertPower Alert BackgroundBackground



Power AlertPower Alert
Power Alert I: New York’s Energy Crossroads,

was published to much attention. It outlined a looming energy problem for New York 
State and particularly New York City; and proposed realistic solutions. This report 
concluded that significant additional generating capacity would enhance reliability, put 
downward pressure on wholesale electricity prices and benefit the environment.

Power Alert II: Following the 9/11 tragedy, NYISO revisited Power 
Alert I, with consideration given to infrastructure damage and 
further potential down-turn in New York’s economy created by 
the terrorist attacks.

Power Alert II: New York’s Persisting Energy Crisis, was published in March 2002 with 
the major finding that, although some power plants had finally been approved, New York 
continued to be in serious need of new electric generating plants.

Power Alert III takes a more comprehensive view breaking down 
the future of New York’s bulk power system into three 
components we call the three legs of the energy system stool 
and offers recommendations for the future:
1) supply, 
2) transmission and 
3) demand response and conservation.



III. III. This Year’s ReportThis Year’s Report



The ThreeThe Three--Legged Stool of the Legged Stool of the 
Electric Power SystemElectric Power System



A.A. Generation / SupplyGeneration / Supply
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A.A. Generation / SupplyGeneration / Supply
This Summer in New York –

NYS Summer 2003 In-State System Load  
and Generating Capacity * 

Region 

Requirement 
(Load + Reserve 

or Locational 
Requirement) 

Generation 
Available 

Margin 
(as of  

April 2003) 

 
New Generation 

& SCRs 
Summer 2003 

Projected 
Margin 

Summer 
2003 

NY State 37,087 36,527 - 560 891 + 331 
NY City 8,816 8,749 - 67 118 + 51 
LI 4,607 4,983 + 376 107 + 483 
*In-state supplies only as of 3/2003.  Does not include out-of-state firm exports or contracts of 
303 MW. Up to 1,500 MW of capacity from out-of-state resources has been available in the past. 
SCRs (a Demand Response Program) also assist in meeting demand in NY. 
 



A.A. Generation / SupplyGeneration / Supply

Issues to consider now for the future:
“New world” risk, safety and reliability standards
Fuel Diversity Issues
Regulatory uncertainty deterring new investment
Continued development of renewable and low 
emission supplies 

Wind power
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)
Distributed generation



A.A. Generation / SupplyGeneration / Supply
Over the longer term –

Supply vs Demand
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A.A. Generation / SupplyGeneration / Supply
Generation / Supply Recommendations:

On the State level,
It is essential that the New York State Legislature focus on and address the expired 
Article X electric power plant siting legislation as soon as possible. Article X 
represented perhaps the most stringent electric power plant siting laws in the nation, 
and it contained very strict (but appropriate) environmental requirements. This must be 
a top priority for the Legislature now.
To reduce the risk of long-term contracts to load serving entities, and thus the NYISO, 
the NYPSC, and NYSERDA should work together to reduce institutional barriers to 
long-term contracts if enhancements to the capacity markets do not produce the 
anticipated results.

On the Federal level, 
Standard market design will improve  “the rules of the road” for the national electric 
system, connecting various regions together much like the interstate highway system 
did in the 1950s. The key areas standard market design solidifies are open access to 
the transmission system, a means for valuing and trading transmission rights, a
locational pricing system for supplies, and general rules for a system operator. FERC is 
planning to issue its final order late this year; but legislative opposition in the Congress 
threatens to derail this key market stabilization initiative. Basic standards for wholesale 
market development should be supported. 



B.B. TransmissionTransmission

TRANSMISSION CONGESTION 1999 - 2000
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B.B. TransmissionTransmission
Transmission in New York:

The value of congestion during the NY market’s first two-and-
a-half years of operation totals almost 2.75 billion dollars.

This fact notwithstanding, there have been no major proposals 
to upgrade the bulk power AC network to enhance market 
efficiency. 

LBMP pricing has, in fact, provided the incentive for siting
generation in Southeast New York.

Transmission expansion is being driven primarily by reliability 
needs and by the interconnection of new resources.



B.B. TransmissionTransmission
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B.B. TransmissionTransmission

Regulatory Uncertainty
Market design and structures are still evolving 
FERC vs Congress (SMD vs White Paper)
ISO/RTO/ITP/ITC/Transco debates
Federal/state tension over jurisdictional issues

Transmission Pricing Policies
Lack of clear and consistent rules for cost recovery
FERC’s “and”/ “or” pricing policy
Retail recovery mechanisms; rate freezes
“Participant Funding” vs “socialization” debate
Misconception that TCC financial rights should pay for expansion

“NIMBY” and other local issues
Both merchant and regulated transmission are impacted by the 
uncertainty created by these issues

There are many reasons why transmission 
expansion has been slow to occur:



B.B. TransmissionTransmission
Recommendations:
1. The NYISO, its Market Participants, and the PSC should investigate 

expanding transfer capability between Marcy and Pleasant Valley or, at a 
minimum, Leeds and Pleasant Valley as high customer value / relatively low-
cost ways to reduce congestion costs to consumers.

2. Besides generation expansion, increased demand response and energy 
efficiency measures, increased transmission capability, likely in the form of 
HVDC, needs to be encouraged in the congested New York City and Long 
Island zones, as well as upgrades of the AC networks within those zones.

3. New York must implement a transmission expansion planning process through 
the NYISO governance process to facilitate the expansion of the NY 
transmission grid. It should pursue joint planning analysis with adjacent 
regions to study increasing the transmission capability between adjoining 
markets.

4. Cost allocation formulas and cost recovery mechanisms and other means of 
incentivizing expansion, need to be addressed in the appropriate forums.



C.C. Demand ResponseDemand Response
Demand response programs at the wholesale level 
provide an effective means of impacting marginal 
prices in the day-ahead market; 

Rather than acting as price-takers, loads can participate in price-
setting along with supply resources. These programs recognize that 
not all loads are in a position to actively participate in the wholesale 
market.  Ultimately, the greatest source of demand response will
occur when relevant retail customers, particularly large ones, see 
and are able to react to wholesale spot market prices.

Emergency Demand Response Program load 
curtailments in 2002

Estimated reduction in real-time LBMPs ranging from 
• 4.4 percent  in the Hudson River region
• 25 percent in the Western, NY region.



C.C. Demand ResponseDemand Response
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C.C. Demand ResponseDemand Response
Demand Response – The Future

In October 2002, the NYISO stakeholders and the NYISO Board 
approved revisions to the EDRP and SCR programs that would allow
for scarcity pricing conditions when these resources are needed.

Allowing EDRP and SCR resources to set locational marginal price will have 
the most far-reaching impact of all the 2003 demand response program 
changes.  The NYISO’s Independent Market Advisor identified that existing 
pricing rules and operating procedures have hindered efficient pricing during 
shortage conditions.  Inefficient pricing (in this case, prices that do not 
reflect scarcity conditions) can hinder long-term resource development by 
providing incorrect pricing signals.  The decision to allow demand resources 
to set marginal price will help to restore proper pricing during those few 
hours where reserve shortages are corrected by load reduction.

In 2003, DADRP will be expanded to allow third-party providers of 
demand response,

in addition to load serving entities.  This will allow customers more choices 
in DADRP providers and should increase the number of offers submitted to 
the day-ahead market by demand response providers.



C.C. Demand ResponseDemand Response
Recommendations

We must move toward real-time pricing.
Real-time pricing is a complex issue that requires significant coordination among 
state regulators, load serving entities and interested customers.  Rate design 
should consider the impact of demand charges on customer motivation to shift 
energy usage – customers should not be penalized through demand charges for 
shifting energy from peak to off-peak periods.

The introduction of affordable metering/ communication 
technologies would make a major contribution to successful 
real-time pricing;

Providing consumers with real-time price and consumption information and 
automated mechanisms to react to prices.

Energy efficiency will play an important role in addressing 
New York’s supply situation.

New technologies in building heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems and 
lighting control can reduce energy usage by 20 to 25 percent in some facilities 
while minimizing the impact on occupant comfort.  



IV.IV. Summary andSummary and
RecommendationsRecommendations



IV. Summary and RecommendationsIV. Summary and Recommendations
1. Get New Supply Built

New York must set a goal of bringing an additional 5,000 - 7,000 additional MW online by 
2008 to enhance reliabilty,  increase competition and deliver environmental benefits. 
Approximately 2,500 MW is under construction today but only another 1,000 MW is 
realistically on the horizon.

2. Re-authorize New York’s Article X Siting Law ASAP
The New York State Legislature should immediately re-authorize Article X in essentially its 
present form.

3. Re-examine New York’s Three-Decades-Old Reliability Criteria
In light of the needs of today’s high tech society, and new security considerations, the 
NYISO should lead a comprehensive review of the overall reliability requirements for New 
York State, and particularly New York City and Long Island.  This study must involve the 
recognized reliability organizations, New York State Reliability Council (NYSRC), Northeast 
Power Coordinating Council (NPCC), and North American Electric Reliability Council 
(NERC), as well as industry experts and state and federal regulators.

4. New York Needs an Effective Planning Process
The NYISO and its market participants should initiate an open and transparent planning 
process for its electricity infrastructure (generation, transmission, demand response, and 
distributed generation) as soon as possible, and in advance of FERC’s final order on 
Standard Market Design.  New York is the only one of the three Northeast ISOs not to have 
a planning process that can result, in the end, in needed actions being taken.



IV. Summary and RecommendationsIV. Summary and Recommendations
5. Consider Moving Ahead With “High-Consumer-Value” Transmission Projects –

Pick the Low Hanging Fruit
The New York State Public Service Commission (NYPSC) and the NYISO should work with 
the NYS energy industry and other stakeholders  to address transmission cost allocation and 
recovery issues for transmission facilities to materially reduce transmission congestion costs to 
consumers where appropriate. The NYISO’s recommendations in the Transmission section of 
this report can serve as a starting point for deliberation.

6. Take Demand Response to the Next Level
At the core of an effective and efficient market is the need for relevant customers to be 
exposed to real-time electricity prices and alter their behavior accordingly.  Some load serving 
entities have established real-time pricing programs for larger industrial and commercial 
customers (National Grid has approximately 170 customers who pay the NYISO’s day-ahead 
prices). In addition, on April 30, 2003, the NYPSC issued an order instituting proceedings to 
evaluate changes to utilities’ real-time pricing tariffs. The NYISO strongly supports this 
proceeding moving forward in an expeditious manner.

7. Simple, affordable metering technologies need to be developed and installed, 
and real-time electricity rate tariffs need to be put in place. 

Consumers need to understand that real-time pricing can give them greater control over their 
electricity bills and more competitive choices.  By inhibiting short-term price spikes, demand 
response programs represent an important component of an effective deregulated electricity 
market.



IV. Summary and RecommendationsIV. Summary and Recommendations
In Conclusion:

New York has stayed just ahead of potential reliability 
problems for the past three years by utilizing stopgap 
measures and by driving the existing electrical 
infrastructure harder and harder. 
If New York is to have a truly economic, reliable and 
environmentally sound electrical infrastructure for the 
21st Century, the recommendations contained in 
Power Alert III should be carefully considered and 
where appropriate, implemented by the State, New 
York’s energy industry, and the financial marketplace.



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT VI 



 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 
New York Independent System Operator, Inc. ) Docket No. ER01-3001-00_ 
 
 

NOTICE OF FILING 
 
 Take notice that on December 1, 2003, the New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
(“NYISO”) submitted a report on the status of its demand side management programs and the 
status of the addition of new generation resources in New York State in compliance with the 
Commission’s previous orders in the above-captioned proceeding.  The NYISO has served a 
copy of this filing upon all parties that have executed service agreements under the NYISO’s 
Open Access Transmission Tariff and Market Administration and Control Area Services Tariff. 
 
 Any person desiring to be heard or to protest this filing should file a motion to intervene 
or protest with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C.  20426, in accordance with Rules 211 and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 C.F.R. § § 385.211 and 385.214).  All such motions or protests should be filed on 
or before _______________, 2003.  Protests will be considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be taken, but will not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding.  Any person wishing to become a party must file a motion to intervene.  All such 
motions or protests should be filed on or before the comment date, and, to the extent applicable, 
must be served on the applicant and on any other person designated on the official service list.  
This filing is available for review at the Commission or may be viewed on the Commission’s 
website at www.ferc.gov, using the FERRIS link.  Enter the docket number excluding the last 
three digits in the docket number filed to access the document.  For assistance, call (202) 502-
8222 or (202) 208-1659.  Protests and interventions may be filed electronically via the Internet in 
lieu of paper.  See, 18 C.F.R. 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the instructions on the Commission’s 
website under the “e-filing” link.  The Commission strongly encourages electronic filings. 
 
 Comment Date: 
 
 
      Magalie R. Salas 
         Secretary 
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