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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This draft report presents an evaluation of the interface pricing methodologies employed by the 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) and the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) to 
settle import and export transactions between their respective systems in the day-ahead and real-
time markets.  This effort is being undertaken at the request of the OMS Seams Committee and 
the SPP RSC and represents joint efforts of the Potomac Economics, the MISO IMM, and MISO 
staff, in collaboration with the SPP MMU. 

Like all locations, the interface prices calculated by MISO and SPP include:  (a) a system-wide 
energy component, (b) a transmission loss component, and (c) a congestion component.  These 
interface prices are the sole means to facilitate efficient power flows between RTOs.  Therefore, 
inefficient prices will lead to inefficient scheduling patterns, and vice versa.  The purpose of this 
analysis is to evaluate the efficiency of the current interface prices and recommend 
improvements that will better incent participants to schedule imports and exports between 
markets efficiently. 

To calculate the congestion component, the RTO must assume where the power is going to or 
coming from in the external area (this is the “interface definition”).  Both RTOs employ interface 
definitions that assume generators ramp up throughout one area and ramp down throughout the 
other area.  This approach is sound because it is consistent with the reality of how power is 
transferred from one area to the other. 

However, this report shows that the RTOs’ current interface pricing is not efficient when jointly-
managed market-to-market (M2M) constraints are binding.  The problem arises because both 
SPP and MISO include the congestion associated with these M2M constraints in their interface 
prices, resulting in redundant congestion payments/charges to participants scheduling imports or 
exports. 

PJM and MISO previously attempted to address the same issue by implementing a “common 
interface” definition, that assumes imports and exports source and sink at the seam between the 
two RTOs.  This is not realistic and has introduced new distortions and inefficiencies.  As such, 
we recommend an alternative solution for the SPP-MISO seam.   

Instead of a common interface, we recommend the RTOs address this concern by:  allowing only 
the Monitoring RTO to price the congestion associated with M2M constraints in its interface 
prices.  This single change will produce efficient scheduling incentives for participants and 
eliminate excess costs borne by the Non-Monitoring RTO’s load. 
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I. INTERFACE PRICING STUDY 

A. Interface Pricing and the Current Issues at the SPP-MISO Seam 

Each RTO posts its own interface price at which it settles with participants exporting power to or 
buying power from the neighboring RTO.  Participants schedule between the RTOs to arbitrage 
the difference between the two interface prices.  Interface pricing is essential because:  

 It is the sole means to facilitate efficient power flows between RTOs;  

 It coordinates schedules efficiently and can avoid significant uplift costs and other 
inefficient outcomes; and  

 It is the basis for any coordinated transaction scheduling systems to maximize the 
utilization of the interface.  

Establishing efficient interface prices would be simple in the absence of transmission congestion 
and losses – each RTO would simply post the interface price as the cost of the marginal resource 
on their system (the system marginal price, or “SMP”).  Participants would respond by 
scheduling from the lower-cost system to the higher-cost system until the SMPs equilibrate (and 
generation costs are equalized).  However, congestion is pervasive, so the fundamental interface 
pricing challenge is estimating the congestion costs and benefits from cross-border transfers 
(imports and exports).  

Like the locational marginal price at all generation and load locations, the interface price 
includes: a) the SMP, b) a marginal loss component, and c) a congestion component.  For 
generator locations, the source of the power is known and, therefore, congestion effects can be 
accurately calculated.   

In contrast, the source of an import (or sink for an export) is not known, so it must be assumed in 
order to calculate the congestion effects.  This is known as the “interface definition.”  If the 
interface definition reflects where the power is actually coming from (import) or going to 
(export), the interface price will provide an efficient incentive to transact, and traders’ responses 
to these prices will lower the total costs for both systems. 

Interface Pricing with SPP 

In reality, when power moves from one area to another other, generators ramp up throughout one 
area and ramp down throughout the other area (marginal units), as shown in the figure below.  
MISO’s interface pricing is consistent with this reality, calculating flows for exports to SPP by 
assuming power is sinking throughout SPP.  This is accurate because SPP will ramp down all of 
its marginal generators when it imports power.  SPP employs the same assumption – assuming 
that imports from or exports to MISO source or sink throughout MISO. 
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In prior analyses, we have identified the 
location of MISO’s marginal generators that 
physically support imports and exports and 
confirmed that they are distributed throughout 
MISO, which validates the interface 
definitions currently employed by SPP and 
MISO. 

PJM takes a much different and less efficient 
approach to interface pricing.  It assumes the 

power sources and sinks from specific buses at the border with MISO, as shown in the figure to 
the right.  There is no good basis for this assumption and, indeed, it tends to exaggerate the flow 
effects of imports and exports on any constraint near the seam because it underestimates the 
amount of power that will loop outside of the RTOs.  Unfortunately, MISO made the decision in 
2017 to implement this type of interface definition for the PJM interface alone.   

As we discuss in more detail below, our 
ongoing analysis suggests that this was a 
mistake and has resulted in inefficient pricing 
of the MISO-PJM interface.  Therefore, we do 
not believe this as a viable option for the SPP-
MISO interface.   

B. Ideal Interface Price Incentive 

The ideal interface price incentive for a M2M constraint is the marginal congestion component 
(MCC) calculated by the Monitoring RTO (MRTO) that is responsible for the constraint.  Like 
other internal transmission constraints, interchange on M2M constraints is fully and accurately 
compensated by the product of:  (a) the MRTO’s shadow price and (b) the average impact of 
generation from the external region as discussed in the prior section.  The impact of the 
generation is determined by the average generation shift factor of the external generation.  A 
shift factor indicates the portion of the change in output that is expected to flow over a constraint. 

The MRTO shadow price reflects the full marginal value of the constraint.  The Non-Monitoring 
RTO (NMRTO) applies this value in M2M coordination as its shadow price limit, the maximum 
marginal cost the NMRTO will incur to limit its flows.  Any difference between the MRTO and 
NMRTO shadow prices indicates a convergence problem or a lag in coordination.  Additionally, 
when the NMRTO market flow exceeds its Firm Flow Entitlement (FFE), the MRTO shadow 
price is used for determining the JOA settlement payment due to the MRTO. 

SPP MISO

SEAM

MISO PJM

SEAM
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Compensating physical schedulers with the ideal incentive is a revenue neutral solution that 
aligns with the JOA settlement.  The following is an example scenario with the effect from an 
SPP export 

Example Assumptions 

 MISO constraint binds at a $1000 shadow price in MISO and $800 shadow price in SPP. 

 The shift factor estimated for the transaction is 5%, which is applied by both RTOs at the 
interface: –5% in MISO’s market and +5% in SPP. 

 SPP market flow is exactly equal to FFE prior to the physical schedule. 

 Both markets have a $50 energy component of LMP and $0 marginal losses. 

Example Outcomes under Current Interface Pricing 

 This situation results in a $90 scheduling incentive, the difference between interface 
LMPs of $100 in MISO and $10 in SPP. 

 SPP makes a congestion payment of $40 to the exporter for a 1 MW export because it 
charges the exporter $10 per MWh to export while energy internally has a value of $50 
per MWh.   

 MISO pays the importer $50 per MWh in congestion because it pays the importer the 
interface LMP of $100 while energy internally has a value of $50 per MWh. 

 Therefore, the physical scheduler nets $90. 

Example Outcomes under Ideal Pricing 

 Under ideal interface pricing, the scheduling incentive would be $50, equal to the 5% 
shift factor for the transaction times the MISO shadow price of $1000 per MW. 

 This efficient scheduling incentive could be achieved by: 

 MISO pricing the interface at $100 per MWh, $50 energy component plus $50 
congestion component; and  

 SPP pricing the interface at $50 per MWh with a $0 congestion component.   

 Both RTOs are revenue neutral in this example and the scheduling incentive matches the 
estimated value of scheduling the import for relieving congestion. 

This description and illustration of ideal interface pricing will be used in the following sections 
to evaluate the current interface pricing at the MISO-SPP seam and recommend improvements.  
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C. Evaluation of Current Interface Pricing 

Real-Time Congestion Pricing at the SPP-MISO Interface 

As described above, both MISO and SPP both employ reasonable interface definitions to 
estimate how imports from and exports to the other area will affect their transmission constraints. 
An unintended consequence of this is how congestion on M2M constraints is priced because they 
are activated and modeled in both RTOs’ real-time markets.  This causes SPP and MISO to 
“double pay” transactions for the congestion effects on M2M constraints, as illustrated in the 
prior section. 

To show how this occurs, we have calculated the average interface pricing component associated 
with selected individual M2M constraints.  These coordinated constraints had congestion value 
exceeding one million dollars between June 2018 and May 2019.  Figure 1 shows the congestion 
component calculated by both SPP and MISO for each constraint, separately showing MISO 
constraints and SPP constraints.  The congestion payments are displayed as the settlement of an 
export transaction from MISO to SPP.  A negative value indicates that the participant would be 
charged the corresponding amount; whereas, a positive value indicates that the participant would 
be paid for congestion relief. 

Figure 1: Constraint-Specific Interface Congestion Prices 
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Even though their interface definitions differ somewhat, this figure shows that both RTOs 
estimate very similar effects on each of the jointly-managed constraints.  Unfortunately, this 
results in congestion payments and charges that are roughly double the efficient level – the 
payment made by the MRTO. 

This is important because it results in poor incentives for participants to schedule imports and 
exports when M2M constraints are binding significantly.  It also results in additional costs for the 
RTOs.  When SPP makes a payment for an external transaction because it would relieve a MISO 
constraint, this payment is not recouped through the M2M process.  In other words, if both RTOs 
pay $20 per MWh for congestion relief to the same participant ($40 per MWh), the following 
would occur: 

 MISO would experience relief on the constraint valued at $20 per MWh. 

 SPP would move generation resources to accommodate the physical schedule and 
compensate them for their congestion relief.   

 The expected value of this compensation would be $20 per MWh.  SPP would 
receive market flow credit for the impacts of generating resource output changes and 
be credited by MISO for that relief via the JOA settlement.   

 SPP would receive no additional M2M settlement recognition to recoup the $20 per 
MWh paid to the physical scheduler.   

 The payment to the physical scheduler would likely be passed along to load as an 
uplift charge. 

Of course, these effects would be reversed if MISO pays a participant to schedule a transaction 
that relieves an SPP M2M constraint.  Hence, this is an issue that hurts both RTO’s while leading 
to inefficient transaction schedules and higher costs.  Even the participants scheduling the 
transactions do not likely benefit from this pricing issue because participants will schedule larger 
quantities of transactions to the point where the expected profit would be not higher than without 
the pricing issue.  

Figure 2 provides an aggregate indication of how this shortcoming affected the incentives of 
participants transacting between the RTOs. For each hour between June 2018 and May 2019 
when at least one M2M constraint bound, we quantified the difference between the actual 
interchange incentive at the MISO-SPP seam and the ideal interface incentive.  The results have 
been aggregated into a histogram to show the distribution. 
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Figure 2: Difference Between Actual and Ideal Congestion Incentive 

 

In 60 percent of the market intervals when a M2M constraint bound, the actual congestion 
incentive was within one dollar of the ideal incentive because M2M are often not significantly 
affected by transactions between the areas.  About 11 percent of the time the congestion 
incentive was overstated by more than five dollars in absolute terms.  This magnitude of error is 
large enough to cause inefficient scheduling. 

In general, the average difference between the incentives is less than a dollar and sends a 
stronger than efficient signal to export from SPP to MISO.  However, focusing on the average 
differences can be misleading because the effects in particular hours can be much larger and 
more distortionary.  Therefore, we provide an example from one day to illustrate how this 
pricing concern can affect interval-level prices over time.   

Figure 3 shows how the congestion incentive at the interface varied from the ideal on July 22, 
2018, when congestion on M2M constraints were substantial.  The maroon line represents the 
actual difference between the marginal congestion components between MISO and SPP that was 
embedded in the interface prices.  The blue shading shows the ideal spread in the congestion 
components.  The ideal incentives remove the “double payment” of congestion from the jointly 
managed M2M constraints.  In this case, a M2M constraint is binding in MISO and providing 
incentives to export power from MISO to SPP (see the negative MCC spread in the figure). 
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Figure 3: Example of Ideal vs Actual Interface Incentives 
July 22, 2018 

  

This figure illustrates how the current interface pricing tends to over-price the congestion at the 
interface, which can lead to large distortions in the incentive to schedule imports and exports.  In 
this case, this incentive diverges by up to $50 per MWh.  Importantly, when participants respond 
to this and schedule, it leads to the following outcomes: 

 The participant is paid the congestion component by both RTO’s, in this case up to $95 
per MWh. 

 The MRTO does not receive $95 per MWh in congestion relief – it receives only relief 
associated with the ideal congestion price. 

 The NMRTO receives no credit in the market-to-market process or settlements for the 
excess payment it made to the scheduler of the transaction.  Ultimately, the costs of these 
payments are uplifted to load. 

The preceding analysis shows the effects of the suboptimal interface pricing on the incentives of 
participants to schedule imports and exports in the real-time market.  However, this pricing issue 
also affects the costs of the two RTOs.  In Figure 4 below, we calculated the aggregate amounts 
of excess payments made by each RTO and the value of the excess charges levied by each RTO.  
The SPP payments are in shown varying shades of red and MISO’s in varying shades of blue.  
The positive values are excess payments and the negative values are excess charges.  
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Figure 4: Magnitude of Excess Payments and Charges 
June 2018 – May 2019 

  

This figure shows that the amounts of excess payments and charges can vary month to month.  
The total excess payments and charges exceeded $7.5 million during the one-year study period, 
with excess payments of more than $4.5 million and the excess charges of more than $3 million. 

The day-ahead excess payments and charges tend to be the largest because most transactions are 
scheduled in the day-ahead markets.  However, the excess day-ahead payments and charges by 
SPP tend to be small because of the limited extent to which MISO constraints are reflected in 
SPP’s day-ahead market.   

The real-time excess payments and charges relate only to the settlements of incremental changes 
in the transactions after the day-ahead market, sometimes referred to as “deviations”.  Hence, the 
full effects of the inefficient interface pricing in the real-time market is likely understated when 
shown in this manner. 

We separately show the excess payments and charges to virtual transactions scheduled at the 
MISO and SPP interfaces.  These transactions settle originally in the day-ahead market and then 
settle out in the real-time market since they do not flow in real-time.  Virtual transactions 
constitute almost 30 percent of the excess payments and charges by MISO, but a much smaller 
share of the excess payments by SPP.  The virtual effects are likely smaller for SPP because of 
the limited modeling of MISO’s M2M constraints in SPP’s day-ahead market and the smaller 
quantities of virtual transactions scheduled in SPP at the interface than those scheduled in MISO. 
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Day-Ahead Congestion Pricing at the SPP-MISO Interface 

Most of the interchange along the MISO-SPP seam is scheduled in the day-ahead market; 
therefore, efficient day-ahead interface prices are imperative.  The management of non-M2M 
constraints in MISO and SPP’s day-ahead markets is equivalent to the real-time processes.  
There are three primary differences in the day-ahead management of M2M congestion:  

 The lack of a financial JOA settlement,  

 No shadow price exchange to limit NMRTO marginal costs, and  

 Inconsistency in the modeling of external M2M constraints. 

In real time, ideal and actual congestion incentives diverge due to both MISO and SPP modeling 
and pricing the same coordinated constraints.  The day-ahead process has a similar issue for SPP 
constraints.  Both MISO and SPP attempt to limit flows on SPP facilities in their day-ahead 
markets as required in the JOA, so congestion incentives at the interface can be overstated like 
they are in the real time market.   

In contrast, SPP does not effectively model MISO’s constraints in the SPP day-ahead market 
because they rarely bind, so there is little overstatement of congestion incentives associated with 
MISO’s constraints.  Although this likely creates other issues and congestion imbalances in the 
SPP market, it does eliminate the excess day-ahead congestion settlements at the interface 
associated with MISO’s M2M constraints.  Figure 5 below shows day-ahead average incentive 
differences by month.   

Figure 5: Day-Ahead Actual and Ideal Interface Incentives 
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These differences are comparable to the differences in the real-time market.  Like the real-time 
pricing distortions, the day-ahead distortions can be very large during some periods.  For 
example, congestion that occurred in January 2019 on SPP M2M constraints led to episodes of 
very large differences between the actual and ideal incentives to transact.  

Pricing Transmission Losses at the SPP-MISO Interface 

In the same way that congestion is paid or charged twice to transactions over the SPP-MISO 
seam associated with M2M constraints, this report evaluates the extent to which losses are paid 
or charged redundantly.  To evaluate this, we first examined each RTO’s methodology for 
calculating losses at the interface.   

Like congestion, the RTOs first must make an assumption regarding where an import is sourcing 
in the neighboring area or an export is sinking.  Both RTOs utilize their interface definition, 
which assumes that the power sources or sinks throughout the neighboring area.  This 
assumption could lead to settling the losses twice in the same way as the congestion modeled in 
both markets is settled twice.  To limit the pricing of losses that occur outside of their systems, 
both SPP and MISO reduce the resistance on external transmission facilities to zero.  This should 
prevent any excess settlement of transmission losses on interchange transactions. 

We performed an analysis to verify that the current practice of reducing the electrical resistance 
beyond the market seam yields the correct marginal loss result.  We created a seam-based 
interface definition for SPP based on the average marginal losses of ten resources physically 
located near the SPP seam.  The SPP seam runs the full north-to-south boundary of MISO, so the 
ten resources span seven local balancing areas distributed across the North, Central and South 
sub-regions of MISO.  The purpose of this definition is to calculate the transmission losses as if 
the power is originating from the seam, rather than from the generators throughout the 
neighboring area.  Figure 6 below shows the average interface marginal loss component of the 
LMP for the current interface pricing node and our ten-resource proxy definition.  

The average actual marginal losses of $-1.81 are in-line with the seam-based proxy average of $-
1.71 across the year-long study period.  The fact that the magnitude of the actual marginal losses 
is greater in most months is expected given that the seam-based proxy would be slightly inside 
the MISO-SPP seam border instead of on the seam.  Using pricing nodes exactly on the MISO 
and SPP seam would likely close the $0.10 gap.  These results indicate that the current marginal 
loss calculations in both RTOs are adequate and are not a source of inefficiency. 
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Figure 6: Marginal Loss Accuracy of MISO Interface Definition 

 

D. Potential Interface Pricing Improvements 

As discussed above, both SPP and MISO have transmission models that extend throughout the 
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issue that we identify in this report is that both RTOs are pricing the M2M constraints, which 
results in overstating the settlement incentive to import and export power when these 
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efficient transactions between the areas.  In this section, we outline two potential solutions to 
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Allowing the Monitoring RTO Alone to Price the Congestion 

One straight-forward solution to the redundant pricing of the congestion effects of scheduling 
external transactions between SPP and MISO is for the NMRTO to simply stop pricing the 
congestion at the interface.  This solution would allow the MRTO to be solely responsible for 
pricing the constraint that it manages.  This solution is reasonable and beneficial because: 

 The MRTO is calculating the true marginal cost/value of relief on the constraint every 
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 The well-designed interface definitions used by SPP and MISO will lead them to 
calculate efficient congestion components for the interface; 

 The NMRTO receives no market flow credit in the JOA settlement for any congestion 
payments to physical schedulers; and 

 The RTOs’ interface definitions remain unchanged, which is important because as-is they 
price non-M2M constraints efficiently at the interface. 

We have studied this solution extensively in the context of both the SPP-MISO interface, as well 
as the MISO-PJM interface.  We find no potential drawbacks of this solution, which would 
establish interface prices that are as close to the ideal interface price outlined earlier in this report 
as possible.  Therefore, we recommend that MISO and SPP work together to implement this 
solution. 

Modifying both RTOs’ Interface Definitions to Employ a “Common Interface” 

MISO and PJM confronted this same issue in pricing congestion at their interface.  At the 
beginning of this section, we describe that PJM generally utilizes interface definitions that 
assume that imports source from locations at the border of the PJM system.  This is not accurate 
because imports typically source from generators throughout the neighboring control area.  We 
believe that PJM adopted this type of definition because its transmission model does not extend 
very far beyond the PJM system.  Hence, PJM could not adopt the type of solution described 
above. 

Therefore, after lengthy discussions, MISO agreed to adopt a “common interface” as was 
advocated by PJM.  The theory behind this “solution” is that if both RTOs assume that the power 
sources and sinks at the same points near the border, then the total power flow effects calculated 
by the two RTOs will approximately be correct when added together.  The following illustration 
depicts this solution. 

Under this approach, when MISO exports 
power to PJM, it assumes the power sources 
throughout its control area and sinks at the 
purple nodes spanning the seam between MISO 
and PJM.  PJM then assumes the import sources 
at the purple nodes and sinks throughout PJM.  
The theory is that if the transaction has a -3 
percent shift factor (how the flow over the 
constraint changes when the transaction is 
scheduled), then hopefully the RTOs will 
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independently calculate offsetting shift factors that add up to -3 percent.  If the constraint is near 
the seam, for example, MISO may calculate a shift factor of -23 percent and PJM may calculate 
a shift factor of 20 percent.  This would raise both interface prices, causing MISO to make a 
large payment to the participant and PJM to receive a large payment from the participant.   

There are several problems with this approach that attempts to remedy the redundant settlement 
of congestion at the interface: 

1. Inconsistencies in the transmission models may cause the sum of the shift factors to fail 
to add to the correct aggregate shift factor.  We have observed cases where the aggregate 
shift factor has the wrong sign (assumes the flow effects are in the wrong direction). 

2. Differences in the shadow prices between the two RTOs can cause inefficient and volatile 
congestion settlements since the congestion price each is calculating is equal to the 
product of (a) the shadow price and (b) the shift factor. 

3. There is no mechanism currently for the RTOs to rectify the settlements.  In the example 
above where MISO makes a large payment to the export and PJM receives a large 
payment, there is no settlement mechanism for PJM to reimburse MISO for these costs. 

4. The inaccurate seams-based interface definition would produce inaccurate interface 
congestion components for all non-M2M constraints. 

The second issue is among the most problematic.  We illustrate this problem in the following 
example of a case where the shadow prices are not equal on a PJM M2M constraint.  We assume 
PJM’s shadow price is $1200 per MW and MISO’s is $600 per MW: 

 Ideal incentive is to pay participants $36 of congestion to export from MISO to PJM. 

 Instead, the settlement would pay the participant $102/MWh to schedule an import from 
PJM to MISO.  This result is the sum of: 

 A payment by MISO of $138/MWh (-23% * $600); and 

 A charge by PJM of $240/MWh (+20% * 1200). 

This example shows how this approach can result in very inefficient incentives to schedule 
imports and exports even if the shift factors accurately sum to the correct total shift factor.  This 
is particularly problematic in the day-ahead market because SPP and MISO do not coordinate 
congestion on M2M constraints in the day-ahead market.  Therefore, there is no reason to expect 
that the day-ahead shadow prices for the two RTOs would converge. 
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In addition to the inefficiencies caused by this issue, the fourth issue raises perhaps more 
substantial efficiency concerns.  Since the RTOs are only able to use one interface definition per 
interface, altering MISO’s interface definition for PJM to assume that power sources and sinks at 
the seam has undermined the pricing of congestion at the PJM interface for all of MISO’s non-
M2M constraints. 

For all these reasons, we conclude that the approach adopted by MISO and PJM to address the 
redundant congestion issue at the MISO-PJM interface should not be considered by SPP and 
MISO.  Instead, we recommend that SPP and MISO implement the more straight-forward 
solution to allow the MRTO to be solely responsible for pricing the congestion at the MISO-SPP 
interface. 
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II. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

MISO and SPP establish interface prices to settle scheduled imports and exports with 
participants.  Efficient interface prices are important because they are the sole means to facilitate 
efficient power flows between RTOs. 

MISO and SPP calculate the congestion component of their interface prices by employing an 
interface definition that reflects the RTOs’ assumption regarding where the power is going to or 
coming from in the external area.  Both MISO and SPP employ interface definitions that assume 
generators ramp up throughout one area and ramp down throughout the other area.  This 
approach is sound because it is consistent with the reality of how power is transferred from one 
area to the other. 

However, this report shows that their current interface pricing has one significant flaw:  when 
both RTOs are modeling the same constraint, the congestion settlement is duplicated.  Both SPP 
and MISO include the congestion associated with jointly-managed market-to-market constraints 
in their interface prices.  This results in: 

 Larger congestion settlements at the interface than are efficient – i.e., over-paying 
transactions that relieve such constraints and over-charging transactions that aggravate 
them; 

 Excess costs incurred by the Non-Monitoring RTO, which are not credited in the M2M 
settlements.  These costs are generally borne by loads through uplift charges. 

To address these concerns, we recommend that:   

SPP and MISO each modify their respective interface prices to include only the 
congestion on their own monitored constraints.  

Implementing this recommendation will: 

 Eliminate the inefficient congestion incentives created by the Non-Monitoring RTO’s 
redundant pricing of the Monitoring RTO’s constraints;  

 Improve import and export scheduling by providing efficient interface prices, which can 
later be used as the basis for a coordinated transaction scheduling system; and 

 Eliminate the excess costs that are allocated to the loads of the Non-Monitoring RTO.   

 


