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Abstract—The proportion of wind capacity in the generation
portfolio continues to expand with increasing renewable
penetration in the United States. The combination of more
frequent negative real-time locational marginal prices and over-
generation from wind farms has started to reduce wind farm
owners' operating profit in Independent System Operator (ISO)
managed electricity markets. Therefore, it is vital for
utilities/independent power producer to start negotiating (or
renegotiating) wind energy procurement contracts with
developers to include some type of curtailment rights. The
contract negotiations call for the development of a comprehensive
methodology to conduct economic valuation on curtailment
rights. This paper addresses the needs by proposing a new
method for evaluating wind farm curtailment rights. The
valuation methodology not only considers the financial aspect but
also closely models the physical dispatch of wind farms. The
valuation method is applied to a generic wind farm in the
California ISO (CAISO) system. The simulation results
demonstrate that curtailment rights have a significant value to
wind farm owners if the resource is bid appropriately into the
wholesale power market.

Index Terms—Wind Curtailment, Markov Regime Switching,
Wholesale Power Market, Contract Valuation.

1. INTRODUCTION

N the United States, the wind capacity as a percentage of

the total generation capacity increased from 1.1% in 2006 to
3.6% in 2010 [1]. At the same time, wind capacity as a
percentage of the entire generation portfolio capacity in each
ISO managed market also continues to increase. Electric
Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), Midwest Independent
System Operator (MISO) and CAISO are the top three ISO
managed markets with the highest level of wind penetration.
At the end of 2011, the wind capacity as a percentage of entire
generation portfolio is about 11.4% in ERCOT [2], 8.1% in
MISO [3] and 7.6% in CAISO [4].

Two major challenges associated with the integration of
wind resources into the U.S. electric system are identified in
the report titled “20% Wind Energy by 2030” [5]. The first
challenge arises from the intermittent nature of wind power
and the “non-dispatchability” of wind resources in electric
power market operations. As estimated in various studies, with
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20% wind penetration, the system operating cost incurred due
to variability and uncertainty of wind power is about 10% of
the wholesale value of the wind energy [5].

To reduce the cost of integrating wind resources into
electric systems, the industry has been tackling both the
intermittency and “non-dispatchability” issues related to wind.
The intermittency of wind power is being addressed by
improving wind forecasting performance, by dispersing farm
developments  geographically to reduce concentrated
variability, and by virtual/physical consolidation of balancing
areas.

Electric market operators in the U.S. are also working with
market participants to better utilize the limited dispatchability
of wind turbines. Until recently, wind farms have been
deemed non-dispatchable in electric power market operations.
However, with research and development advancement in
wind technology, modern wind turbines have a ramping
capability of up to 10 percent of turbine rating per minute [6].

Initially when wind farms participated in the ISO organized
markets, the power from wind farms was self-scheduled into
the Real-Time (RT) market and the energy is treated as "must
take". With increased wind penetration, the frequency of
negative locational marginal price (LMP) at the wind farm’s
pricing nodes is increasing dramatically. The negative prices
indicate that the RT market had to dispatch negatively priced
offers to meet demand. Occasionally, the energy component of
the LMPs have been even lower than the bid floor (e.g. $-
30/MWh in CAISO) which means there was not enough
dispatchable downward capacity to meet the imbalance
requirement during the dispatch interval. Although the wind
farm receives negative payment to generate power, some of
them are not willing to curtail output due to other
considerations such as production tax credits, and renewable
energy credits (RECs).

As wind penetration reaches a certain levels, the RT market
mechanism itself is not able to handle the intermittency of
wind. Frequent manual wind curtailments are needed to
manage congestion and maintain system reliability. To cope
with this excessive manual curtailment of wind, MISO and
ERCOT started implementing programs that utilize the limited
dispatchability of intermittent resources. These programs use
forecasted maximum output of wind resources to dispatch
them down or back up in real-time based on the resource level
offer and system conditions. Some significant benefits have
been achieved such as improved congestion management,
increased market efficiency, reduced the system regulation
service burden and enhanced overall system control



performance [7].

With the production tax credit for wind projects put on hold
for 2013, it is crucial for utilities/independent power producer
to start negotiating (or renegotiating) wind energy
procurement contracts with developers to include some type of
curtailment rights. There are several types of curtailment
rights in the industry. This paper studies one the most popular
type, take or pay curtailment rights. This type of curtailment
rights will allow wind scheduling parties to significantly
reduce their risk and cost associated with negative RT prices
and over-generation without hurting the wind farm developer.
The limited dispatchability from wind generators will improve
system reliability, reduce burden on ancillary services and
enhance market efficiency. However, the subject of economic
values of curtailment rights for wind generation has not been
fully investigated. This research fills this gap in power
economics by providing a practical economic valuation of
wind curtailment rights from utility and independent power
producer’s perspectives to facilitate the contract negotiation
process. The valuation methodology is based on both
economic theory and the practice of electricity market
operations.

The remaining of this paper is structured as follows.
Section II presents the problem formulation and technical
method used in the economic valuation of wind curtailment
rights. Section III provides the case study results. The
conclusions are stated in Section I'V.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND TECHNICAL METHOD

This section is concerned with the problem formulation of
economic valuation of wind farm curtailment rights and the
valuation techniques. The general idea for valuing the
curtailment right is to calculate the difference between wind
farm revenues with and without curtailment rights. Since day-
ahead market LMP rarely drops below zero, it is assumed that
wind curtailment occurs mostly in the real-time market. The
value of curtailment rigths can be represented as

Teurtait = Hi=1€ " [(Pe — P{"®) X RT LMP,] (1)

where Tcyeqi Stands for value of economic curtailment

right, t denotes for interval t, r denotes the discount rate, P*¢

denotes wind production in interval t without curtailment

right. The symbol P, denotes wind production in interval ¢

with curtailment right and RT LMP, is the RT LMP for
interval t.

The valuation process is structured as follows. First, the
stochastic processes for RT LMPs and wind farm capacity
factors are built. Second, Monte Carlo simulation is conducted
to produce samples of the RT LMPs and wind farm
production. Afterwards, the wind farm dispatches are
simulated based on RT LMPs and various energy bid curve
structure assumptions. Finally, the NPV of wind farm
curtailment rights are calculated by summing up the
discounted differences between wind farm revenue with and
without curtailment rights.

A. RT LMPs Model
Since in ISO/RTO markets power plants are usually
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dispatched on a 5 minute interval basis and RT market usually
runs at the granularity of 5 minutes, the RT LMPs need to be
modeled on a 5 minute interval basis for wind farm
curtailment rights valuation.

In the literature, there are numerous reports on the study of
forward power prices, day-ahead LMPs because most of the
power plants’ revenues come from long-term forward
contracts and/or day-ahead market. To study the unique
properties of forward power prices and DA LMPs, researchers
have proposed various modeling approaches that modified and
extended the traditional time series models. These models
include Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average (ARIMA)
and its variants [8,9], Generalized Autoregressive Conditional
Heteroskedasticity (GARCH) and its variants [10], dynamic
regression models [11], transfer function models [12], Markov
regime-switching models [13,14], mean-reversion models
[15,16], and jump-diffusion model [17-19].

Compared to DA LMPs, RT LMPs usually exhibit much
higher volatility and frequency of spikes. This is mainly due to
the fact that RT market is much closer to actual delivery of
electricity than DA market. The longer look-ahead horizon
gives DA market the flexibility to deal with expected
generation, transmission outage and variability in renewable
generation and load. However, if there is a generation outage
right before the RT economic dispatch in the RT market, there
could be a temporary real power shortage, making the real
power balance constraint binding for a few intervals. This
most likely creates positive price spikes for a few intervals
which will only be limited by the administrative price set by
the system operator. Similarly, a gust of wind which increases
wind farm output for a few minutes could create real power
surplus. If there are not enough downward ramping
capabilities in the system, negative price spikes could persist
for a few intervals.

Instead of modeling RT LMPs directly, the difference
between RT and DA LMPs which is called DART spread is
modeled. The idea is that DA LMPs are much easier to
forecast given the existence of forward price quotes. Due to
convergence bidding, the RT LMPs should converge in the
long run to DA LMPs. Since, the DART spread converges to
zero in the long run, it is much more stable and less dependent
on the high level market drivers such as fuel price, technology
advancement, seasonality and changes in the regulatory
environment. The forecasted RT price will be derived by
summing up the Monte-Carlo simulation of DART spread and
DA LMPs.

The extremely high volatility and spikiness of DART
spread makes Markov regime-switching model (MRS) a
logical candidate for modeling. To the best of the authors'
knowledge, this research is the first to apply MRS models to
study RT LMPs. Several different model specifications are
proposed and tested here.

Suppose that the DART spread time series has a sample
size of T. It is assumed that the y, = log(DART; + const;) +
const, may occasionally shift between K possible
regimes/states from which a particular sample y,is drawn. The
unobservable regimes/states at time t is denoted by s; which



can take on an integer value in {I,...,K}. It is further
postulated that the transition between states is governed by a
Markov chain whose realizations take on values in {1,...,K}.
The transition matrix P contains the probabilities p;; =
P(S;y1 = j|S; = i) of switching from regime i at time t to
regime j at time t+1.

Based on MRS models fitted for Day-Ahead and forward
prices and the unique characteristics of the DART spread [20],
five model specifications are proposed and tested in this
research. The detailed specifications are listed in Table I.

TABLEI
MARKOV REGIME SWITCHING MODEL SPECIFICATIONS

Number of . Spike
Model States Base Regime Rein)me )
| ) Normal Normal
Distribution Distribution
2 2 AR(1) AR(1)
3 3 Normal Normal
Distribution Distribution
Normal
4 3 AR(L) Distribution
Truncated Log
5 3 AR(1) Normal
Distribution

The estimation of distribution parameters @ , Markov
transition probabilities p and initial state probability
distributions p follows the Expectation-Maximization (EM)
algorithm introduced by Hamilton [21] and refined by Kim
[22] for MRS models. The parameter vector 4 is defined as
6,p,p).

The detailed model calibration method is described here.
The algorithm starts with an arbitrary guess for the parameter
vector Aq. In the first step (E-step), the smoothed probabilities
p(S¢, ) St—m|Y; Ag) are calculated based on the initial guess,
where y = (yr,...,¥1) and m stands for the maximal
autoregressive lag order of the regime distributions. Next, in
the second step (M-step), maximum likelihood estimates of
the distribution parameters and initial state probability
distributions are calculated based on equations (2-4). The two
steps are repeated until convergence criteria are satisfied.

(l+1) _ Z{=m+1 p(St=j.St_1=i|y;ﬂ.l), l,] — 1, - K (2)

Pij =T pGea=ilyiAD
T YK K 0logp(yt|zt;6) | .
t=m+1 St:1 "t LuSt_om=1 90 9=91+1

3)

=p(Sm =l Sm = lm—v - S1 = LY 4) D)

P(St) oees Se—m|y; A) = 0

(1+1)
-

B. Wind Farm Output Model

The methodology for simulating/modeling wind capacity
factor or wind farm outputs could be separated into two
approaches [23]. In the first approach, wind speed is simulated
and fed into a wind farm model which produces simulated
wind output from the wind farm. In the second approach, the
wind farm output time series is modeled and simulated
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directly. Since historical measurements of the wind speed are
not always available, this research adopts the second approach
to model and simulate the wind farm capacity factor directly.
Many statistical methods have been used to model wind farm
capacity factor/outputs. These methods include autoregressive
moving average (ARMA) model [23-25], limited
autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) model
[23], and Markov regime switching model [26]. Although
ARMA and ARIMA model can reasonably approximate the
sample autocorrelation and partial autocorrelation and conduct
short-term forecast, they are not very useful in long-term wind
farm output modeling. Similarly, short-term forecasting rather
than modeling capability of MRS model has been
demonstrated in the literature [26]. The goal of this research is
to quantify the value of long-term wind farm curtailment
rights. Therefore, historical sampling method is used to model
the wind farm output series. The advantage of the historical
sampling methodology is that the output series not only
captures the historical seasonal, diurnal variations but also
closely emulates the historical wind output autocorrelations
and volatilities.

C. Wind Farm Dispatch Simulation
The wind farm dispatch depends heavily on the energy bids
that the wind farm submits to the RT market. Assume that the
wind farm’s RT energy bid curve has a structure shown in
Figure 2.
$/MWh

| Mw

Wind Forecast

Self-Schedule

Fig. 2. Wind Farm RT Energy Bid Curve Structure

The RT energy bid curve has a self-schedule portion and
one economic bid step. The economic bid step allows the unit
to be dispatched at full potential when the RT LMP is
nonnegative. The self-schedule portion prohibits the wind
farm to operate lower than a certain limit when the RT LMP is
negative. The ramping rate submitted together with the energy
bid curve is 10% of potential output per minute. It is assumed
that self-schedule quantity is the decision variable that wind
farm controls. In this research, the self-schedule quantity as a
percentage of wind forecast is considered a treatment factor.
The curtailment right will be valued for different levels of the
self-schedule.

The 5-min RT market clearing mechanism is similar to the
one shown in [27]. The only difference for wind farm dispatch
is that the ramping rate is a percentage of the farm’s potential
output. An example of the 5-min RT market clearing results
and RT LMPs are shown in Figure 3.

In this example, it is assumed that the potential wind
production level for the full hour is 100 MW and the self-
schedule level of the wind farm is 25 MW. Assume that the
operating hour is HE 14. The RT economic dispatch run



results for interval from 13:10 to 13:15 are produced at 13:05.
The wind farm is supposed to ramp start from 13:07:30 to
reach 100 MW at 13:12:30. The wind farm’s ramping rate is
10 MW/min which equals to 10% of wind farm’s potential
output per minute. When the RT LMP for interval from 13:15
to 13:20 drops below zero, the wind farm should receive a
dispatch to start ramping down at 13:12:30 to 50 MW at
13:17:30. Since, the farm self-schedules at 25 MW, the
dispatch operating point for interval from 13:20 to 13:25 does
not go below 25 MW.

[ Previous Dispatch Operating Target |  [Dispatch Operating Target|
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Fig. 3. 5-min RT Market Clearing Results Example

III. CASE STUDY

The economic valuation of wind curtailment rights is
conducted for a generic wind farm with a nameplate capacity
of 1000 MW located in CAISO. The LMPs data is CAISO’s
Antelope PNode from Aug 1% 2011 to July 31* 2012 and BPA
wind generation capacity factor data from 2009 to 2011.

TABLE I
KEY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF FITTED MRS MODELS

Model 1 2 3 4 5 Raw Data
IQR 12.2 37.7 14.3 36.4 12.2 134
IDR 27.6 72.6 25.5 70.7 313 27.4

Mean -33 -1.1 32 -0.4 -1.9 2.1

Median -3.7 -5.2 -3.5 -3.8 -4.5 -4.0

Std 21.5 29.5 239 28.6 28.8 51.7
Skewness 3.0 0.9 5.5 0.8 10.9 15.8
Kurtosis 33.6 45 76.4 42 226.9 282.0

LogL 18842 | 45233 | 26453 | 44914 | 48214

Following the valuation process presented in Section II, the
stochastic processes for RT LMPs are established first. The
five models proposed in Section II.A are fitted to the CAISO’s
Antelope nodal DART spread. The goodness-of-fit of the
models are measured based on the Log likelihood value of
each model and the key descriptive statistics. The descriptive
statistics includes the Inter-Quartile and Inter-Decile range,
mean, median, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis of
the simulated DART spread process. The key descriptive
statistics and the Log Likelihood for each model are presented
in Table II. The descriptive statistics are obtained from 100
simulated sample trajectories of each model. As shown in
Table II, Model 5 has the highest level of Log Likelihood.
Moreover, the key descriptive statistics of model 5 are the

closest to that of the raw data. Therefore, Model 5 is selected
to model the DART spread on 5-min interval basis.

Due to space limit, the fitted model parameters are not
shown in this paper. The detailed model fitting results can be
found in [28]. The wind farm capacity factors are modeled and
simulated using historical sampling method as explained in
Section II.B. The sample size for simulated RT LMPs and
simulated wind capacity factors are both 100.

The wind farm is then dispatched based on sample RT
LMPs, wind capacity factors and RT bid curve assumptions in
Section II.C. Finally, the curtailment right value is measured
as the sum of the discounted differences between the hourly
revenue of the wind farm when it has curtailment rights and
the revenue when it does not have curtailment rights.

The mean and standard deviation of curtailment rights
value for this wind farm in a year under different levels of
self-schedule quantities are given in Table III.

TABLE III
EXPECTED VALUE AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF CURTAILMENT RIGHT NET
PRESENT VALUE
SELF-SCHEDULE AS A EXPECTED NET STANDARD

PERCENTAGE OF PRESENT VALUE OF DEVIATION OF
POTENTIAL OUTPUT CURTAILMENT RIGHT CURTAILMENT RIGHT
NET PRESENT VALUE

0% $1.38 MILLION $0.17 MILLION

25% $1.07 MILLION $0.13 MILLION

50% $0.77 MILLION $0.09 MILLION

75% $0.39 MILLION $0.04 MILLION

As shown in Table III, the expected value and standard
deviation of the curtailment right value increases with the
decrease of self-schedule level. In other words, by giving the
wind farm more flexibility to ramp up and down, the
curtailment rights value significantly increases. It should also
be noted that the magnitude of the expected curtailment rights
value is significant. In addition, the variability of curtailment
rights value is relatively small compared with its expected
value. The low uncertainty associated with the curtailment
right value should facilitate the curtailment right negotiation
between wind farm developers and utilities/independent power

producers.
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Fig. 4. Box Plot for Seasonal Curtailment Rights Value

The box plot for seasonal curtailment rights value is shown
in Figure. 4. As expected the Spring period (April - June) has
the highest expected curtailment right value and variability
due to higher wind capacity factor and lower RT LMPs. On
the contrary, the 4™ quarter of the year (October - December)



has the lowest expected curtailment right value and variability.

Similarly the hourly curtailment rights value also has a
certain pattern as depicted in Figure 5. The curtailment right
generally has a higher value during early morning hours when
the average wind farm capacity factors are higher and RT
LMPs are softer. The curtailment right has a lower value
during the day time when wind farm capacity factors are lower
and RT LMPs are stronger.
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Fig. 5. Box Plot for Hourly Curtailment Rights Value

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a comprehensive framework to conduct
economic valuation of wind farm curtailment rights. The
valuation model serves as a useful tool in the curtailment
contract valuation and negotiation process. It is shown that the
3-state MRS model with order 1 autoregressive model as base
regime and lognormal distribution as spike regimes is well
suited to model risks associated with RT LMP. The significant
value of wind curtailment rights during early morning hours of
spring period are demonstrated by the case study results. The
simulation results also show that the curtailment rights value
significantly increases with a higher level of operational
flexibility as reflected in the bid curve.

V. REFERENCES

[11 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Form EIA-860, "Annual
Electric Generator Report".

[2] ERCOT Quick Facts. [Online]. Available: http://www.ercot.comy.

[3] MISO Corporation Information. [Online]. Available:
http://www.midwestsio.org/.

[4] CAISO Control Area Generating Capability List. [Online]. Available:
http://www.caiso.com

[51 20% Wind Energy by 2030, U.S. Department of Energy. [Online].
Available: http://www.20percentwind.org/20p.aspx?page=Report.

[6] B.Fox, D. Flynn, L. Bryans, N. Jenkins, D. Milborrow, M. O’Malley, R.
Watson and O. Anaya-Lara, "Wind Power Integration: Connect and
System Operational Aspects," London: The Institution of Engineering
and Technology, 2007.

[7] Dispatchable Intermittent Resource Implementation Guide, Midwest
Independent System Operator. [Online]. Available:
https://www.midwestiso.org/WhatWeDo/Strategiclnitiatives/Pages/Win
dIntegration.

[8] J. Contreras, R. Espinola, F. J. Nogales, and A. J. Conejo, "ARIMA
Models to Predict Next-Day Electricity Prices," IEEE Transactions on
Power Systems, vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 1014-1020, Aug, 2003.

[91 A.J. Congjo, M. A. Plazas, R. Espinola, and A. B. Molina, "Day-ahead
Electricity Price Forecasting Using Wavelet Transform and ARIMA
Models," IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 1035-
1042, May, 2005.

[10] R. C. Garcia, J. Contreras, M. van Akkeren, and J. B. C. Garcia, "A
GARCH Forecasting Model to Predict Day-Ahead Electricity Prices,"

IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 867-874, May,
2005.
[11] F. Nogales, J. Contreras, A. Conejo, and R. Espinola, "Forecasting Next-
Day Electricity Prices by Times Series Models," IEEE Transactions on
Power Systems, vol. 17, no. 2, May, 2002.
F. J. Nogales and A. J. Conejo, "Electricity Price Forecasting Through
Transfer Function Models," Journal of the Operational Research
Society, vol. 57, no. 4, April, 2006.
R. Weron, M. Bierbrauer, and S. Triick, "Modeling Electricity Prices:
Jump Diffusion and Regime Switching," Physica A: Statistical
Mechanics and Its Applications, 2004.
[14] T. Mount and R. Ethier, "Estimating the Volatility of Sport Prices in
Restructured Electricity Markets nad Implications for Option Values,"
PSerc Working Paper, Cornell University, 1998.
S. J. Deng, "Valuation of Investment and the Opportunity to Invest in
Power Generation Assets with Spikes in Power Prices," Managerial
Finance, vol. 31, no. 6, pp.95-115, 2005.
J. J Lucia and E. S. Schwartz, "Electricity Prices and Power Derivatives:
Evidence from the Nordic Power Exchange," Review of Derivatives
Research, 2002.
[17] L. Clewlow and C. Strickland, "Energy Derivatives: Pricing and Risk
Management," London: Lacima Publications, 2002.
[18] S. J. Deng, "Stochastic Models of Energy Commodity Prices and their
applications: mean-reversion with Jumps and spikes," POWER working
paper, University of California Energy Institute, Berkeley, 1999.
G. Barz and B. Johnson, "Modeling the Prices of Commodities that are
Costly to Store: the Case of Electricity," Proceedings of the Chicago
Risk Management Conference, Chicago, IL, 1998.
J. Janczura and R. Weron, "An Empirical Comparison of Alternate
Regime-Switching Models for Electricity Spot Prices," Energy
Economics, vol. 32, issue 5, pp. 1059-1073.
J. Hamilton, "Analysis of Time Series Subject to Changes in Regime,"
Journal of Econometrics, vol. 45, pp. 39-70.
C.J. Kim, "Dynamic Linear Models with Markov-Switching," Journal of
Econometrics, vol. 60, pp. 1-22.
P. Chen, T. Pedersen, B. Bak-Jensen, and Z. Chen, "ARIMA-Based
Time Series Model of Stochastic Wind Power Generation," IEEE
Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 25, issue 2, May 2010.
J. R. MacCormack, D. Westwick, H. Zareipour, and W.D. Rosehart,
"Stochastic Modeling of Future Wind Generation Scenarios," 40" North
American Power Symposium, Sep 2008.
M. Milligan, M. Swartz, and Y. Wan, "Statistical Wind Power
Forecasting Models," Results for U.S. wind farms. National Renewable
Energy Laboratory, Golden, Colorado.
P. Pinson, L.E.A. Christensen, H. Madsen, P.E. Serensen, M.H.
Donovan, and L.E. Jensen, "Regime-Switching Modeling of the
fluctuations of offshore wind generation," Journal of Wind Engineering
and Industrial Aerodynamics, vol. 96, pp. 2327-2347, 2008.
N. P. Yu, C. C. Liu, and J. Price, “Evaluation of Market Rules Using a
Multi-Agent Platform,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, Vol. 25,
pp- 470-479, 2010.
[28] N. P. Yu, “Economic Valuation of Wind Curtailment Right”, Master
Thesis in Economics, Iowa State University, 2012.

[12]

[13]

[15]

[16]

[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

VI. BIOGRAPHIES

Nan-peng Yu (5’09, M’11) received his M.S. degree and Ph.D. in electrical
engineering from lowa State University in 2007 and 2010. He is senior
financial analyst in Energy Supply and Management department at Southern
California Edison, Rosemead, CA. His principal research area includes
restructured electricity market and renewable energy integration.

Hongyan Sheng received her M.A. in Mathematical Behavior Science and
Ph.D. in Economics from University of California, Irvine. She has over 13
years of experience in various aspects of power procurement and risk
management. Hongyan is currently the Manager of Price Forecasting and
Dispatch Group at Southern California Edison.

Raymond B. Johnson (M’1989) received his M.A. in Electrical Sciences
from Trinity College, Cambridge University, and a Ph.D. in Electrical
Engineering from Imperial College, London University. His professional
experience includes various positions as a power system design engineer,
systems engineer and energy consultant. He is currently Manager of the
Demand & Price Forecasting team at Southern California Edison.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType true
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata pogodnih za pouzdani prikaz i ispis poslovnih dokumenata koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


