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Southwest Power Pool
REGIONAL ALLOCATION REVIEW TASK FORCE MEETING
DFW Hyatt Regency, Dallas, Texas.

September 22, 2011 (12:00 p.m. — 5:00 p.m.)
September 23, 2011 (8:00 a.m. — 2:00 p.m.)

- AGENDA -

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. PRELIMINARY MATTERS
a. Declaration of a Quorum
b. Announcement of Participants
c. Approval of August 18, 2011 minutes
3. PRESENTATIONS
a. SPP Staff Presentation on Requested Material
b. Stakeholder Presentations
i. Dr.Mike Proctor Presentations
ii. Empire Electric District
iii. OPPD, NPPD, LES
c. RARTF/Stakeholder Discussion of Presentations

4. SCHEDULING OF NEXT REGULAR MEETING, SPECIAL MEETINGS OR EVENTS

a. Next Meeting
b. Scheduling of Future Meetings
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS & ADJOURNMENT

.............. SPP Staff

Dr. Mike Proctor

......... Bary Warren
..... Mathew Morey
Michael Siedschlag

................................................................................................ October 17-18 Dallas, TX
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Southwest Power Pool
REGIONAL ALLOCATION REVIEW TASK FORCE MEETING
August 18, 2011
Conference Call

s MINUTES -

Agenda ltems 1 and 2 — Call to Order, Preliminary Matters

SPP Chair Michael Siedschlag called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. with the declaration of a quorum.
Role was called and the following phone participants were confirmed:

Task Force Members:

Michael Siedschlag, Chair

Thomas Wright, KCC

Butch Reeves, APSC

Bary Warren, Empire District Electric Co.
Phil Crissup, OG&E

Harry Skilton, SPP Director

Paul Suskie, SPP Staff Secretary

Phone Participants:

Pat Mosier, APSC

Bernie Liu, SPS

Tom DeBaun, KCC

Tom Wright, KCC

Michael C. Moffet, SUNC
Rich Kosch, LES

Mike Proctor, SPP RSC
David Ried, OPPD

Traci Bender

Steve Gaw, Wind Coalition
William Leung

Jennifer Weatherford, GRDA
John Bell, KCC

Gerald Deaver, SPS

Dan Lenihan, OPPD
Elena Larson, KCC
Charles Cates, SPP Staff
Dan Jones, SPP Staff

RARTF's August 4 and 5, 2011 Minutes were approved.

Agenda ltem 3 — Discussion

a. Review of Action Items

A good discussion was held at the RARTF's conference call about the tasks of the RARTF.

Chairman Siedschlag asked for a second letter requesting any changes to the RARTF White
Paper in anticipation of the transition of the White Paper to the RARTF Recommendation, as well
as a request for presentations to be given at the September 22 - 23 face-to-face meeting in
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Dallas, with an estimated time to present. Paul Suskie said that SPP Staff will prepare and send
a second letter.

Harry Skilton requested a list of assumptions/criteria used to develop models used in groupings of
upgrades, i.e. Priority Projects fuel prices by type, etc. SPP Staff indicated that such information
will be provided at the next RARTF meeting.

Charles Cates, SPP, suggested a change log of assumptions and subsequent B/C ratios over
iterations of studies and time.

Tom DeBaun, KCC, asked where the Priority Projects benefits will come from. He also asked if
we would be considering the updated cost estimates in our B/C analysis. SPP Staff responded
that the report will use the most current cost estimates in our updated B/C analysis for
informational purposes at the next RARTF meeting.

b. Review of Draft Transition from Staff White Paper to RARTF Recommendation

Paul Suskie reviewed the changes converting the Staff White Paper to the RARTF
Recommendations. Phil Crissup noted a couple of additional changes that were needed.

c. Call for Stakeholder Feedback on Staff Whitepaper

A brief discussion took place about the request for stakeholder feedback on the Staff's White
Paper.

d. Call for Stakeholder Proposals for the RARTF

The invitation was again extended to present at the Sept 22 - 23, 2011 meeting in Dallas.
Dr. Proctor indicated that he plans on presenting.

Agenda Item 4 — Scheduling of Next Regular Meeting, Special Meetings or Event

Next meeting: September 22 - 23, 2011, at the DFW Hyatt Hotel in Dallas, TX. Charles shared
that the fall planning summit will be September 21 - 22, 2011 also in Dallas.

Oct 17, 2011 and Nov 14, 2011 weeks were proposed to follow with a possible phone call on Oct.
6, 2011.

Chairman Siedschlag adjourned the meeting at 2:25 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul Suskie

Senior Vice President and General Counsel
Southwest Power Pool

RARTF Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool
REGIONAL ALLOCATION REVIEW TASK FORCE MEETING
August 18, 2011

Crowne Plaza Hotel, Dallas, TX

* Summary of Current Action Items «

1. Provide list of forecasted Highway Byway projects that may require RARTF review.
2. Provide analysis of B/C ratios for existing upgrade portfolios.

3. Provide a history of B/C ratio calculation assumptions and key issues.

4. Provide a list of SPP zonal load ratio shares and net plant carrying charges.

5. Provide a definition of “roughly commensurate” and “reasonableness review.”

6. Begin the transition from “RARTF White Paper” to “RARTF Recommendation.”

* Summary of Action Items from Prior Meetings

7. Establish monthly meetings in September, October, and November, 2011. Develop a matrix of
possible dates for Task Force Member input.




Additional Information
for the

Regional Allocation
Review Task Force

September 22-23, 2011

£ SPSPutbwest

Power Pool

Presentation Outline

Requested Info
— Past Study Assumptions Overview
— Load Ratio Share Details

— Net Plant Carrying Charge Info

A Look at Past Portfolio Benefits
— Balanced Portfolio

— Priority Projects

A Look at Future, Potential Portfolio Benefits
- ITP20

Closing Thoughts and Considerations

oooooooo

oSPP | 2

9/15/2011



0-0-0-0-0-0

Requested Info

3PP | s

Study Comparison

0-0-0-0-0-0

Balanced Portfolio Priority Projects ITP20
Study Years 2012, 2017, 2022 2009, 2014, 2019 2030
Business As Usual
A High Wind High Wind High Wind
sensitivities Carbon Carbon Carbon
High Wind & Carbon
APC®
Reduction of Emission Rates®
Value of Improved ATCs
Levelization of LMPs
APCS APC® Import/Export Improvements
o s -
Metrics/Benefits | Reliability Impact® Re“a.blhty Impa.ct Al Se.r\{e N.ew fead
Societal Benefit® Improved Competition in SPP Markets
ATRR Transfers®

Gas Price®

Positive Impact on Losses Capacity®
Efficient Location of New Generation
Existing ROW Utilization
Sensitive ROW Utilization
Generation Resource Diversity

$ - Denotes Quantified in Dollars

ul[l

9/15/2011



Fuel Price Comparison

O-0-0-
0-0-0-0-0-0

$10.00* ITP20**
$9.00
$8.00
$7.00
$6.00 — e=mPriority Projects Coal
$5.00 e=m=Priority Projects Gas
$4.00 e=mBalanced Portfolio Coal
$3.00 e==Balanced Portfolio Gas
$2-00 S
$1'00 R ——
$000 T T T T T T T T
O O D DV DD > H LA DO 0 N N
O P NNV VYN N H WD
IR ENEE P NEE NG PN
*Fuel Prices shown in 2011 Dollars (Real)
**|TP20 only studied the year 2030 “SPP
000 o0-0-0-0-00
.o L] *
Wind Assumptions
Wind Capacity (MW) 2010
12 000 Wind in Queue: ~45GW
10.6 GW
10,000
2009
8,000 Wind in Queue: ~65 GW
7 GW
6,000 ‘
2008
4,000 Wind in Queue: ~35 GW '
2.6 GW
2,000 +——
. I
Balanced Portfolio Wind Priority Projects Wind ITP 20 Future 1 Wind
*Base level wind, doesn't not include sensitivities conducted “SPP

9/15/2011
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SPP Zones - Load Ratio Share (LRS)
Area Name LRS
AEPW 23.0%
OKGE 14.4%
SWPS 11.8%
WERE 11.7%
KCPL 8.3%
NPPD 6.3%
OPPD 5.2%
KGMO 4.4%
WFEC 3.2%
EMDE 2.7%
LES 2.1%
GRDA 2.0%
SPRM 1.6%
MKEC 1.4%
SUNC 1.1%
MIDW 0.8%
100.0% o%pp | 4
— o-0-0

Load Ratio Share (LRS) Largest to Smallest

SPP Zonal Load Ratio Shares

1.6% 1.1%

o
2.0% 1.4% 0.8%

2.1%

Largestto Smallest

B AEPW - 22.96%

B OGE - 14.40%

HSPS-11.77%

B WERE - 11.69%

H KCPL - 8.30%

® NPPD - 6.33%

M OPPD- 5.24%

B KCPL GMO - 4.38%

= WFEC- 3.18%

W EDE - 2.73%

WLES-2.11%

= GRDA - 2.00%

SPRM - 1.58%

MKEC - 1.44%

SUNC - 1.11%

MIDW - 0.81%

—0-0-0-0-0-0

OSPP | s
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SPP Zones’ Net Plant Carrying Charges (Highest

to Lowest)

Net Plant
Zone )
Carrying Charge

MKEC 19.12%
GRDA 19.04%
EMDE 18.30%
WEFEC 18.24%
KGMO 18.21%
SWPS 17.34%
OKGE 17.32%
KCPL 17.25%
AEPW 16.96%
SPP AVERAGE 16.65%
WERE 16.28%
LES 15.87%
SUNC 15.68%
SPRM 15.67%
MIDW 14.48%
OPPD 14.33%
NPPD 12.30%

0-0-0-0-0-0

*3PP

0-0-0-0-0-0

Highway Byway Upgrades Subject to RARTF Review

In-Service Year 2013

Upgrades 1
Est. Investment $960K
Est. ATRR $162K/YR

Description

Priority Projects: Riverside Station-
Tulsa Power Station Reactor

In-Service Years 2014-2016
Upgrades 70
Est. Investment $1.53B
Est. ATRR $270M/YR

Description

Priority Projects and STEP HW/BW

*3PP

9/15/2011



A Look At Past Portfolio Benefits

cccccc

O%PP | 12
Balanced Portfolio Upgrades
s SHP%?:"E:S;;MI | :

Approved BP
.
L e T se26Mm INVESTM-EUN:I' |‘
e ( e a&l{,77\ pd
N\ X\ ) 3% & “SPP 12
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Balance Portfolio Projects
Zone Project Name In-Service 201(_) Cost Total ATRR
Date Estimate
WFEC Tap Anadarko - Washita 138 kV line into Gracemont 345 kV 12/31/11 $200,000 $ 36,480
OKGE Sub - Gracemont 12/31/11 $15,000,000 $ 2,598,256
KCPL Tap - Swissvale - Stilwell 06/01/12 $2,171,096 $ 374,531
MIDW XFR - Post Rock 345/230 kV 06/01/12 $3,994,000 $ 578,331
MIDW Line - Spearville - Post Rock 345 kV 06/01/12 $106,662,000 $ 15,444,658
GRDA Line - Sooner - Cleveland 345 kV 12/31/12 $1,806,000 $ 343,862
OKGE Line - Sooner - Cleveland 345 kV 12/31/12 $69,000,000 $ 11,951,978
NPPD Line - NPPD - Axtell - Kansas Border 345 kV 06/01/13 $76,000,000 $ 9,345,324
MIDW Line - Post Rock - Axtell 345 kV 06/01/13 $92,200,000 $ 13,350,560
OKGE Line - Seminole - Muskogee 345 kV 12/31/13 $131,000,000 $ 22,691,436
OKGE Line - Tuco - Woodward 345 kV line 05/19/14 $105,000,000 $ 18,187,792
OKGE XFR - Woodward 345 kV and a 50 MVAR reactor bank 05/19/14 $15,000,000 $ 2,598,256
SWPS Line - Tuco - Woodward 345 kV line 05/19/14 $122,597,500 $ 21,262,378
SWPS XFR - Mid-point Reactor Station 05/19/14 $14,880,000 $ 2,580,674
KCPL Line - latan - Nashua 345 kV 06/01/15 $54,444,000 $ 9,392,017
KCPL XFR - Nashua 345/161 kV 06/01/15 $4,620,000 $ 796,986
SWPS XFR - Tuco 345/230 kV Ckt 2 11/30/15 $11,250,000 $ 1,951,114
Totals $825,824,596 | $133,484,633
arT | ==
Balanced Portfolio With Transfers
Zone 10 Year Benefit 10 Year Cost Cost with Transfers B/C

AEPW $322,340,865 $256,368,532 $309,134,708 1.0

EMDE ($3,559,279) $30,054,966 ($3,413,457) 1.0

GRDA $8,926,532 $22,309,693 $8,560,817] 1.0

KCPL $87,450,140 $88,114,193 $83,867,348 1.0

MIDW $133,365,121 $8,205,579 $12,826,073 10.4

MIPU ($13,839,357) $46,165,685 ($13,272,365) 1.0

MKEC $122,935,954] $12,786,699 $19,986,784 6.2

OKGE $277,430,893 $161,708,067 $252,764,544 1.1

SPRM ($1,053,584) $17,676,311 ($1,010,419) 1.0

ISUNC $38,508,939 $12,182,848 $19,042,909 2.0

SWPS $584,704,204 $131,677,908 $205,824,650 2.8

WEFA $83,099,150 $36,060,998 $56,366,648 1.5

WRI $148,097,654 $131,766,110 $142,030,161 1.0

NPPD $57,289,355 $91,448,244 $54,942,236) 1.0

OPPD $23,475,087| $70,888,265 $22,513,323 1.0

LES ($32,171,673) $21,896,245 ($30,853,615) 1.0

TOTAL $1,837,000,000 $1,139,310,345 $1,139,310,345 1.6

3PP | 14

9/15/2011
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Balanced Portfolio With Transfers

0-0-0-0-0-0

Zone 10 Year Benefit 10 Year Cost Cost with Transfers B/C
AEPW $322,340,865 $256,368,532 $309,134,708 1.0
EMDE ($3,559,279) $30,054,966 ($3,413,457) 1.0
GRDA $8,926,532 $22,309,693 $8,560,817, 1.0
KCPL $87,450,140 $88,114,193 $83,867,348) 1.0
MIDW $133,365,121 $8,205,579 $12,826,073] 10.4
MIPU ($13,839,357) $46,165,685 ($13,272,365) 1.0
MKEC $122,935,954 $12,786,699 $19,986,784] 6.2
OKGE $277,430,893 $161,708,067 $252,764,544 1.1
SPRM ($1,053,584) $17,676,311 ($1,010,419) 1.0
ISUNC $38,508,939 $12,182,848 $19,042,909] 2.0
SWPS $584,704,204 $131,677,908 $205,824,650 2.8
WEFA $83,099,150 $36,060,998 $56,366,648 1.5
WRI $148,097,654 $131,766,110 $142,030,161] 1.0
NPPD $57,289,355 $91,448,244 $54,942,2360 1.0
OPPD $23,475,087 $70,888,265 $22,513,323 1.0
LES ($32,171,673) $21,896,245 ($30,853,615) 1.0
TOTAL $1,837,000,000 $1,139,310,345 $1,139,310,345| 1.6

%P | s

000 o0-0-0-0-00
Balanced Portfolio Without Transfers
Zone 10 Year Benefit 10 Year Cost B/C

AEPW $322,340,865 $256,368,532 1.3

EMDE ($3,559,279) $30,054,966 -0.1

GRDA $8,926,532 $22,309,693 0.4

KCPL $87,450,140 $88,114,193 1.0

MIDW $133,365,121] $8,205,579 16.3

MIPU ($13,839,357) $46,165,685 -0.3

MKEC $122,935,954 $12,786,699 9.6

OKGE $277,430,893 $161,708,067 1.7

SPRM ($1,053,584) $17,676,311 -0.1

ISUNC $38,508,939 $12,182,848 3.2

SWPS $584,704,204 $131,677,908 4.4

WEFA $83,099,150 $36,060,998 2.3

WRI $148,097,654 $131,766,110 1.1

NPPD $57,289,355 $91,448,244 0.6

OPPD $23,475,087 $70,888,265 0.3

LES ($32,171,673) $21,896,245 -1.5

TOTAL $1,837,000,000 $1,139,310,345 1.6

O%PP | 1
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BP Transfer Comparison
Balanced Portfolio Transfer Comparison
Zone No Transfer Transfers
AEPW 1.26 1.04
EMDE -0.12 1.04
GRDA 0.40 1.04
KCPL 0.99 1.04
MIDW 16.25 10.40
MIPU -0.30 1.04
MKEC 9.61) 6.15
OKGE 1.72 1.10
SPRM -0.06 1.04
SUNC 3.16 2.02
SWPS 4.44 2.84
WEFA 2.30 1.47|
WRI 1.12 1.04
NPPD 0.63] 1.04
OPPD 0.33] 1.04
LES -1.47 1.04
[TOTAL 1.61 1.6]]
o$PP | 7
UOD o0-0-0-0-00
Priority Projects
|
1
me-rl'__'_m:.rwug
] . \ QSHE.!M:WSJ
i - Power Pool
‘ Priority Projects
Spearville to be Analyzed
\ ‘/ ( 230KV +)
+ Coﬂ\ln:nu}f” MM_'Mf i #%+ Single Circuit
Hitchiand B Do Circuif
H!WWGMHG .nm - ﬂl!u:J‘I‘: ircuit
Rivartide AN 35 kY
} AN 500 kv
AV TBS KV
Southwest Power Pool
- Vallant Entergy ICT
T All 785k lines will be initially
Nlm.liweelTe:Elmt\a operated at 345KV,
$1.42B Investment s
sae ® m \
*\Woodward Distict EHY | 1
|PP 18
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0-0-0-0-0-0
Priority Projects Upgrades
PRIORITY PROJECTS
. . In-Service 2010 Cost
Builder Project Name ) Total ATRR
Date Estimate
AEPW Riverside Station-Tulsa Power Station Reactor 10/1/2011 $960,565 | $ 162,904
OGE Hitchland-Woodward District EHV 6/30/2014 $178,633,333 | $ 30,942,342
SPS Hitchland-Woodward District EHV 6/30/2014 $38,790,727 | $ 6,727,569
SPS Hitchland 345/230 XFMR 6/30/2014 $8,883,760 | $ 1,540,732
AEPW Valliant - NW Texarkana 10/1/2014 $127,995,000 | $ 21,706,929
ITC Spearville Comanche Medicine Lodge 12/31/2014 $300,201,790 | $ 55,837,533
Prairie Wind (WERE) |Wichita-Medicine Lodge 12/31/2014 $163,488,000 | $ 26,616,187
Prairie Wind (WERE) [Medicine Lodge-KS/OK Border towards WD EHV 12/31/2014 $60,590,000 | $ 9,864,178
OGE WD EHV-KS/OK Border towards Medicine Lodge 12/31/2014 $134,382,759 | $ 23,277,387
GMO Sibley - Maryville 6/1/2017 $231,600,000 | $ 42,174,360
GMO Maryville towards Nebraska City 6/2/2017 $152,640,000 | $ 27,795,744
OPPD Sibley - Maryville up towards Nebraska City 6/3/2017 $19,796,666 | $ 2,837,479
Totals $1,417,962,600 | $249,483,344

3PP | 10

Priority Projects Benefits by Type

o000

0-0-0-0-0-0

Metric Benefit Dollars Percentage
APC $1,532,115,800 65.43%
Reliability $20,813,781 0.89%
Losses $70,570,431 3.01%
Gas Price Impact $718,066,058 30.67%
Total $2,341,566,070 100.00%

3PP | 20

9/15/2011
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Priority Projects Benefits Type Comparison

(with out Societal Benefits)

000

Priority Projects Benefity by Type

HAPC
| Reliability
W Losses

B Gas Price Impact

—0-0-0-0-0-0

3PP | 2
S _-U-O“D-_ —0-0-0-0-00
Priority Projects B/C no Societal Benefits
Priority Projects Benefits Assessment
Area 40-Year Cost 40-Year Benefit B/C
AEPW $468,943,217 346457986 0.74
EMDE $56,401,893 31094170 0.55
GMO $89,298,741 83051224 0.93
GRDA $41,145,386 -59907376| -1.46
KCPL $169,343,947 122074061 0.72
LES $50,468,717 -13611540 -0.27
MIDW $15,913,606 -16478987| -1.04
MKEC $29,192,133 -175272355 -6.00
NPPD $136,032,366 141470000 1.04
OKGE $300,419,782 454153398 1.51
OPPD $106,968,949 71558663 0.67]
SPRM $32,382,895 -8159430 -0.25
ISUNC $22,808,127 -71932739 -3.15
SWPS $249,528,024 1079150211 4.32
WEFA $68,615,179 175295359 2.55
WRI $244,835,830 182623526 0.75
[Total $2,082,298,792 $2,341,566,171| 1.12
3PP | 22

9/15/2011
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A Look At Future Portfolio Benefits

O3PP | 2

0-0-0-0-0-0

ITP20

November 2010

Keyston.

s Propoted New Line

= Proposed Conversion/Recondu:
“Woodward District EHV

*Jeffray Energy Center

MP20-CE

7
“Tolk!
A uco
Lea Dy/’
Hobbs

Hooker Co.

L]
IGentleman J
Ogallala Grand Islard

Aullergren
ctos
Speaniille £ Circle

chhlandJ
Potter C,

Cost Effective Plan

Wheeler

lata
Mmgos\‘\l JE: C__‘:.“
Post Rock

eno Co
Wichita
Rose Hilk
Wioodward®
—_—

Woadring

| $1.76 B Investment

| ————— —

Cepyeigne 2040 Powesr Focl_ Ine. A1 ngres rserved
All SPP Transmissicn Expansion Plans are subject (o changs.

000

OSPP | 24

0-0-0-0-0-0
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ITP 20 Projects

R In-Service 2010 Cost
Zone Project Name B Total ATRR
Date Estimate
KACP |latan - JEC 1/1/2030| § 15,975,000 | S 2,755,813
WERE |latan - JEC 1/2/2030| § 63,900,000 | S 10,403,053
WERE |Wichita - Viola - Rose Hill 1/3/2030| § 108,000,000 | § 17,582,625
SUNC |Spearville - Mullergren - Circle - Reno 1/4/2030| § 152,160,000 | $ 23,858,688
MIDW  (Spearville - Mullergren - Circle - Reno 1/5/2030| § 28,530,000 | $ 4,131,144
WERE |Spearville - Mullergren - Circle - Reno 1/6/2030| § 9,510,000 | § 1,548,248
OPPD |Cass Co. - SW Omaha (aka $3454) 1/7/2030| § 36,750,000 | $ 5,267,420
NPPD |Gentleman - Hooker Co. - Wheeler Co. 1/8/2030| S 265,950,000 | $ 32,702,485
SPS Tolk - Potter 1/9/2030| $ 121,500,000 | $ 21,072,036
NPPD |Grand Island - Wheeler Co. (Rebuild) * 1/10/2030| § 64,125,000 | $ 7,885,117
SPsS Hitchland - Potter 1/11/2030| § 133,875,000 | S 23,218,262
WFEC |Woodward - Woodring 1/12/2030| § 78,750,000 | S 14,364,000
OKGE (Woodward - Woodring 1/13/2030| S 33,750,000 | S 5,846,076
MIDW |Mingo - Knoll 1/14/2030| $ 127,500,000 | $ 18,462,000
NPPD |Holt - Hoskins - Ft. Calhoun 1/15/2030| § 150,900,000 | $ 18,555,386
OPPD |Holt - Hoskins - Ft. Calhoun 1/16/2030| § 37,725,000 | $ 5,407,167
OPPD |Ft Calhoun - $3454 1/17/2030| S 46,875,000 | $ 6,718,647
SPs Tuco - Amoco - Lea County - Hobbs 1/18/2030| S 169,500,000 | $ 29,396,791
NPPD |Keystone - Ogallala 1/19/2030| S 11,625,000 | S 1,429,466
NPPD |Wheeler - Shell Creek 1/20/2030| S 92,250,000 | $ 11,343,502
OPPD |S$3459-§1209 Transformer 1/29/2030 $6,000,000| 5 859,987
Totals $ 1,755,150,000 | $ 262,807,913
ITP 20 Projects s
Zone [TP20 Benefits (3M) | ATRR ITP20 (5MM)| B/C Ratio [TP20
AEPW 3476 394 510
EMDE (31) 3N (0.10)
GMO $78 518 430
GRDA 56 58 0.80
KCPL 58 534 0.20
LES H86 510 8.60
MIDWY 528 53 9.30
WEPL 554 56 9.00
NPPD $73 327 2.70
QOKGE 539 560 0.70
OPPD 5160 521 760
SPEM (34) 36 (0.70)
SUNC 524 55 4.80
SWPS 587 550 1.70
WFEC 518 514 1.30
WERE 3301 349 6.10
Total 51433 5416 340 “F

9/15/2011
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DEFINING MITIGATION? WHAT IS
“ROUGHLY COMMENSURATE”

oooooo

3PP | 7

Closing Thoughts and Considerations

oooooo

3PP | 25

9/15/2011
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Benefit Evaluation Methodology

‘ Calculation for One Zone ‘

o000

ooooooo

Time Frame Conservative [Moderate |Broad Average

In-Service 0.30 =000 ¢ 2.00 1.07

6-Year 050 T 120] 2.50 1.40

10-Year L 9090 ) ¢ 1.50 3.00 1.80

20-Year - 180 1.80 4.00 283N

Average 0.80 1.35 2.88 1.68
../

* Three Bracket Approach from White Paper

*  Four Timeframes for Analysis

e Threshold can either be applied on a grand total
average (as shown) or as a percentage of categories
(e.g. 8/12 > threshold)

3PP | 29

Undue Impact Threshold

o000

ooooooo

¢ Benefits should be evaluated from the method in the
white paper

* Undue impact should be determined using a threshold

value

* This threshold should be tied to the definition what is
considered “roughly commensurate”

3PP | =0

9/15/2011
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Mitigation of Undue Impacts

Possible Remedies:

— Revenue Transfers

— Advance Projects/Staging Timing
— New Projects (Portfolio 3?)

— Moving Byway projects into Highway

oooooo

3PP | =1

ooo0

Byway Considerations

The recommended proposal in the white paper does
not address Byway allocation

The intended method is only for the purpose of
Highway determination

The RARTF will need to determine methodology
considering the Byway projects

oooooo

3PP | =2
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Contact Information

e  Paul Suskie, Sr. Vice President & General Counsel
psuskie@spp.org
501-688-2535
e Charles Cates PE, Lead Engineer
ccates@spp.or
501-614-3351
* DanlJones PE, Lead Engineer

djones@spp.org
501-688-1717

oooooo
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PRESENTATION TO RARTF:
PROPOSED CHANGES TO SPP
STAFF WHITE PAPER

Mike Proctor, September 22-23

Summary of Proposed Changes

1. Add a benefit metric for meeting Public
Policy Goals.

2. Incorporate uncertainty analysis into
Threshold determination.

3. Modify the multi-stage evaluation of
benefits.




Questions and Discussion

As we go through these slides, please feel free to
ask questions related to clarification of the
materials being presented.

At the end of each section there will be time for
further questions and discussion of the
recommendations.

ECONOMICEFFICIENCY BENEFITS
FROM REDUCED CONGESTION

D

I

RELIABILITY BENEFITS |

@——

" —
. INCREASED G
n OPPORTUNITIES REDUCED REDUCED . MEETING REDUCING LOST
FEGLESAND CAPACITY OPERATING . RELIABILITY OIS
REQUIREMENT:
PR RS QU S COSTS : STANDARDS
= I I I [ | I I
ADJUSTED REDUCED REDUCED UNIT [ | PLANNED REDUCED
€ PRODUCTION PLANNING COMMITTMENT 3 PORADES UNSERVED
. COST SAVINGS RESERVES. CosTs x ENERGY
a
; I I I ) I |
! REDUCED REDUCED REDUCED ! DEFERRED OR REDUCED
: ENERGY & OPRERATING REGULATION M DISPLACED PROBABILTY OF
CAPACITY LOSSES RESERVES CAPACITY UPGRADES EXTREME EVENTS

What category is missing from the above benefits2
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Current Practice Ignores the benefit from

achieving Public Policy Goals

Current practice: SPP currently evaluates benefits from
its ITP plan using basic metrics related to economic
efficiency and deferred or displaced reliability

projects.

ITP is designed to meet public policy goals via the
futures that are used.; e.g. renewable energy goals.

The current benefit metrics used do not take into account the
benefit to states of being able to achieve their renewable

energy goals at a lower costs.

This can understate the benefits to zones not located in the

region where the upgrades are located.

PUBLIC POLICY BEENEFITS

P

G
; MEETING PUBLIC "SOCIETAL"
e POLICY GOAL EENFITS
r
a
|
| | I
RENEWABLE INCREASED JOB
f ENERGY GOALS OPPORTUMNITIES
a
m
p I I
: CLEAN AIR iNCREASED
j ENVIROMENTAL INVESTMENT
GOALS MULTIPLIER
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Basic (“Pragmatic”) Public Policy
Benefit Metric

Applies to Cost-Effective Portfolio of upgrades designed to meet public policy
goals (C-E Public Policy Plan)' .
C-E public policy plan minimizes the combined capacity costs of wind generation and
transmission required to meet the renewable energy goals as well as APC.

Analysis has shown that placing wind in locations with the highest capacity factors in SPP is
the most cost-effective approach to meeting renewable energy goals. (Slides 9 & 10)

The basic issue is how to monetize the value of meeting the public policy goal at
minimum cost to customers.
A “basic” approach for C-E public policy plan is to set the dollar value of benefits equal to the cost of
the upgrades. This is because these upgrades are required to meet stated public policy goals and is
similar to benefit metrics for deferred or displaced reliability upgrades.
Allocating benefits
Benefits are allocated to zones based on their percentage of the public policy goal achieved.

State or Utility Goals: Benefit allocated in proportion to state or utility renewable energy goals that apply
to each zone.

Federal RES: Benefits allocated in proportion to federal renewable energy goals that apply to each zone.

1 Cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) is a form of economic analysis that compares the relative costs and outcomes (effects)
of two or more courses of action.” (Wikipedia) If two or more proposed plans meet the public policy goals, the plan with
the lowest cost is the most cost-effective plan.

Advanced Renewable Energy Benefit
Metric

Base Case: Locate renewable energy resources in
each zone to meet renewable energy goal.
Includes Most Cost-Effective transmission upgrades for
renewable energy resources.
Change Case: Locate renewable energy resources in
best CF locations in SPP.
Includes Most Cost-Effective transmission upgrades for
renewable energy resources
Calculate production costs savings plus savings in
capacity costs for transmission and renewable
resources for each zone.
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Achieving Renewable Energy Goals at

a Lower Cost: lllustration

100*(35/.20)
[A.1]*CF*8760
Prev {A.5]
[A1}*[A3]
[A.2]*$20/MWh
[A4]+[A.5)
[A61[A2]

Assumption
[A2]

[A.6]
[B.1]*$/MWh
[B.3]+[B.4]

Assumption
100*CF*8,760
Prev [C.5]
[CA]*$/MWh
[c.3]+[c.4]

[B.31c3]
[c.4]-{8.4]
[B.5-C5)

(4,000+100)*[10]
[11)/FCR/1 Billlion

A.

[A1]
[A.2]
[A3]
[A4]
[A.5]
[A.6]
(A7)

[8.1]
[8.2]
[83]
[8.4]
[8.5]

[c1]
[c2)
[c3]
[ca
[C.5]

(8]
[9]
[10]

[11]
[12]

Capacity Requirement Before New Transmission

Capacity Required to get same Energy @ CF

Energy from Capacity Required =
ARR ($/KW/Yr) =
ARR ($/¥r) =

Prod Tax Credit @ $20 /MWh

Costs to Recover ARR =
Price to Recover ARR =

Net Costs Before New Transmission
Average Annual LMP @ New Wind Locations =

Generation @ 20% CF
Costs to Recover ARR =

Revenues From Sales to SPP Market @
Net Cost to Buyer to Recover ARR=

Net Costs After New Transmission
Average Annual LMP @ New Wind Locations =

Generation @ 35% CF
Costs to Recover ARR =

Revenues From Sales to SPP Market @
Net Cost to Buyer to Recover ARR=

Capacity Savings per 100 MW of RRER
Savings per 100 MW of RRER from LMP Inc
Total Saving per 100 MW of RERR

Saving for 4 GW of RERR
Investment in Transmission @

20%

$35

$45

175 MW
306,600 MWh/Yr
$276 /KW/Yr
$48,291,250 /Yr
-$6,132,000 /Yr
$42,159,250 /Yr
$137.51 /MWh

$35.00 /MWh
306,600 MWh/Yr
$42,159,250 /Yr

-$10,731,000 /Yr

$31,428,250 /Yr

$45.00 /MWh
306,600 MWh/Yr
$21,463,000 /Yr

-$13,797,000 /Yr

$7,666,000 /Yr

$20,696,250 /Yr
$3,066,000 /Yr
$23,762,250 /¥r

$950,490,000 /¥r

$5.3 Billion

Analysis of Capacity and LMP Savings

0 At a 20% capacity factor 175 MW of capacity is required instead of 100
MW of capacity at a 35% capacity factor. This is a 75% increase in
capacity costs to hit the renewable energy goal, resulting in a $21 million
per year increase; i.e.,, $21 million per year savings in renewable energy

capacity costs from building new transmission.

o In addition to the increased capacity, without the transmission upgrade, all
of the capacity remains trapped, receiving a lower LMP in the before case.
The increased LMP at a difference of $15/MWh results in additional
savings of $3 million per year.

0 At annual savings of $24 million, and a fixed charge rate of 18%, this
savings can support over:

$132 Million in transmission investment per 100 MW of renewable energy

capacity.

Over $5 Billion in transmission investment for 4,000 MW of renewable energy

capacity.
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Added Resources Needed for
Advanced Approach

If RARTF decides to take the Advanced Approach, it
will likely require hiring an outside consultant to do
the analysis.
If RARTF wants to pursue this approach, an RFP needs
to be developed and presented to the RSC.
What follows is based on taking the Basic
Approach.

Basic Approach is likely to understate total cost savings
to zones not located in wind zones which would be
calculated in Advanced Approach.

Multi-Valued Benefits — Current SPP
Applications

SPP ITP concept: ALL projects included in ITP are
evaluated using all three (Reliability, Public Policy
and Economic) basic benefits.
Basic reliability benefits are added when the ITP plan
defers or displaces a planned reliability upgrade.

An approved ITP plan may add upgrades to a cost-
effective public policy plan when these upgrades add
greater benefits than costs.

9/15/2011



Extending Application of Multi-Valued
Benefits to C-E Plans

RARTF must decide what and how benefits should be added for various sets of
projects.
Basic Public Policy Benefits calculated using Most C-E Public Policy Plan (The following issues would also
need to be resolved for the Advanced Approach)

Upgrades integrate sufficient renewable energy to meet state vs. federal RE goals.

Discussion Issue for future development: Absent an existing federal RES, should public policy benefits be
allocated to zones:

Based on existing state RE goals, or If the selected plan assumed to meet federal goals?

Perhaps both, giving weights to each future.

Discussion Issue for future development: Future 2 in ITP 10 also includes reaching federal environmental

goals:

How do we allocate the benefits of achieving those goals to the various zones?

be added to those zones for which economic benefits exceed allocated costs.

<> max{Public Policy Benefit, Economic Benefit}

Perhaps based on energy produced from fossil fuel generation
May require running additional futures (federal RES and federal Clean Air goals), to separate out benefits.

C-E Plans also produced significant economic efficiency benefits

Discussion on economic efficiency benefits of most cost-effective plan: Should the total economic benefits

associated with the cost-effective plan be added to the public policy benefits, or should only the economic

benefits in excess of the public policy benefits be added? (Not an issue for Advanced Approach)
Recommendation: To eliminate double counting, only economic benefits in excess of the public policy benefits should

lllustration of Recommended Approach to

calculating Basic Public Policy Benefits

Public Policy Benefits = Allocate upgrade costs via % renewable energy
Excess Economic Benefits = Economic Benefits — Public Policy Benefits

Summed Benefits = Public Policy Benefits + Excess Economic Benefits
Max {PPB,EB} = Larger of Public Policy Benefits vs. Economic Benefits

Public Policy Benefits A Economic Benefits Total
Zone Renewable [ Allocated | public Pt-:ilicy Econorriic Exess Ef:on Summ.ed max{PPB,EB}
Energy Costs Benefits Benefits Benefits Benefits
A 25.00% $20 $25 $10 $0 $25 $25
B 50.00% $60 $50 $75 $25 $75 $75
C 25.00% $20 $25 $25 $0 $25 $25
Total|| 100.00% $100 $100 $110 $25 $125 $125

Note: Even though Zone A's economic benefits are less than its allocated costs it is still allocated
full public policy benefits of $25. This results in total benefits being higher than economic benefits
by the difference of $15 (= PPB, —EB, = $25 - $10). The rationale for this is that the upgrades
were built to most cost-effectively meet the renewable energy goals of the various zones, and
each zone should pay its fair share of the cost of meeting its renewable energy goals.
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Going Further
=

o When additional economic benefits exceed additional economic costs, the most cost-
beneficial plan? may included additions or even changes to the most cost-effective
plan.

Incremental Economic Benefits = Economic Benefits of Selected Plan — Economic Benefits of
Most Cost-Effective Plan.

Incremental Costs = Cost of Selected Plan— Costs of Most Cost-Effective Plan
Incremental Economic Benefits > Incremental Costs
o The most cost-beneficial plan may defer, displace or add reliability upgrades.
Deferred of displaced reliability upgrades add benefits
Added reliability upgrades decrease benefits

2.“Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) involves comparing the total expected costs of each option against the total
expected benefits, to see whether the benefits outweigh the costs, and by how much.” (Wikipedia)

When two or more plans are evaluated, the plan that provides the greatest net benefits (= benefits — cost) is
deemed to be the most cost-beneficial. Note: The plan with the highest net benefits is not necessarily the plan with
the highest B/C.

Multi-Valued

Benefits Calculations

/—l—\

Public Policy Reliability
Benefits Benefits Benefits
B\
Mast Cost-
Projact
Effactiva Plan for Mast Cost- = Rilab by Projacts
e Btk = Banefical Bl T > Dalayed , Daferrad or
——— ARETERLLAN Addud by Most C-B Plan
Policy Goals
Economic | Economic
Benefits for Benefits for
Most C-E Plan Most C-6 Plan
h 4 # i
Det:
Avpropriate Alsation insremantal
3> Nax|{PPE, E8)
Factors for Meeting 4] t E;'OHO::K
Policy Goals Ll

Adding Total Benefits
= Reliability

* Public Policy

* Economic
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Further Question and Discussion

Benefits
Low | Mid|High
low( LL (LM | LH
Mid | ML [MM| MH
High|| HL [HM | HH

Costs

Uncertainty of Costs and Benefits

9/15/2011



White Paper Proposed Threshold Analysis is
Missing Uncertainty Analysis

Both the ESWG and the PCTF have put a great deal of
time and effort into developing measures for uncertain
outcomes.

ESWG proposing sensitivity analysis for key inputs to APC

modeling.

PCTF proposing uncertainty bands around cost estimates.
This is important information related to the potential
range of costs and benefits that should be incorporated
into the threshold determination.

Applying Uncertainty Analysis to Net
Benefit Calculations

For this preliminary discussion assume three cases to be
evaluated for both costs and benefits.

Benefits Benefits
Low | Mid|High Low|Mid|High

Low| LL [LM| LH Low| LL |LM| LH
Mid| ML (MM| MH Mid [ ML [MM| MH

High|| HL [HM| HH High|| HL [HM| HH

Costs
Costs

There are 9 cases to evaluate:
If NB>0 for the MM case, then they will be >0 for 4 of the 9
cases: LM, LH, MM & MH.
If NB<O for the MM case, then they will be <O for 4 of the 9
cases: ML, MM, HL & HM.

9/15/2011
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Applying Uncertainty Analysis to
Threshold Determination

Deterministic Approach

Prob of Benefits

If a project shows NB>0 for MM (expected costs and benefits Passing [Low| Mid] High

case), then it must show NB>0 for at least 4 other cases to pass Towl E [P | P |5%

the threshold. 2lvial F [ | P [ 70%
o

If a project shows NB<O for MM, then it must show NB<O for at High| F | F [ P [25%

least 4 other cases to fail the threshold and be eligible for 35%40%)| 25% | 55%

corrective action.

hd

ob of Benefits

assing | Low | Mid| High
o Lowf F | P P || 5%
Probabilistic Approach widl F | F| P |70%

Assign subjective probability weights to L, M & H costs and Highl F | F | P |25%
benefits. 35% 40%| 25% || 27%

If a project shows NB>0 for 4 cases and NB<O for 4 cases,
then it is indeterminate.

o

Costs

Calculate the Probability of passing/failing the NB>0 criteria.
Probability(Passing) = 50%, zone passes threshold test.

Prob of Benefits
Probability(Passing) < 45%, zone fails threshold test and is eligible Passing |Low|Mid[High
for corrective action.

Lowf( F | P P || 5%

Midl F | P | P |70%
High| F | F F || 25%
35%[40%| 25% || 49%

45% < Probability(Passing), zone is indeterminate.

Costs

Recommendations

Calculate Basic Multi-Value benefits as set out in
slide 16.

Add additional reliability and economic benefits as SPP
develops monetized values acceptable to stakeholders.

Only add “societal” benefits to zones that otherwise can’t
pass Threshold.

Apply Uncertainty Analysis Threshold Tests
Cost Uncertainties are available via Project Cost Task Force.

Benefit Uncertainties will be available via Sensitivity Analysis.
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Further Question and Discussion
I

Cumulative Streams of Bonefits Over 40 Years
S1008 e

eos

Sh00 /f = i

FIT £ l_1,|
re0s —
> .1 w i n n [t

n Multi-Stage Evaluation of Benefits

Three Stage Approach:
Current; 5 yrs Out; and 10 yrs Out

9/15/2011
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Staff White Paper Approach: Benefits Accumulated for
Current, 5 Yrs Out and 10 Yrs Out
N

Cumulative Streams of Benefits Over 40 Years Cumulative Streams of Discounted Benefits Over 30 Years

510,000 S1.500
52,000 52000
56,000 S1500
S4.000 SLO00 L
52,000 500

0 S0

1 (3 1 16 21 % 3 3 41 46 51 1 b 1 % 1 % 31 3 41 6 5
—ClTent — s Out 10'%1s Out ——Curent ——SVrsOut ——10'rs Out

Notice:

* Benefits are calculated for first year and eleventh year from start for current,
5 years out and 10 years out.

*Slope is extrapolated 10 more years then held flat for last 20 years.

* Benefits are calculated incrementally for 5 and 10 years out.

* Discounting results in Present Value of out year benefits being small (8%
discount rate used in above illustration).

Issue 1: Approach May Overstate Out-Year

Benefits

26|

0 Using the slope (average per year change) over an eleven
year period can overstate out year benefits.

In past runs for both Balanced Portfolio and Priority Projects, the slope in
the last 6 years was lower than over the total 11 year period.

Cumulati of Benefits Over 40 Years Cumulative Streams of Discounted Banafits Ovar 40 Vears
£10,000 L300
2,000 1000
56,000 51,500
54,000 51000 1=
2,000 500
50 -~ s0 4
2 m B = B @ B e m 16 1 1 m % M 3% 41 46 5
w— et —— s Out 10 s Out

——CuTent  —— % s Our 105 Our

9/15/2011
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Comparisons of Top Line of Previous Graphs

510,000

58000

56,000

54.000

S2.000

Cumulative Streams of Benefits Over 40 Years First year and eleventh year incremental
benefits are the same for all three

stages.
/ Last 5 year slopes =

V2 *(10 year slopes)

f_—\_\_
1_‘_.5 1 W% 21 % 3 3% 41 46 % Differences
10 year slope Last S yrslopes ——10yrSlopes -5yu Slopes Early years: benefits from 5 year slopes
gives slightly higher benefits.
Cumulative Streams of Discounted Benafits Ovar 40 Years Out years: benefits from 5 year slopes

5500

—— 10 year slopes Last Syrslopes  ——10yr Shopes - 5 yr Slopes

fall below 10 year slopes.
NPV 10 yr slopes = $49,681,

I‘/—\ NPV 5 yr slopes = $47,796
Increase of 4% using 10 year slopes over 5
year slopes

1 (3 11 16 21 16 31 36 41 a6 51

Discount Rate Rules: % increase is larger for
smaller discount rate as the big impact is the
out years.

Recommended Change

Model Benefits for Year 1, Year 6 (5 yrs out) and
Year 11 (10 yrs out) for each of the three stages.

Calculate slopes (per year change) from year 6 to
year 11 for incremental benefits calculated in
each stage, and apply those slopes to the
following 10 years.

Hold incremental benefits constant of final 20
years.

Sum incremental benefits across all three cases

9/15/2011
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Issue 2: Cost Accumulated As Streams of ARRs May Not
Match Calculation of Benefits.

o Concern: With planned implementation, upgrades will come
on line between current, 5 years out (year 6) and 10 years out
(year 11).

0 If benefits are only calculated starting for either 5 years out
and 10 years out, how do we match costs and benefit?

01 Possible Solutions: Need feedback from SPP Staff

For upgrades not yet implemented with NTCs: Discuss

m Benefit calculations (40 years out) and costs (40 year ARR) are calculated for
every expected year of implementation

VS.
m Both costs and benefits are assumed to start 5 years out.

For projects without NTCs, costs and benefits are assumed to start 10
years out. Discuss

Further Question and Discussion

9/15/2011
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Contact Information

Send any additional comments or questions to
Mike Proctor
Consultant to SPP RSC

(314) 322-2523

16
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“REASONABLENESS ASSESSMENT” OF TRANSMISSION INVESTMENT COST
ALLOCATION IN SPP

prepared by

Mathew J. Morey
Christensen Associates Energy Consulting LLC

prepared for
Lincoln Electric System
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TRANSMISSION INVESTMENT BENEFIT-COST EVALUATION:
“REASONABLENESS ASSESSMENT” OF TRANSMISSION INVESTMENT COST
ALLOCATION IN SPP

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Southwest Power Pool (SPP) recently issued a White Paper on transmission cost allocation
and transmission project benefit estimation, including a “reasonableness assessment” for
identifying and resolving any zonal inequities created by SPP’s present Highway/Byway zonal
transmission cost allocation method. The Nebraska utilities (Lincoln Electric System (LES),
Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD), and Omaha Public Power District (OPPD)) asked
Christensen Associates Energy Consulting (CA Energy) to review the White Paper’s proposals
for conducting a “reasonableness assessment and to suggest alternatives to or variations of these
proposals.

Building on elements of the White Paper’s proposed approach, this paper lays out an economic
framework defining a “reasonableness assessment” focused on quantifiable financial metrics that
can support a relatively straightforward net benefits test for inequities in zonal transmission cost
allocations. We endorse in principle the White Paper’s proposal to use zonal transfers or a
similar form of reconciliation of zonal cost allocations to mitigate allocation inequities, though
the methods that we propose to accomplish this differ from those of the White Paper, such as
adjusting cost allocations associated with future projects while the initial inequity exists.

As a matter of economic efficiency and in compliance with the recent Order No. 1000' of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), transmission cost allocations should reflect the
benefits of the transmission investments for which costs are being recovered; and the benefit
estimates that underlie the cost allocations should be the very same benefits that are quantified as
part of the transmission planning process. Because the SPP’s “Highway/Byway” method
allocates costs primarily on the basis of transmission facilities’ voltage levels, however, it can
and often will create a mismatch between benefits and costs that needs to be resolved through an
ongoing “reasonableness assessment” process. Fortunately, this latter process can be designed to
achieve a reasonable match between benefits and costs.

To address transmission cost allocation equity issues, the White Paper considers a wide range of
benefit metrics and proposes a complex method for conducting a benefit-cost test to identify
zonal cost allocation inequities. It identifies three specific options for mitigating inequities.

The White Paper’s proposed test has the right idea; compare benefits and costs over time for
easily quantified metrics and some metrics less easily quantified. And the White Paper’s
proposed list of mitigation approaches includes an economically efficient solution achieved
through some variant of the “zonal transfers” concept, such as used previously by SPP to address
inequities in cost allocations for Balanced Portfolios, and which can be adapted in a variety of
ways to address inequities created by zonal cost allocations under the Highway/Byway method.

! Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Order No. 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by
Transmission Owning and Operating Public Utilities, 18 CFR Part 35, Docket No. RM10-23-000, July 21, 2011
(Order No. 1000).

Christensen Associates Energy Consulting LLC Page 1



With modifications to the Staff’s proposed approach, a “reasonableness assessment” can be
conducted that will satisfy the criteria of simplicity, efficiency, and fairness. Our proposed
“reasonableness assessment” consists of:

¢ Financial quantification of benefit metrics for each SPP zone over a reasonable time
frame, with benefit metrics representing reliability, economic, and public policy
objectives, and generally in keeping with the “conservative” and “moderate” tiers of the
White Paper’s proposed approach;

e Calculation of a present discounted net benefit (i.e., benefit minus cost) value for each
SPP zone;

e Accounting for uncertainty in zonal net benefit values in two ways:

O scenario analysis that produces an expected zonal net benefit value (i.e., an
average net benefit value based on probability weighted scenario outcomes), and

O probability weighting of zonal net benefit values to account for the increasing
uncertainty associated with net benefit values computed at time points further out
in time;

e A net benefit test of whether a zone’s expected net benefit-to-cost ratio is sufficiently

below 1.0 to warrant mitigation (i.e., where a zone appears to be an outlier),” with test
thresholds below 1.0 set to avoid triggering mitigation unnecessarily; and

e Mitigation by means of zonal transfers or some similar zonal cost allocation
reconciliation mechanism, such as choosing not to assign costs to some zones that may
continue to present significantly low expected net benefit-to-cost ratios.

Our approach seeks to reduce some of the complexity that we perceive is created by the White
Paper’s approach. Our recommended approach considers financially quantifiable benefit metrics
that are generally consistent with the “conservative” and the “moderate” tiers defined in the
White Paper. Our proposal avoids qualitative benefit metrics that add a layer of subjectivity and
arbitrariness to a “reasonableness assessment” that is already difficult when based solely on
financially quantifiable metrics. Consequently, our recommendations are as follows.

e Exclude from the benefit-cost analysis the “broad” tier metrics because either: a) they do
not correspond to the benefits delivered by a transmission line when brought into service,
which is what the analysis is all about; b) they do not represent benefits at all; or ¢) they
are already captured in the “conservative” and “moderate” tier metrics.

e Base any net benefits test on a zonal net benefits measure that incorporates, in a single
value, all financially quantifiable metrics.

e Compute zonal net benefits on an expected present discounted basis. This avoids the
complexity of the multi-tiered, multi-staged testing approach proposed in the White
Paper.

? The definition of “sufficiently below 1.0” and “zonal outlier” will be subject to some unavoidable arbitrariness,
guided by principles of efficiency and fairness.
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e Measure the distribution of expected zonal net benefits as part of the quantification of
upgrade benefits during the transmission planning process, making the “reasonableness
assessment” an integral part of the ex ante planning process, which is consistent with
FERC’s expressed policy position in Order No. 1000.

e Design the decision rule that determines when mitigation occurs so that it accounts for
the inevitable variability in the estimate of zonal net benefits across a range of scenarios
and over time. This will reduce the risk of falsely identifying zonal inequities

e Because a “reasonableness assessment” will be conducted every three years, set in place
any reconciliation of zonal imbalances for only three years. The mitigation of a zonal
misalignment necessarily should address the instances where a zone will bear in the
immediate future a disproportionate share of the costs of transmission projects that are
known to be brought into service within the ensuing three-year period. If the
misalignment is found to remain at the time of the next “reasonableness assessment,”
mitigation continues, otherwise, it may be adjusted according to the estimate of expected
net benefits.

The benefits measured on a zonal basis in a “reasonableness assessment” of transmission cost
allocations should include:

e Reliability (Expected Outage) Benefits measured using Loss of Load Expectation
(LOLE) multiplied by the Value of Lost Load.*

¢ Environmental Benefits based on environmental goals or public policy mandates for the
zone and ability to achieve those goals.

¢ Generation Operating Cost Benefits measured by Adjusted Production Cost (APC).

e Generation Capital Cost Benefits measured by changes in planned generation.

e Transmission Capital Cost Benefits measured by the value of delayed or avoided
transmission projects.

* If a reliability standard is too restrictive, reliability rules may require an upgrade that does not satisfy the general
rule that benefits exceed costs. The reliability standard may trump the benefit-cost analysis. In such cases, the
estimated reliability benefit of the upgrade should be raised until benefits do exceed costs because a higher benefit is
implied by the reliability standard; and the costs of the upgrade should be allocated accordingly, as described in
Section 2.3.2.
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1. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The challenges of transmission investment cost allocation have vexed electricity regulators and
market participants since the passage of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 set the stage for the U.S.
power industry restructuring that continues to this day. FERC has attempted to address the cost
allocation issue through a number of major orders, notably including Order No. 888 in 1996 and
Order No. 1000 just this year. FERC’s orders, with some guidance from court rulings, have laid
down general principles for cost allocation, including non-discrimination among transmission
customers and allocation among customers according to some measure of the benefits that they
receive from transmission service. FERC has allowed Regional Transmission Organizations
(RTOs) wide latitude in implementing these principles. Consequently, the power industry has
addressed the challenges of transmission cost allocation through approaches that have varied
widely across regions and have changed dramatically over time within individual regions.

Like other RTOs, SPP has been searching for solutions to the transmission cost allocation
problem. SPP’s approach has changed over time, and it has recently created a Regional
Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF) to consider further refinements in its approach.

The purpose of this report is to assist the Nebraska Utilities in formulating their positions with
respect to issues under consideration by the RARTF. Section 2 of this report provides a
framework for assessing the reasonableness of transmission cost allocation methods, with an
emphasis on finding methods for allocating transmission investment costs among SPP
transmission owners in a manner that is commensurate with the benefits that they receive from
such investments. Section 3 then reviews and evaluates the methods proposed by the RARTF
and SPP Staff for assessing the reasonableness of cost allocations made under the
Highway/Byway rules. Section 4 offers a conclusion and recommendations for how best to
approach a “reasonableness assessment” and mitigate benefit-cost inequities. For those
unfamiliar with RARTF and SPP’s past and current transmission cost allocation methods,
Appendices A and B provide brief overviews of these subjects.

In short, the purpose of this report is to provide the Nebraska Utilities with an independently
developed set of ideas about reasonable approaches to transmission cost allocation issues. The
goal of this report is to sweep away some of the confusion that has characterized the debate over
the past decade and a half, and to provide a firm foundation for the ideas that the Nebraska
Utilities can bring to their discussions with other SPP members within the RARTF meeting
process.

* See particularly Title VII.

> Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Order No. 888, Promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open Non-
discriminatory Services by Public Utilities, 75 FERC 9§ 61,080, Docket No. RM95-8-000, April 24, 1996.
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2. PRINCIPLES FOR TRANSMISSION COST ALLOCATION

Given the bedrock principle that transmission upgrade costs should be borne by the beneficiaries
of those upgrades, the benefit information provided by the transmission planning process should
serve as a foundation for identifying beneficiaries and quantifying the benefits that they receive.
This section begins with a discussion of the net economic benefits of electricity production and
consumption. It then addresses how transmission upgrades change benefits and costs, explains
how changes in benefits and costs may be quantified, and discusses how to quantify the changes
in benefits that accrue to various market participants. The section concludes with a summary of
some of the principles for transmission cost allocation that have been promulgated by FERC in
Order No. 1000.

2.1. The Net Economic Benefits of Electricity Production and Consumption

The benefits of electricity consumption are measured by the use values that consumers derive
from electricity. This is ordinarily quantified by demand curves that represent consumers’
willingness to pay for electricity. The net benefit that consumers derive from electricity — called
“consumer surplus” — is equal to the amount by which use values exceed consumers’ payments
for electricity.

The net benefit of electricity generation is measured by generators’ profits from the sale of
electricity. Profits equal revenues minus operating costs (particularly fuel costs) and capital
costs. Revenues minus operating costs are called “producer surplus.” Over the life of a
generation investment, producer surplus needs to exceed capital costs if the generation firm is to
make a profit.

Figure 1 depicts consumer surplus and producer surplus for a single hour for a situation in which
generation and load are located in the same place. Supply, which increases with price, is denoted
by upward-sloping line S; and demand, which falls with price, is denoted by downward-sloping
line D. In the absence of market power, the market price (P) and the quantity produced and
consumed (Q) are both determined by the intersection of the supply and demand curves.
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Figure 1
Ilustration of Consumer Surplus and Producer Surplus in One Hour
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In Figure 1, consumer surplus is measured by the triangle CS, which is the amount by which the
use value of electricity (as measured by the demand curve D) exceeds the price that consumers
must pay. Producers’ incremental operating costs are indicated by the supply curve S: for level
of production Q, operating costs equal the area of the trapezoid OC. Producers’ surplus is
measured by triangle PS, which is the amount by which price exceeds incremental operating
costs.

The net benefits that consumers derive from electricity are compromised by the possibility of
power outages. The reduction in net benefits is measured by expected outage costs, which are
quantified by multiplying some measure of outage quantities (Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE))
by some measure of the costs that consumers incur when an outage happens (e.g., Value of Lost
Load (VOLL)). One way of expressing expected outage costs is as follows:

Expected Outage Costs = LOLE x VOLL (1)

LOLE, which is expressed in MWh, can be quantified by production costing simulation models.
VOLL, which is expressed in dollars per MWh unserved, has been quantified by numerous (and
often inconsistent) studies that differentiate value by customer type.°

Generation production and consumption raise environmental concerns. The concerns that are
related to air quality can be quantified according to the cost of emissions. For those emissions
that are traded through markets (e.g., SOx), there are market prices for each ton of emissions.

® A value-of-lost-load study could be performed for the SPP region or SPP could rely on value estimates that can be
obtained from the academic studies conducted in the past, perhaps updated to account for inflation or factors (like
customer mix) that are particular to SPP.
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For those emissions that are not traded through markets, prices need to be estimated. In either
case, these air-related environmental costs can be quantified, albeit with some imprecision.’

Transmission congestion costs are not an additional category of costs. Transmission congestion
costs arise from the fact that, unlike the situation depicted in Figure 1, generators and loads are
usually not located in the same place. They should be quantified by generation costs: higher
transmission congestion leads to higher generation costs. As discussed below, transmission
upgrades do create benefits by reducing congestion; but these benefits are measured by
reductions in generation costs.

In summary, the net benefits of electricity are captured by the following equation:
Net Benefit = Use Value — Expected Outage Costs — Environmental Costs
— Generation Operating Costs — Generation Capital Costs
— Transmission Capital Costs — Transmission Operating Costs (2)

where Use Value is measured assuming that all load is served.

2.2. Quantifying the Net Benefits of Transmission Investments

A transmission upgrade creates positive net benefits when it increases the Net Benefit shown in
equation 2. That is, a transmission benefit creates positive net benefits if and only if the
following equation holds true:

AUse Value — AExpected Outage Costs — AEnvironmental Costs
— AGeneration Operating Costs — AGeneration Capital Costs
> ATransmission Capital Costs + ATransmission Operating Costs 3)

where A indicates “change of.”® Equation 3 says that a transmission upgrade provides positive
net benefits when it induces an increase in Use Value plus reductions in Expected Outage Costs,
Environmental Costs, Generating Operating Costs, and Generating Capital Costs that sum to a
greater amount than the capital and operating costs of the transmission upgrade. Quantifying the
net benefits of a transmission upgrade thus requires quantifying the net benefits of each of the
five variables on the left-hand side of equation 3 along with a sixth benefit of reduced
transmission capital and operating costs (if any) that are netted out in computing the right-hand
side variable of equation 3.

o [Increased Use Value. Transmission upgrades can change consumers’ use values by
allowing or inducing (through changed retail electricity prices) changes in the quantities
of electricity consumed. Transmission upgrades may allow load growth in areas where
load growth might not otherwise be possible. They may reduce downstream prices and
increase upstream prices, thus inducing load increases for downstream consumers and

7 SPP’s documents mention land-use benefits of transmission (e.g., less land degradation) in cases wherein
transmission may reduce generation needs. On the other hand, transmission lines also have negative land-use
impacts. Because transmission arguably has both positive and negative land-use impacts and because the impacts
are difficult to quantify, the text excludes these impacts from its discussion.

¥ Except for the change in Use Value, changes in the other variables on the left-hand side of equation 3 will
generally be negative.
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load reductions for upstream consumers.” Quantifying increased Use Value requires: a)
forecasts of the effects of transmission upgrades on power availability and on locational
marginal prices (LMPs); b) information on the extent and manner in which consumers are
exposed to LMPs; and c) estimates of the relationship of loads to prices. If load is
assumed to be fixed, then transmission upgrades yield no change in Use Value.

® Reduced Expected Outage (Reliability) Costs. Transmission upgrades can increase
power system reliability by reducing the probability and/or extent of outages. Expected
Outage Costs can be quantified as described in Section 2.1. Production cost simulation
models, with and without a particular transmission upgrade, can be used to quantify the
changes in expected unserved energy that are due to that upgrade.

® Reduced Environmental Costs. Transmission upgrades can increase market access for
low-emission generation resources (e.g., wind-power generation).” The change in
environmental costs due to an upgrade can be quantified as the sum of: a) the change in
MWh dispatch for each generating unit due to the upgrade; times b) tons of emissions per
MWh produced; times c) the price of emissions (in dollars per ton). In cases in which
emissions reductions occur due to an environmental mandate like a Renewable Portfolio
Standard (RPS), the price of emissions would be measured according to the prices of
Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) or according to estimates of the emissions values
implicit in the environmental mandate.

® Reduced Generation Operating Costs. Transmission upgrades can reduce generating
operating costs by allowing lower-cost generation to substitute for higher-cost generation.
Production cost simulation models, with and without a particular transmission upgrade,
can be used to quantify the change in generators’ operating costs.

® Reduced Generation Capital Costs. Transmission upgrades can delay, reduce, or
eliminate the need for some generation investments. Quantifying this benefit requires use
of combined generation and transmission planning models.

o Increased Transmission Capital and Operating Costs. Transmission upgrades entail
capital expenditures and operating costs that can be forecast ex ante with reasonable
accuracy and that are known ex post with great accuracy.

A transmission upgrade should be undertaken if and only if it satisfies equation 3."" Since the
variables in equation 3 can be quantified for the purpose of evaluating transmission investments,
it should be possible to identify the groups of market participants (at least by zone) who benefit
from each of the categories of benefit represented by those variables.

? If a transmission upgrade increases power flows from location A to location B, location A is said to be “upstream”
for the upgrade while location B is “downstream.”

12 Upgrades can also increase market access for higher-emission, low-cost coal generation.

"If a reliability standard is too restrictive, reliability rules may require an upgrade that does not satisfy equation 3.
The reliability standard may trump the benefit-cost analysis. In such cases, the estimated reliability benefit of the
upgrade should be raised until equation 3 is satisfied because a higher benefit is implied by the reliability standard;
and the costs of the upgrade should be allocated accordingly, as described in Section 2.3.2.
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2.3. Quantifying the Distribution of Net Benefits'

This section provides guidelines for quantifying the distribution among market participants of
each of the five types of net benefits, generally represented by variations of the five variables on
the left-hand side of equation 3. From the perspective of market participants, however, some of
the benefits look different than from the perspective of the transmission planner; so some of the
benefit types described below are slightly different than those described above.

After beneficiaries are identified and benefits are quantified, transmission upgrade costs should
be allocated among beneficiaries or groups of beneficiaries in proportion to their benefits. The
relevant benefits are the sums of those described for each of the following five types; and the
cost allocation should be proportional to the sums.

2.3.1. Changes in Consumer Surplus (Use Value)

For consumers in a particular zone, transmission upgrades change consumer surplus in two ways.
First, by changing LMPs, they change consumers’ bills on the consumption that would occur
without the upgrades. Second, changes in LMPs may change loads and give consumers either
more Use Value (for load increases) or less Use Value (for load decreases). Because retail
consumers tend to be insulated from wholesale LMPs and because demand tends to be inelastic
(i.e., demand changes very little with price changes), the first type of change in consumer surplus
dominates the second.

Therefore, as a practical matter, for each zone, it is sufficient to calculate the change in consumer
surplus as the sum, over periods within the life of the upgrade, of the product of: a) the forecast
load for that zone; times b) the reduction in LMPs for that zone. Consumers in zones that enjoy
LMP reductions are beneficiaries of the upgrade and should be allocated a share of the costs of
the upgrade. Consumers in other zones would not be allocated a share of the upgrade costs based
upon the consumer surplus impacts of the upgrade.

2.3.2. Reduced Expected Outage Costs (Reliability Costs)

Production cost simulation models can be used to quantify LOLE by zone. Zones for which a
transmission upgrade reduces LOLE enjoy a benefit equal to the product of the zonal reduction
in LOLE times the VOLL. Consumers in such zones are beneficiaries of the upgrade and should
be allocated a share of the costs of the upgrade. Consumers in other zones would not be
allocated a share of the upgrade costs based upon the reliability impacts of the upgrade.

2.3.3. Reduced Environmental Costs (Environmental Cost)

The Reduced Environmental Costs due to a transmission upgrade can be quantified as the sum of
the change in MWh dispatched for each generating unit due to the upgrade times tons of
emissions per MWh produced times the price of emissions (in dollars per ton). These benefits
arguably apply to one of the following geographic regions: to the state (if any) that has the

12 Many of the ideas in this section (and in this paper) reflect those of W.W. Hogan, Transmission Benefits and Cost
Allocation, Mossavar-Rahmani Center for Business and Government, Harvard University, May 31, 2011. Professor
Hogan is not responsible for any errors that appear in this paper.
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Public Policy Requirements that have led to the need for the upgrade; or to a zone that benefits
from the Reduced Environmental Costs.

2.3.4. Changes in Generator Profits (Generation Profits)

For generators in a particular zone, transmission upgrades change profits in two ways. First, by
changing LMPs, they change revenues on the production that would occur without the upgrades.
Second, changes in LMPs will often induce generators to increase output (for price increases) or
reduce output (for price reductions). Both types of profit changes may be significant. In the
extreme, a transmission upgrade may give a generator market access that the generator would
otherwise partially or entirely lack, in which case the second type of profit change will dominate.

Generators in zones that have LMP increases or that gain market access are beneficiaries of the
upgrades that raise LMPs or create market access — these generators should be allocated a share
of the costs of the upgrade. Generators in other zones would not be allocated a share of the
upgrade costs. As a practical matter, it is possible to forecast profit increases on a generator-
specific basis and to allocate transmission upgrade costs accordingly. Indeed, this would be the
most efficient approach for allocating upgrade costs."

2.3.5. Reduced Generation Capital Costs (Generation Capital Costs)

For planned generation additions in a particular zone, transmission upgrades can change the
planned generation capacity needed to serve load reliably (e.g., capacity to satisfy planning
reserve margins and to serve transmission losses) or can eliminate some planned generation
capacity altogether because the upgrade enables remotely located generation to access zonal
load. Thus, transmission projects can result in capacity savings in two ways: (1) where
transmission loss reductions translate to reductions in the amount of capacity reserves required to
maintain system reliability, and (2) where transmission upgrades relieve congestion and thereby
lower the overall planning reserve margin requirement, which can be represented in terms of a
reduction in planned generation capacity. Avoided generation capacity can be quantified using a
generic estimate of overnight construction cost.

2.4. FERC Order No. 1000

FERC’s policy on transmission cost allocation is laid out in its recent Order No. 1000. FERC is
adamant about the need for the allocation to reflect benefits:

Failing to address the allocation of costs for these transmission facilities in a way
that aligns with the evaluation of benefits through the transmission planning
process could lead to needed transmission facilities not being built, adversely
impacting ratepayers.'*

" The SPP region is dominated by vertically integrated utilities serving native load customers. Measurable zonal
benefits would reflect both Adjusted Production Costs and changes in generator profits.

' Order No. 1000, § 499.
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FERC clearly recognizes that, because the benefits of transmission investments are quantified in
the transmission planning process, the transmission planning process should be the touchstone
for determining cost allocation:

...establishing a closer link between transmission planning and cost allocation
will ensure that rates for Commission-jurisdictional service appropriately account
for benefits associated with new transmission facilities."

...it is through the planning process that benefits, which are central to cost
allocation, can be assessed.'®

...the benefits of any such transmission project should have been clearly
identified prior to the allocation of any related costs.'”

...a central underpinning to our reforms in this Final Rule is the closer alignment
of transmission planning and cost allocation.'®

FERC’s policy expressed in Order No. 1000 seems skeptical of Highway/Byway-type
approaches toward transmission cost allocation:

We are not persuaded to adopt a rebuttable presumption that the costs of extra-
high voltage facilities, such as 345 kV and above, should be allocated widely
across a transmission planning region."

If public utility transmission providers and their stakeholders in a transmission
planning region reach a consensus that the costs of extra-high voltage facilities,
such as 345 kV and above, should be allocated widely and that this would result
in a distribution of costs that is at least roughly commensurate with the benefits
received, and support this conclusion with evidence, they may submit the method
to the Commission on compliance.”

Order No. 1000 provides transmission cost allocation principles that are consistent with the ideas
expressed elsewhere in this paper. In particular, the cost allocation should reflect benefits, and
the benefits that underlie the cost allocation should be the very same benefits that are quantified
as part of the transmission planning process.

FERC also signaled a policy position that strongly favors ex ante benefit-cost analysis that
informs transmission cost allocations going forward as part of the transmission planning process.

This Final Rule sets forth the Commission’s requirements regarding the
development of regional and interregional cost allocation methods and does not
address matters of cost recovery. We disagree with Arizona Public Service
Company, however that incumbent utilities may be unreasonably burdened by the

"> Order No. 1000, § 500.
' Order No. 1000, § 559.
7 Order No. 1000, § 563.
'8 Order No. 1000, 9 582.
' Order No. 1000, 9§ 713.
2% Order No. 1000, 9§ 714.
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potential of cost allocation for transmission facilities developed by third party
developers. For any proponent of a transmission facility, whether an incumbent
or a nonincumbent, to have the costs of a transmission facility allocated through
the regional cost allocation method or methods, its transmission facility first must
be selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. This
in turn requires a determination that the transmission project is an efficient or
cost-effective solution pursuant to the processes the transmission providers in the
region have put in place, including consultation with stakeholders. Therefore, the
benefits of any such transmission project should have been clearly identified prior
to the allocation of any related costs.”’

21 Order No. 1000, 9 563.
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3. THE WHITE PAPER’S PROPOSAL

To assist the RARTF and stakeholders in developing benefit-cost analysis methods and to help
resolve cost allocation inequities, SPP Staff researched transmission cost allocation and
transmission project benefit estimation practices in the U.S., with an emphasis on RTOs. A
result of that research is the White Paper™” on cost allocation and benefit assessment, including a
“reasonableness assessment,” and proposed avenues for resolving identified zonal inequities.
This section summarizes parts of the White Paper and provides our thoughts regarding the
quality of the proposals contained in that paper.

3.1. Overview of the White Paper’s Approach

The White Paper lists several quantitative and qualitative metrics for gauging the benefits of
transmission projects, all of which need to be evaluated within a comprehensive economic
benefits framework, which will be taken up in Section 3.2.

The White Paper focuses on methods for evaluating whether the cost allocation (i.e., distribution
of transmission investment costs) achieved through the approved tariff methods corresponds
reasonably well with the benefits received by those parties bearing the costs. It also defines a
method for determining when zonal benefits may be out of line with allocated costs, and
proposes ways of correcting a misallocation of benefits and costs on a zonal basis.

The White Paper provides a list of twenty two benefits of transmission investment projects.
Many of these items can be quantified through the application of a Security Constrained
Economic Dispatch (SCED) model together with other transmission planning tools, which we
will discuss in Section 3.2.

The White Paper recommends that the “reasonableness assessment” contain four components:

e athree-tiered evaluation (quantification and monetization) of benefits,

e a four-stage evaluation of transmission projects over an assumed 40-year project
lifespan,

e a benefit-cost test scheme to trigger mitigation of zonal benefit-cost imbalances, and

e multiple approaches to mitigation.

These components are discussed below.

3.1.1. Three-Tiered Benefits Evaluation

The White Paper recommends that the analysis estimate benefits in stages, with the estimated
benefits building cumulatively over the three stages.”> The White Paper labels the three stages as
“conservative,” “moderate,” and “broad.”  Each stage adds incrementally to the types of
transmission project benefits that are quantified (and monetized), when possible. The
conservative approach considers the following benefits:

¢ Dispatch Savings

22 Southwest Power Pool Staff, Regional Allocation Review Task Force White Paper, August 2011 (White Paper).
2 White Paper, Section 3.2.
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e Loss Reductions

e Interconnection Improvements

e Avoided Transmission (Reliability) Projects
e Applicable Environmental Impacts

¢ Reduction in Required Operating Reserves

The moderate approach considers all of the foregoing benefits, plus the following:

e Meeting State and Utility Goals and Standards
e Positive Impact on Capacity Required for Losses
o Improvements in Reliability (Qualitative)**

o Value of Improved ATCs

o Value of Backstop for Catastrophic Events

The broad tier considers all of the foregoing benefits, plus the following:

e Overall economic output during construction

e Overall jobs impact during construction

e Additional earnings related to construction jobs impact
e Overall economic output during operation

e Overall jobs impact during operation

e Additional earnings related to operation jobs impact

e Tax benefits to the state

3.1.2. Four-Stage Benefits Estimation

The White Paper recommends a four-stage approach to estimating the benefits listed in the
preceding subsection.”” The four stages refer to four sample years of the three-tiered analysis:
year one, year six (projects included in ITP Near-Term plan), year ten (projects included in the
ITP10), and year twenty (projects included in the ITP20).>® The objective of this approach is to
estimate the distribution of benefits over time and therefore to gain some understanding of how
that distribution will change with changes in various drivers of benefits, not the least of which
would be additional transmission investment brought into service. The stages also coincide with
SPP’s planning timelines.

3.1.3. Benefit-Cost Ratio Thresholds®’

The White Paper recommends benefit-cost ratio thresholds that would trigger a correction for
identified imbalances in the alignment of allocated costs and derived benefits across the zones.

* We propose to replace qualitative metrics for reliability with quantifiable financial metrics such as those discussed
in Section 2.3.2.

23 White Paper, Section 3.3.

26 Section I1.8.¢ to Attachment O of the SPP OATT requires SPP to use a financial modeling time frame of 40 years
(with the last 20 years provided by a terminal value).

T White Paper, Section 3.4.
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The threshold values vary across the three benefit tiers, and are set at 0.8, 0.9, and 1.0 for the
“conservative,” “moderate,” and “broad” tiers, respectively. For each tier, the achieved values
are calculated as the average of the values computed for each of the four sample years of the
four-stage benefits estimation. Mitigation is triggered when at least two of the benefit tier
averages fall below their respective threshold values.

3.1.4. Mitigation Approaches

The White Paper recommends three avenues for mitigating misalignments between transmission
expansion project’s cost allocation and estimated benefits. For “deficient” zones, those with at
least two out of three low benefit-cost ratios, all three avenues aim to raise the ratios to
approximately one or above:*®

e Acceleration of already planned upgrades that bestow benefits to a deficient zone;
e Approval of selected new upgrades that bring benefits to a deficient zone; and

¢ Financial settlements (“Zonal Transfers”) that shift cost responsibility from deficient
zones to other zones.

All of these approaches are intended to increase the benefit-cost ratio for any zone whose ratios
are found in the “reasonableness assessment” to fall below the thresholds. The proposed
mitigation approaches are not mutually exclusive.”’

3.2. Assessment of the White Paper’s Approach

Overall, the White Paper offers an overly broad and partly duplicative list of benefits, and it
avoids taking a stand among competing tests of potential inequities in cost allocation. The result
is a set of tests that allow for inequities to continue in the face of evidence of their existence.

This section begins with a critique of the White Paper’s catalog of benefits. It then discusses
appropriate tests, explains how uncertainty should affect the implementation of those tests, and
recommends efficient approaches to mitigation for zonal imbalances.

3.2.1. A Plethora of Benefits

All of the benefits of transmission upgrades are of the five types listed and described in Section
2.2 of this paper. The benefits described by the White Paper (particularly at pages 7-10) are
either of the five types or are not benefits at all.

To begin with, the proposed “broad” tier “benefits” should not be included in an evaluation
because they are not benefits associated with the value creation or cost reductions brought about
by the integration of the line with the network and/or because they are transfers among parties.
Table 1 therefore looks only at the White Paper’s proposed benefits under the “conservative” tier
and the “moderate” tier, and places these benefits into the categories we defined in Section 2.2.

% White Paper, pp. 15-16.

%% The White Paper makes no mention of mutual exclusivity, and there is no logical reason that the three approaches
need be mutually exclusive.

Christensen Associates Energy Consulting LLC Page 15



Table 1
Benefit Categorization for the White Paper’s Proposed Tiered Evaluation System

Benefit Category Conservative Tier Evaluation Moderate Tier Evaluation

Generation Operating Costs Dispatch Savings
Loss Reductions

Interconnection Improvements

Reduction in Required Operating Positive Impact on Capacity

Generation Capital Costs Reserves Required for Losses

Interconnection Improvements

Meeting State and Utility Goals and

Environmental Costs Applicable Environmental Impacts Standards

Expected Outage Costs Improvements in Reliability™

Transmission Capital Costs Avoided Transmission Projects

Table 1 shows that dispatch savings, loss reductions, and interconnection improvements are just
various types of reductions in generation operating costs and can therefore be quantified by a
model (preferably a SCED model) that measures how transmission upgrades change generation
operating costs. Reductions in required operating reserves, interconnection improvements, and
impacts on capacity required for losses are various factors that can reduce generation capital
costs and should therefore be estimated simultaneously through use of appropriate planning
models. Applicable environmental impacts and meeting environmental goals and standards are
two aspects of environmental costs, where the latter can be seen as constraints that influence the
former. Improvement in reliability is just another way of referring to changes in expected outage
costs. Avoided transmission projects are an offset to transmission capital costs.

We note that the following items identified as “benefits” in the White Paper are not really
benefits:

e Levelization of Locational Marginal Prices. The leveling of LMPs does not create value
separate from any consumer surplus and producer surplus effects.

e Reduction in Market Price Volatility. If this is what market participants want, they can
get it through generation ownership, bilateral contracts, forward contracts for fuel, and so
forth.

o Improved Economic Market Dynamics. This term is mentioned four times in the White
Paper but is never defined. It is hard to guess what this benefit might mean, other than an
abstract notion about power markets working better with more transmission.

e Part of overall EHV Overlay Plan. The EHV Overlay Plan should match the suite of
transmission upgrades that have positive regional net benefits. The fact that a particular
upgrade is in the plan does not give it extra value. If this “benefit” were real, then
upgrades would gain or lose value merely because the plan changed.

3% We propose to replace qualitative metrics for reliability with quantifiable financial metrics such as those discussed
in Section 2.3.2.
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3.2.2. Zonal Benefit-Cost Tests

A test of whether zonal project benefits and allocated costs are misaligned should be based on a
measure of the discounted net present value of project benefits for a zone z {z = 1,...,Z}. Given
a discount rate r and zonal benefit metrics B.; and zonal cost metrics C.; for transmission
projects j (j = 1...,J)*! for time t (t = 1,...T), the net benefit NB. for zone z should be estimated
according to the following equation:

NB, = Z[Z(Bzﬂ—CZﬂ)/(l+r)t} z2=1,..7 (4)

! J

The test for determining whether mitigation is appropriate is derived straightforwardly from
equation 4: mitigate zone z when NB, < 0. Equation 4 also clearly defines the appropriate level
of mitigation for zone z, if the objective is to raise zone z’s benefit-to-cost ratio to 1.0.

Equation 4 can form the basis of as broad or narrow a test of benefit-cost misalignment as
desired, subject to the limitation that benefit and cost metrics are financially quantifiable. Using
that equation, a “conservative” test can be constructed that uses all of the most easily quantified
metrics; or a “moderate” test can be constructed if more benefit metrics are added that may not
be financially quantified as easily. The reduction of financially quantifiable metrics to one net
benefit measure (i.e., NB;) simplifies the task of testing for misalignment. It accommodates the
White Paper’s tiered approach without creating the complications of competing tests across
several tiers and multiple test outcomes over “stages” that require resolution through some
arbitrary rule such as “mitigate whenever two out of three average test outcomes are ‘fail’.”

The White Paper’s proposed test for zonal misaligned transmission project benefits and costs
involves a level of complexity that is unnecessary for the task. First, the proposed test’s “tiered”
approach to estimating benefits complicates the identification of zones that might require
mitigation. This tiered approach creates competing tests that require a rule to resolve differences
in test outcomes across the tiers. If the benefit metrics listed in either the “conservative” tier or
the “moderate” tier are worth computing and considering in an estimate of net benefits, they
should be considered together in one aggregate (i.e., composite) estimate, such as captured in
NB..

Second, estimating a net benefit for a zone at T different time points (e.g., the White Paper has
four such points) without discounting to arrive at a single net benefit estimate requires inventing
some method for reducing the four net benefit estimates for each tier to a single number, such as
through a simple arithmetic average that weights each net benefit equally without discounting.>
Rather strangely, the simple average gives as much weight to net benefits twenty years in the
future as it gives to net benefits in the present. Because of uncertainty about whether estimated
net benefits will actually materialize and because of “reasonableness assessments” being updated
every three years, it does not make sense to give equal weight to estimates of net benefits as far
out as twenty years. The mitigation of a zonal misalignment necessarily should address the

3! We understand that the approach taken in SPP, as elsewhere, is to analyze the benefits of a portfolio of
transmission projects rather than individual projects. Equation 4 has been written as a generic computation but can
be modified easily to accommodate the portfolio-based approach.

32 The White Paper makes no mention of discounting or of present values.
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instances where a zone will bear in the immediate future a disproportionate share of the costs of
transmission projects that are known to be brought into service within the ensuing three-year
period. If the misalignment is found to remain at the time of the next “reasonableness
assessment,” mitigation continues, otherwise, it may be adjusted according to the estimate of
NB..

3.2.3. Managing Risk and Uncertainty in Net Benefit Tests™

Zonal mitigation may be undertaken when the benefit-cost ratio (B.;/C.;) for zone z in time t lies
below some threshold value of 1.0 or less. Threshold values can vary with the degree of
uncertainty or difficulty in estimating benefits: the greater the degree of uncertainty in the
estimates of net benefits, the lower the threshold may need to be set (relative to 1.0) to reduce the
risk that the test falsely indicates a misalignment that should be mitigated. False test outcomes
pose a risk of inappropriate shifts in cost responsibility that are nearly as serious as leaving initial
allocation inequities unmitigated.

The White Paper proposes that zonal mitigation be undertaken when the benefit-cost ratio is less
than the threshold values of 0.8, 0.9, or 1.0 for the “conservative,” “moderate,” and “broad” tiers,
respectively. These proposed thresholds are arbitrary because they bear no relationship to the
uncertainty in benefit-cost ratios. In particular, there is no reason to believe that uncertainty falls
with the number of benefit categories included in the analysis, as implied by the White Paper’s
proposed test.

The treatment of uncertainty in constructing net benefit tests is particularly relevant in view of
the long life of projected transmission investments. Because uncertainty increases with the
length of timeframe considered for estimation of net benefit values (e.g., 10 years vs. 20 years), a
lower threshold value can be justified for net benefit estimates based on a transmission planning
process with a longer time horizon than for one that takes a shorter forward look, in contrast to
the White Paper’s proposed threshold values that do not vary with the length of the timeframe.
With the passage of time, there will be many changes in conditions that could shape both the
benefits and the costs of planned transmission projects.

The emphasis on uncertainty in constructing net benefit tests arises from the ex ante perspective
that a “reasonableness assessment” must take.** Therefore, estimated prospective net benefits
should be based on a range of possible outcomes for those variables used in the benefits
modeling about which there is uncertainty. A set of scenarios should be examined and the net
benefits outcomes estimated. A probability weighted net benefit (i.e., an expected net benefit)
would be calculated for each zone and the net benefit test actually conducted using the expected
net benefit.

The calculation of net benefits and corresponding cost allocation as adjusted to account for zonal
benefit-cost imbalances should be based on the expected values of the net benefits by zone.

3 “Uncertainty” refers to a lack of knowledge about what will or will not happen in the future. In estimating
transmission project benefits and costs, “uncertainty” is expressed as variability in the discounted present value of
net benefits based on an assumed probability distribution for scenarios that define variations in the terms appearing
in equation 4.

3 An ex ante perspective is also appropriate for cost allocation. A “reasonableness assessment” is not necessary if
cost allocation is determined ex ante and guided by an examination of zonal expected net benefits.
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Therefore, for scenarios {s = 1,...,S} created for the uncertain benefit metrics, with probabilities
{Ps} assigned to each scenario (3.P; = 1), the expected net benefit for zone z is defined by
equation 5.

E[NB.] = gps xNB. = Z{R X Z[Z (B, —C.. )1+ r)t} z2=1,...7 (5)

s J

where zonal benefits and costs are now differentiated by scenario. The net benefit test is then
based on the expected benefit-cost ratio for zone z, which is calculated as follows:

Z{PS " sz: B, /(1+ ,)r}}

s

E[BC.] = = z=1,..2 (6)

s{rg[se. |

A second source of uncertainty in the net benefit estimates is the dynamic nature of transmission
planning: the benefits of a particular transmission upgrade built in Year 1 depends upon the
other transmission upgrades that will be built in subsequent years; but as future economic and
power system conditions change in unexpected ways, the subsequent upgrades that are actually
built may be quite different than those anticipated at Year 1, and the distribution of zonal net
benefits consequently also quite different. In general, transmission project candidates that are
part of a twenty-year look ahead will be less definite than projects considered part of ten-year or
six-year forward analyses. Unexpected changes in the optimal transmission portfolio and the
corresponding zonal net benefits distribution are difficult or impossible to incorporate into the
estimation of E[BC.]. To address this source of uncertainty, the calculations defined by
equations 5 and 6 can be modified by introducing a set of discount (i.e., weight) factors (e.g.,
expressed as percentages)35 that weight the net benefit value for a given time point. For
example, net benefits for transmission projects coming on line within one year (i.e., ones with
NTCs) might receive a weight of 1.0, for projects expected in service within six years, a weight
of 0.75, and for projects expected to be in service twenty years hence, a weight of 0.5.%° In this
case, E[BC;] would be computed according to equation 7.

Z{PS x ZDt x _ZBZJIS/(l+r)’}

s j

;{PS x ZDZ X _;Czjm/(l+r)'}}

E[BC.] =

z=1,..Z (7)

A value for E[BC;] computed according to equation 6 or 7 will be compared to a threshold value
S that may be appropriately set below 1.0.>"~® Thresholds used to define when zonal mitigation

% These discount factors are not to be confused with discount rates used to compute a present value.

3% Weights referenced here are merely used for purposes of illustration. We expect that the weights would be
determined within the RARTF process.

37 For a benefit-cost ratio threshold B (0 < B < 1), the zonal benefit test decision rule can be written in terms of an
expected zonal net benefit-cost ratio: “mitigate when E[BC,] < p.”
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should take place need to be set sufficiently below 1.0 so that they avoid triggering mitigation for
zones that appear to have benefit-to-cost ratios modestly below 1.0. Values for £ can also be
used as a means to address the two sources of uncertainty discussed in this section. For example,
if § values in the range of 0.5 to 0.75 were considered, higher values from the range may signify
greater confidence in the zonal net benefits estimates used in the test, while less confidence (i.e.,
greater uncertainty) around the estimates of £[BC;] might warrant a value chosen from the lower
end of the range.

Dealing with uncertainty is a standard part of the risk analysis associated with investment
decisions. Treatment of uncertainty is not simple, but it is unavoidable. The investment decision,
cost allocation rules, and “reasonableness assessment” can all make use of the expected values of
benefits and costs across a range of conditions. The scenario analysis is an approximation, but
this is not fatal for either a “reasonableness assessment,” the determination of a mitigated cost
allocation, or the determination of an initial cost allocation scheme that aligns expected costs and
benefits and therefore satisfies the “beneficiaries pay” principle. The existence of uncertainty
does not imply or require cost socialization, nor does it undermine a “reasonableness
assessment” of an existing cost allocation rule, such as SPP’s Highway/Byway approach.

3.2.4. Mitigation of Zonal Benefit-Cost Imbalances

When the estimated expected net benefit E[NB;] for a particular zone z falls below 0 (i.e., E[BC;]
< 1), mitigation may be required to bring cost allocation into line with the “beneficiaries pay”
principle. As described above, the White Paper proposes three avenues for mitigation of benefit-
cost imbalances.

The first two approaches seek to “equalize” benefit-cost ratios by adding upgrades that will raise
benefits relative to costs for deficient zones, while presumably leaving benefit-cost ratios for
non-deficient zones relatively unchanged. The implicit rationale associated with these two
approaches can be reduced to a mantra: “Build transmission until benefit-cost ratios for all zones
exceed one.”

These two benefit equalization approaches make benefits the center of attention when the real
problem lies with the allocation of costs to zones. The first two proposed avenues (acceleration
of already planned upgrades and approval of new upgrades) are not consistent with the
“beneficiaries pay” principle because they do not directly address the identified misalignment for
the planned transmission projects. From an economic perspective, they are not as efficient a
solution to the problem as the third avenue, financial settlements (zonal transfers or some other
form of reconciliation of zonal cost allocation) that shift cost responsibility from deficient zones

¥ From a statistical perspective, the net benefit test determines whether E[NB,] lies significantly below zero.
Therefore, an alternative approach to conducting the test would be to compare a standardized E[NB,] to a threshold
value drawn from a well-known distribution. The decision rule would become in this case: “apply mitigation when
E[NB.] < (ong, * K,),” where oyg, is an estimated standard deviation of NB, and K, is a standardized threshold value
drawn from a distribution (e.g., standard normal distribution) given a value of a (0 < a < 1). The standard deviation
can be estimated using the distribution of S values for NB, produced by the scenario analysis, given probabilities
{P,}. The threshold value K, is chosen such that the probability of observing E[NB.]/ong, < K, equals o under the
hypothesis that the underlying true value of E[NB.] is 0.0. The equivalent test using the expected benefit-to-cost
ratio E[BC.] would mitigate when (E[BC,]/opc,) < K, The a is typically equal to 0.05 or 0.10, but could be larger if
desired. The level of a depends on how conservative the evaluator wants to be in conducting the test.
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to non-deficient zones.” Furthermore, accelerated and unplanned zonal transmission projects
conflict with the “optimal” transmission expansion path produced by SPP’s ITP process: if it
were efficient to accelerate or approve such projects, they would already be part of the ITP.

The problem for SPP is that the Highway/Byway method may fail to properly align expected
costs with expected benefits for at least some transmission projects (such as Priority Projects).
The Highway/Byway’s approach to cost allocation, which allocates transmission project costs to
the SPP region on a postage stamp basis, potentially creates the misalignment problem. Fixing
this misalignment requires an adjustment that should be both consistent with the ITP process and
efficient in leaving unaltered the transmission project portfolio that was found through the
transmission planning process to maximize regional net benefits.

The White Paper’s first two avenues are not consistent with an efficient ITP process.
Application of either approach would require replacing the optimal transmission portfolio
initially selected with a less beneficial portfolio. If the incremental upgrades that are to be added
to align zonal benefits and costs were beneficial, they would have been included in the optimal
portfolio chosen initially. Furthermore, by creating an upgrade-based benefits adjustment, these
first two avenues implicitly add Z" constraints to the traditional economic transmission
expansion planning model in order to identify an “optimal” transmission expansion plan that will
“balance” zonal net benefits.*” These constraints require that the net benefit for each zone (i.c.,
NB.) be non-negative.

The zonal “balancing” upgrades of the first two avenues cannot be determined in isolation from
the existing ITP process. Instead, the entire exercise of transmission planning performed to
identify the initial “optimal” transmission expansion plan would need to be revisited to
determine a new “balanced” optimal expansion plan. This complicates an already enormously
complicated non-linear programming problem. It will add transmission projects whose sole
purpose is to balance zonal benefits with Highway/Byway allocated costs. The resulting
transmission expansion plan will not be the efficient (i.e., the lowest-cost) expansion plan to
satisty reliability, economic and public policy objectives.

In contrast, a financial settlements approach (e.g., zonal transfers or an alternative method of
reconciling benefit-cost imbalances, such as discounted zonal cost allocations discussed in
footnote 39) leaves the optimal transmission portfolio untouched, takes the resulting zonal
expected net benefits as the starting point (given the zonal cost allocations defined by
Highway/Byway cost allocation rules), and shifts the costs from zones with benefit-cost ratios
E[NB.] significantly below 1.0 to zones with benefit-cost ratios greater than 1.0. If the White
Paper is to be followed at all in this regard, it should be via some cost allocation reconciliation
approach similar in spirit to this third avenue, which would include the possibility that a zone
suffering from a continuing imbalance not receive subsequent allocations until the inequity is
resolved.

3 An alternative to zonal transfers, in cases where E[BC.] > 0, would be to apply a discount factor (i.e., a value
between 0 and 1) to a zone’s cost allocation to raise E[BC.] to the threshold value f, if not all the way to 1.0; a value
of 0 would do away with cost allocation for the zone. When E[BC,] < 0 (i.e., estimated benefits are negative),
discounting costs will help but will not fully compensate the zone, in which case a zonal transfer may be a
reasonable solution.

407" stands for the number of zones requiring mitigation of cost allocation inequities. Z" < Z (the total number of
zones).
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4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The White Paper proposes a complex approach to conducting a “reasonableness assessment” of
the allocation of costs achieved through the application of the Highway/Byway rules in the SPP
tariff. Such an approach is neither necessary nor desirable. A net benefits test based on a zonal
expected present discounted net benefit value embraces all the elements that the White Paper’s
multi-tiered, multi-staged, averaged benefit-to-cost ratio test attempts to capture. Furthermore,
such a net benefits test enables uncertainty to appropriately shape the threshold for use in the
decision rule, avoiding the inherent problems with competing test outcomes and arbitrary and
most likely controversial decision rules.

As long as SPP continues to use the Highway/Byway cost allocation method, there is a
significant potential for zonal misalignments of benefits and allocated costs. A method similar in
concept to the zonal transfers originally used for the Balanced Portfolio approach, which could
include discounting of subsequent allocations, would be the most efficient way to mitigate the
resulting zonal imbalances that are identified by the “reasonableness assessment.” Because a
“reasonableness assessment” will be conducted every three years, any reconciliation of zonal
imbalances should be set in place for only three years. As Professor Hogan has stated, the zonal
(financial) transfer concept (“winners” pay “losers™) first used as part of the Balanced Portfolio
approach is “consistent with the principle that beneficiaries pay and costs are not socialized...
[and] it does conform to support ... efficient transmission investment and illustrates an
application of the beneficiary pays principle using existing planning tools.”"!

*! Hogan, op cit, p. 21.
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APPENDIX A.
BACKGROUND ON SPP’S TRANSMISSION COST ALLOCATION AND THE RARTF

This section provides brief overviews of SPP’s transmission cost allocation history and of the
RARTF.

A.l. SPP’s Transmission Cost Allocation History

SPP was created in 1941 and became an RTO in 2004. Until it became an RTO, SPP’s
transmission owners recovered their costs according to traditional cost allocation practices,
which meant that nearly all of their costs were recovered from customers in their own service
territories while only a small fraction was recovered from outside entities that used their
networks. The presumption was that customers within a service territory are the primary
beneficiaries of the services rendered by transmission facilities within that service territory.

Since it became an RTO, SPP has taken the broader view that transmission facilities often do, in
fact, serve customers over a wider geographic area than just the service territory in which they
are located. For the limited types of transmission upgrades that have easily identifiable
beneficiaries — namely generation interconnections and sponsored upgrades — costs are allocated
solely to those beneficiaries (i.e., the interconnecting generators and sponsors). For all other
network upgrades, however, costs have been shared among multiple parties as follows:

e Until June 2010, all costs of Balanced Portfolio (economic) projects were allocated
across the whole SPP footprint on a postage stamp basis, with transfers among zones
arranged to assure that no zone had a benefit-cost ratio below one. Two-thirds of the
costs of reliability upgrades were recovered from customers within the zone in which the
upgrade was located while one-third was recovered from all SPP customers. The
Balanced Portfolio approach satisfied the following two criteria:

0 The net present value of benefits was equal to or greater than the net present value
of costs over a ten-year period.

0 For each individual zone, the sum of the net present value of zonal benefits was
equal to or greater than the sum of the net present value of zonal costs, over the
same 10-year period.

e Since June 2010, the costs of all other network upgrades have been recovered according
to a “Highway/Byway” cost allocation method established by the Regional State
Committee (RSC) and approved by SPP’s Board and FERC.*> Costs are measured
according to transmission upgrades’ Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements
(ATRRs). The costs of upgrades over 300 kV are recovered from all SPP customers, and
are allocated among SPP’s zones according to each zone’s Load Ratio Share (LRS)
expressed as a percentage of the aggregate regional load. The costs of upgrades below

*2 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Order Accepting Tariff Revisions, Docket No. ER10-1069-000, June 17,
2010.
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100 kV are recovered solely from customers within the zone in which the upgrade is
located. The costs of upgrades at intermediate voltage levels are recovered one-third
from all SPP zones (on an LRS basis) and two-thirds from customers in the zone where
the upgrade is located.

The SPP tariff requires that SPP review the Highway/Byway cost allocation method and its
allocation factors at least every three years. The RSC has the authority to require definition of
analytic methods and to recommend cost allocation adjustment if a review shows an imbalanced
cost allocation (i.e., benefits less than costs) to one or more zones. Beginning in 2015, SPP
members have the right to ask the SPP Market and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) for
relief from imbalances.

A.2. The Regional Allocation Review Task Force

The RARTF is responsible for satisfying SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff requirement
that “The Transmission Provider shall review the reasonableness of the regional allocation
methodology and factors (X% and Y%) and the zonal allocation methodology at least once every
three years...”” By December 20, 2011, the RARTF must produce a final report that
recommends the following:

e a methodology for quantifying the current and cumulative long-term equity of the current
transmission cost allocation on each SPP Pricing Zone and Balancing Authority;

e a threshold for determining inequitable impacts on an SPP Pricing Zone or Balancing
Authority; and

e possible solutions for mitigating any inequitable impacts.

Based upon the methods eventually adopted by SPP, SPP Staff will satisfy the OATT
requirement for using the Base Plan Zonal ATRR to determine zonal charges for Base Plan
Upgrades issued a Notification to Construct (NTC) after June 18, 2010.*

* The requirement appears in Southwest Power Pool, Open Access Transmission T ariff, Sixth Revised Volume No.
1, (OATT) Attachment J, Section III.D. RARTEF’s responsibility is defined by Southwest Power Pool, Regional
Allocation Review Task Force Charter, June 9, 2011.

“ OATT, Attachment H, Section 1.
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APPENDIX B.
SPP’S COST ALLOCATION METHODS

This appendix provides an overview of SPP’s past and current cost allocation methods. It also
provides a brief assessment of SPP’s current Highway/Byway cost allocation method.

B.1. Overview of Past and Present Allocation Methods

This section briefly describes the methods used by SPP over the past decade to allocate the costs
of transmission projects and upgrades.

B.1.1. Reliability Upgrades and Generation Interconnections

Beginning in 2005, SPP allocated the costs of Reliability Upgrades (i.e., Base Plan Upgrades
(BPUs)) and of upgrades related to the designation of new or changed generation resources (over
$100,000) one third to the SPP region on a postage stamp basis and two thirds to SPP zones
based on an identification of beneficiaries according to positive (incremental) MW-mile
impacts.*” BPUs costing $100,000 or less were allocated to the zone in which the upgrade was
located.

In 2009, SPP modified the allocation factors specifically for BPUs resulting from transmission
service requests that are associated with designated wind generation resources. When the BPU
associated with a wind resource is located in the same zone as the transmission customer's point
of delivery, costs are allocated one-third regionally and two-thirds zonally according to MW-
mile impacts. When the BPU associated with a wind generation resource is located in a different
zone than the transmission customer's point of delivery, costs are allocated two-thirds regionally
and one-third to the transmission customer.*®

B.1.2. Balanced Portfolio Upgrades

In January 2008, the RSC approved a “Balanced Portfolio” approach under which a group of
projects is evaluated simultaneously for an upcoming 10-year period. Under this approach, SPP
and its stakeholders consider alternative portfolios based on inputs from stakeholders and on
SPP’s evaluation of existing transmission congestion.

* Base Plan Upgrades are defined as upgrades that are included in and constructed pursuant to the SPP
Transmission Expansion Plan in order to ensure the reliability of the Transmission System. They include Service
Upgrades required for new or changed Designated Resources to the extent allowed in Attachment J to the SPP
Tariff. See SPP Tariff at Attachment J, section II1.B

* Note the illogical asymmetry: if the BPU is located near the transmission customer’s point of delivery, the
customer gets only a share of two-thirds of the cost; but if the BPU is located far from the point of delivery, the
customer gets a full one-third of the cost. In many instances, the customer will pay more for upgrades that are
located farther from the customer than for those that are located close to the customer.
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A Balanced Portfolio provides each SPP pricing zone with benefits that exceed the costs
allocated to that zone via a region-wide postage stamp rate. This approach assures that
transmission allocation results in “no losers,” but it does not attempt to equalize the benefit-to-
cost ratio for all zones. Achieving such a result is difficult because various zones are at different
levels of transmission “robustness” relative to savings that can be achieved through reducing
congestion via transmission upgrades. Spreading around upgrades geographically might help,
but may not ever achieve a balance.

To be included in a Balanced Portfolio, an economic upgrade must involve transmission facilities
at the 345 kV level or higher. Lower-voltage facilities may be included if needed to deliver
benefits from higher-voltage facilities. Although SPP’s Cost Allocation Working Group
recommended that an economic upgrade’s cost for facilities below 345 kV should not exceed the
cost for facilities at or above 345 kV, this voltage restriction could be waived if lower-voltage
upgrade facilities are necessary to balance the portfolio.

When an economic upgrade created benefit-to-cost ratios less than one for some zones, the
solution was to reduce the transmission costs recovered through the zonal rates of the deficient
zones (i.e., zones in which allocated costs exceed estimated benefits) and recover these instead
through the region-wide (postage stamp) rate. Thus, transfers move some of the upgrade cost
that would be collected from deficient zones to the entire region, resulting in reduced revenue
requirement for deficient zones and a reduction in benefits to all other zones. In this way,
“winners” compensate “losers.”

B.1.3. Highway/Byway Cost Allocation

In April 2010, SPP filed its Highway/Byway method proposal at FERC. The proposal was
designed to address the issue of how to allocate the costs of high-voltage (HV) transmission
projects (e.g., 500 kV and 765 kV in particular) that to some extent are driven by environmental
concerns and by state and federal public policy on renewable portfolio standards. The proposal
revised the definition of BPUs to include high-priority upgrades (Priority Projects) but excluded
Balanced Portfolios that are approved for construction by the SPP Board of Directors.

The Highway/Byway approach abandoned the previous distinction between reliability-based and
economic-based transmission projects for the purpose of cost allocation. The MW-mile analysis
for costs allocated to zones was eliminated. Costs of certain upgrades that operate at two
different voltages (e.g., transformer equipment) are now based on the facilities’ lower operating
voltage.

Under the Highway/Byway method, BPU costs are allocated according to the voltage level of the
upgrade as follows:

e costs of facilities operating at 300 kV and above are allocated 100 percent across the SPP
region on a postage stamp basis;

e costs of facilities operating above 100 kV and below 300 kV are allocated one-third on a
regional postage stamp basis and two-thirds to the zone in which the facilities are located;
and

e costs of facilities operating at or below 100 kV are allocated 100 percent to the zone in
which the facilities are located.
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The Highway/Byway approach applies to Priority Projects, transmission projects resulting from
the Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP), and BPUs that are developed after June 19, 2010,
including BPUs associated with a Designated Resource, and that are not included in a Balanced
Portfolio.

SPP supported the shift from its Balanced Portfolio approach to the Highway/Byway method
with two sets of analyses that demonstrated a use distinction between higher-voltage facilities
(i.e., highway facilities) and lower-voltage facilities (byway facilities).

e Its Transmission Distribution Analyses showed that particular transmission facilities
predominately carry regional power flows, and therefore fulfill more of a “highway”
function compared to other facilities that carry flows at the “local” level. These analyses
also showed that Extra High Voltage (EHV) facilities were far more responsive to
interzonal flows (including through transactions) than were lower-voltage facilities.

e Its Injection-Withdrawal Transmission Utilization Analysis estimated the portions of
transmission line flows that are due to local generation serving local load rather than due
to regional, non-local transactions.

Both sets of studies led SPP to conclude that higher-voltage transmission facilities primarily
support regional service while lower-voltage facilities primarily support local service. Thus,
these studies were used to justify the Highway/Byway’s allocation of higher-voltage
transmission costs to the SPP region on a postage stamp basis.

B.2. Assessment of SPP’s Current Cost Allocation Method

Professor Hogan offers this assessment of the cost allocation method that SPP had until June
2010 and the one that it has had since that time:

The Southwest Power Pool (SPP) previously used a transmission decision making
and cost allocation methodology that focused on a portfolio of transmission
projects. An important feature of the SPP approach exploited the vertical
integration of the participants and their ownership of generation needed to serve
the load. This avoids the distinction between the benefits to load and the benefits
to generation, as the benefits are merged in one organization. In deciding on
expansions and allocating the costs, the SPP Balanced Portfolio Model (BPM)
uses the language of cost socialization with system wide postage stamp rates and
additional locational charges. However, this is misleading because a key part of
the analysis and negotiation is to rebalance the mix of local charges and system
wide charges until the benefits exceed the costs for each participant and the
parties agree on the expansion portfolio and cost allocation. Therefore, the SPP
BPM model is consistent with the principle that beneficiaries pay and costs are
not socialized. The SPP balanced portfolio approach is essentially voluntary and
the beneficiaries pay...

This example of a beneficiary pays model was later replaced by the SPP
Highway/Byway approach that assigns costs to different regions according to the
voltage level of the transmission facilities. The Highway/Byway model socializes
the cost of lines above 300 kV, splits the cost for intermediate lines, and assigns
the full cost to the local zone for lines below 100 kV. The justification cites
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power flows over the lines. But the power flows reflect only the impact of
different impedances of different voltage levels, not the distribution of benefits
which are driven by quite different factors such as transmission constraints...
[T]he effect of the same line and constraint can be dramatically different at
different locations. The power flows do not describe the distribution of benefits.*’

It 1s difficult to disagree with Professor Hogan’s conclusions. For generation interconnections
and sponsored upgrades, SPP is reasonably allocating costs to beneficiaries; in such cases, it is
easy to identify the beneficiaries. For the other network upgrades, however, the Highway/Byway
cost allocations — entirely to all of SPP for high-voltage lines, entirely to the local zone for low-
voltage lines, and a one-third/two-thirds split between all of SPP and local zones on
intermediate-voltage lines — are not based upon analyses of the distribution of benefits of
transmission upgrade costs. Rather, they are based on generic analyses of flow patterns that
reveal little about the distribution of benefits for specific transmission projects. Even more
tellingly, they are not based on analyses of how transmission upgrades, individually or on
average, affect consumer surplus by zone, expected outage costs by zone, generator profits by
zone, or generator investment by zone.

An estimate of the distribution of an upgrade’s benefits over that upgrade’s life is critical to
understanding whether the allocation of costs under the current method properly aligns costs
with beneficiaries. Such an estimate of the degree to which costs are allocated to beneficiaries is
called a “reasonableness assessment.” A “reasonableness assessment” should be performed
automatically, as part of the integrated transmission planning (ITP) process, for all proposed
transmission projects that are candidates for approval by the SPP Board. When the ITP process
estimates the aggregate benefits of an upgrade, SPP automatically obtains much (if not all) of the
information needed to estimate the expected distribution of benefits among zones. On the basis
of that benefit distribution, adjustments can be made to zonal cost allocations produced by the
Highway/Byway method.

*" Hogan, op cit, pp. 21-22. Footnotes and citations have been removed from this passage.
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