
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday January 14, 2010 
 8 AM – 3 PM 

Sheraton New Orleans Hotel – New Orleans, LA 
 

•  A G E N D A  •  
 
 
1. Call to Order and Administrative Items ................................................................................... Ricky Bittle 

2. Review of Past Action Items .......................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

3. MOPC Update ....................................................................................................................... Bill Dowling 

4. Strategic Plan Status Report ......................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

5. Annual Organizational Group Survey Results Discussion ............................................ Michael Desselle 

6. SPC Annual Work Plan and Planning Process Strawman ..................................................... Ricky Bittle 

7. Intra-Regional Transmission Expansion - ITP/Priority Projects Update ..... Bruce Rew/Katherine Prewitt  

a. Final ITP Data, Assumptions and Scenarios 

b. Assumptions for Future Generating Resource Scenario RFP 

c. Results of CAWG Survey of Future Scenarios 

d. Report of RSC Clarification on Highway/Byway Rate Implementation 

e. NTC / ATP Process Discussion 

8. Status report on Withdrawal Obligations of TOs ................................................................ Stacy Duckett 

9. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................. Michael Desselle 

10. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

April 15 ??         Oklahoma City 

July 15               Omaha 

October 14         Kansas City 

 



MINUTES NO. 57 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

October 15, 2009 

Doubletree Warren Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order at 8:00 A.M.   SPC members participating in person were 
Jim Eckelberger (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Mel 
Perkins (OGE); Mike Palmer (EDE); and, David Hudson (proxy for Tim Woolley (Xcel)).  SPP Staff 
included Michael Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Tom Dunn, Bruce Rew, Jay Caspary, Les 
Dillahunty (by phone), Emily Pennel (by phone) and Stacy Duckett (by phone). Others guests 
participating included Richard Ross (AEP, by phone); Wendell Drost (AREVA); Patrick Pope (NPPD); 
Dennis Florom (LES); Bill Clarke (TEA); and Tom Payton (Oxy). 

Mr. Bittle referred to the January 15, 2009 minutes and asked for additions or corrections (Minutes 
1/15/09 – Attachment 1).  The minutes were passed by acclamation.     

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Update  

Carl Monroe provided a brief informational report from the October 13-14 MOPC meeting.  His report 
provided an update on Protocol Revision Requests (PRR).  He discussed the Wind Integration Task 
Force decision to reduce the expectations for future wind in the footprint and their desire to complete by 
year-end their study and focus on the operational issues associated with forecasted wind assumptions.  
He reported that the MOPC endorsed moving forward with the new SPP Data and Ops Center supporting 
“high availability”.  Carl reported that OMPA has requested to put its transmission facilities under the SPP 
OATT and would become a TO multi-owner zone in the AEP and OGE balancing areas.  He discussed 
the MOPC desire to form a Seams Steering Committee to assist Staff.  He noted that the discussion of 
where this Steering Committee would report (MOPC or SPC) was undecided and that a team of members 
including Richard Ross (AEP), Bary Warren (EDE) and Paul Malone (NPPD) were tasked to develop a 
strawman scope for the steering committee.  Related to the topic of seams, Carl reported that Entergy 
ICT stakeholders are seeking comments in their forum for the development of a new “transmission across 
seams” advocacy function and that SPP staff would provide comments back to the stakeholders 
(Response of Entergy Arkansas – Attachment 2).  Ricky Bittle expressed support for such a function.     

Agenda Item 4 – Regulatory Update  

Les Dillahunty provided an update on the status of engineering studies improvements focusing on wind 
generation currently under study in the SPP footprint, Generator Interconnection Studies and Aggregate 
Studies (Regulatory Report – Attachment 3).  With respect to the GI study improvement, which became 
effective in June, there has been a significant drop in wind generation in the queue.   

Agenda Item 5 – Strategic Plan Status Report  

Michael Desselle provided a recap of the report (Strategic Plan – Progress Dashboard & Details – 
Attachment 4). 
 
Carl Monroe provided a report on Membership Development & Expansion noting that discussions have 
taken place with entities wishing to know what it means to be a non-TO member market participant.  He  
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discussed the development of a member group to advise Staff regarding new member additions and 
integration.  This group, with assistance from Ricky Bittle, would provide advice and guidance on cost 
allocation matters like balanced portfolio allocations and base-plan funding allocations.   
 
He reported that we were in discussions with WAPA/Basin who are interested in becoming SPP Reserve 
Sharing members.  He noted that AECI is still performing an internal evaluation of rejoining the SPP.   
 
Carl reported on the progress of the Entergy benefit/cost study.  First, he reported that the Entergy state 
regulators are still working to finalize the creation of an Entergy Regional State Committee (ERSC).  He 
noted that the ERSC is encouraging Entergy membership into the SPP.  Entergy has noted that cost 
allocation is a critical issue of membership for them and that the Highway/Byway approach may be 
detrimental to them.   
 
In response to SPC member inquiries, Carl discussed the current timeline and noted that an RFP was 
authorized to be issued to potential vendors on Monday, October 12; that the Entergy RSC (ERSC) would 
contract with such vendor; and that FERC would pay for the study, which is scheduled to commence by 
the beginning of 2010 and take 6 – 8 months to complete.   

Agenda Item 6 – Strategic Plan Budget Implications 

Tom Dunn began the discussion by reporting on the drivers of SPP’s cost: Transmission Expansion 
planning and associated internal changes, future markets, loss of contract service revenue and 
decreased net energy for load in the footprint (Budget Implications – Attachment 5).  He reported on the 
Finance Committee’s (FC) action from the September 21 and October 14 meetings.  He reported that 
Staff’s budget as submitted to the FC was $0.224 in 2010, and $0.27 and $0.28 in 2011 and 2012, 
respectively.  He noted that following discussions, the FC voted to recommend to the Board that Staff 
maintain their cost at $.205 and that the Tariff Admin rate should be maintained at $0.195 and to direct 
management to make necessary cuts to maintain these levels for 2010.  In response to questions from 
SPC members, Harry Skilton, Chair of the FC, noted that it was premature to say what the 2011 and 2012 
costs and rates would be since several policy changes are under consideration.  Harry noted those policy 
changes include software development asset depreciation changes, financing change considerations, 
and process improvements creating efficiencies.  Discussions also focused on SPP’s pricing policy, with a 
fair number of participants noting that predictability and consistency of the rate charged to members was 
a desired outcome.  Participants asked how staff intended to address the FC recommendation to cut its 
cost.  It was noted that as a service organization, the vast majority of cuts would have to come from the 
elimination or deferral of personnel.  This led to a discussion of the alignment of the strategic planning 
cycle with the financial goals of the organization.  It was suggested that the FC and SPC collaborate on 
developing a longer-term view of how to deal with the issues discussed.  A suggestion was also made for 
the FC and SPC to have a joint meeting following the December 7, 2009 FC meeting when some of the 
accounting policy changes will be considered. 

Agenda Item 7 – Communication/Education 

Emily Pennel provided an update of staff and officer activities performed and actions to be undertaken to 
educate various SPP Stakeholder constituencies (Completed and Pending Action Items – Attachment 6). 

Agenda Item 8 – Intra-Regional Transmission Expansion – ITP/Priority Projects 

Bruce Rew provided a report of the MOPC’s discussions about the Integrated Transmission Planning 
(ITP) project.  He noted that the MOPC approved the ITP process at its meeting.  Bruce provided an 
explanation of the process itself and distinguished the differences between Notices to Construct (NTCs) 
and Authorizations to Plan (ATPs).  There was quite a bit of discussion surrounding 10-20 year 
generation projections, as well as other modeling assumptions and the appropriate forums to review such 
assumptions.  Bruce noted the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) is tasked to perform that 
analysis, though some SPC members suggested that the assumptions were so critical and strategic that 
the SPC has the responsibility to review and confirm all major assumptions.  In response to questions 
about how the ITP would minimize delays in NTCs especially as the ITP would interact with the Generator 
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Interconnection (GI) studies, the AGG Studies and the STEP, Bruce explained the current transmission 
planning processes (i.e., STEP, Reliability, Economic Portfolio and the EHV) would all be rolled into the 
20-year ITP and that the ATPs identified in the ITP would facilitate the GI and AGG study process to be 
completed more quickly.   
 
Following discussion of the ITP, Bruce provided a recap of the MOPC discussions regarding the Priority 
Projects.   He reported that the MOPC took no action on the recommended facilities; directed staff to 
restudy using the 7 GW and 14 GW wind energy scenarios with transmission needed to deliver only to 
SPP load (i.e., no wind energy exports) and to work with the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) 
to further refine the study assumptions.  The intent of Priority Projects (projects to improve: Generator 
Interconnection Queue (GIQ), Aggregate Study, congestion in the EIS market/reduction of TLRs, and 
East to West transmission transfer capabilities) and the Staff’s obligation to bring a recommendation to 
the Board for its consideration was discussed by members of the SPC.  Following that discussion SPC 
members were polled to see if they could support a Staff recommendation to the Board for a subset of 
Priority Projects that would meet the original intent of Priority Projects and allow for the continued 
momentum of transmission expansion in the SPP footprint.  Given that this was a matter of strategic 
importance to the Committee and that there was divisiveness on the matter in other forums, some 
guidance was provided to Bruce for staff to make a recommendation to the Board (SPC ITP & Priority 
Projects – Attachment 7).       

Agenda Item 9 – Inter-Regional Transmission Expansion – “Expansion Planning for SPP and 
Beyond” 

Jay Caspary provided a presentation on other regional and national transmission planning activities and 
SPP’s interactions (Expansion Planning for SPP and Beyond – Attachment 8).   

Agenda Item 10 – Strategic Planning Process Review and Transition Discussion 

As part of its bylaws obligations, the SPC reviewed and re-approved its Scope document (Assessment & 
Scope – Attachment 9).  The Committee also discussed opportunities to improve its ongoing 
effectiveness in developing the strategic plan for the Organization.  After discussion, Staff and the Chair 
were directed to develop a straw-proposal and new timeline for consideration by the Committee at its 
January meeting.    

Agenda Item 11 – Market Development and Design – Potential for Other Regulatory Oversight 
(CFTC) of SPP Future Markets 

The SPC was provided an update on recent congressional and regulatory agency efforts to create 
additional regulatory oversight of over-the-counter energy markets, especially those that provide day-
ahead and congestion hedging products (Regulatory Oversight – Attachment 10).  This discussion was 
intended to apprise the SPC of the potential impact to SPP’s evolving future markets effort.  Following 
discussion, staff was advised to continue to follow the developments and to make SPP’s membership 
aware of the issues. 

Agenda Item 12 – Reliability Compliance/SPP RE – RTO/RE Sector Representation on NERC 
Member Representative Committee (MRC) 

An update on the status of SPP representation on NERC standing committees and member 
representative committee was provided (NERC Representation – Attachment 11).  Following a brief 
discussion, the SPC endorsed continuing to ensure that the SPP RTO is adequately represented on 
NERC’s standing committees.   

Agenda Item 13 – Withdrawal Obligations of TOs 

Stacy Duckett reported that a gap in various organizational documents (the Membership Agreement, the 
OATT, etc.) has been identified regarding the withdrawal obligations of SPP members, especially as it 
relates to commitments and allocations for transmission expansion (Withdrawal Obligations – Attachment 
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12).  Staff was directed to develop a proposal and recommendation for the SPC’s consideration at its 
January 2010 meeting.   

Agenda Item 14 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items include: 
• Staff is to provide revised materials, slide presentations and handout materials with minutes.  
• Schedule a future meeting for the SPC to provide policy level guidance on the 20-year ITP 

scenario and modeling assumptions.   
• Communicate to MOPC the SPC discussion and guidance provided to Staff regarding Priority 

Projects.   
• Staff and Chairman are to develop strawman for SPC annual workplan and strategic planning 

process for consideration at January 2010 SPC meeting.   
• Staff is to bring back proposal for consideration regarding TO withdrawal obligations at the 

January 2010 SPC meeting.    

Agenda Item 15 – Future Meetings 

The 2010 Strategic Planning Committee meeting dates are: 
January 14 New Orleans 

May retreat TBD 

July 15 Omaha 

October 14 Kansas City 
 

In discussion regarding Agenda Item # 10, the May retreat may be shifted according to the final adopted 
new strategic planning process and timeline. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
 
 
 



Minutes No. 58 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Policy matters on ITP and PP 

Wednesday November 18, 1PM – 5P  

Thursday November 19, 8AM - NOON 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Headquarters, Little Rock, AR 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order 

Ricky Bittle called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.  SPC members participating in person were Jim 
Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); and Tim Woolley 
(Xcel).  Members attending by phone included Les Evans (KEPCO); Josh Martin (Director) and Rob 
Janssen (Redbud).  Other attendance is noted on the sign-up sheet (Attendance – Attachment 1). 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Priority Projects 
 
Ricky Bittle kicked off the discussion by referring to the October 2009 Board Resolution approving Priority 
Projects.  He stated that the focus of the meeting is to look at the assumptions that staff and MOPC had 
developed to perform the Priority Project study effort.   
 
Bruce Rew presented a report on the study effort (Attachment 2) staff would be conducting on the Priority 
Projects.  Discussion amongst the participants included whether the six projects were the correct projects 
to be studied.  The discussion also focused on the issue of 345kv vs. 765kv construction for two of the six 
projects. Following debate, Les Dillahunty crafted a compromise proposal for consideration. The 
compromise would be that in addition to staff studying what the board had previously approved (see slide 
11 in Attachment 2); staff would study Priority Projects 5 & 6 (Spearville-Comanche-Medicine, Lodge-
Wichita and Comanche-Woodward District EHV) at 345kv double circuit as well as 765kv.  Staff also 
proposed to add language in a footnote stating “Intent to issue NTC’s no later than May 15, 2010 for 
operations at 345kv but designed at 765kv standards with the potential to be built at double circuit 345kv 
or 765kv in the future pending the ITP analysis for completion in January 2011.”  After significant debate 
regarding the added footnote, the addition was shortened to state “Intent to issue NTC’s no later than 
May 15, 2010”.  The footnote was unanimously revised in the second day of meetings (Attachment 3). 
The footnote now reads:   
 

 A significant group of stakeholders believe more rigorous analysis is needed to justify 765 kV 
transmission.  In order to garner maximum consensus on the Priority Projects, Staff recommends 
the Board consider issuance of NTCs for construction as double-circuited 345 kV; designed to 
preserve the option to convert to 765 kV as the result of the ITP analysis expected to be 
completed in January 2011.   
 

Jay Caspary discussed slides 24 & 25 of Exhibit 1 regarding other benefit analysis of EHV transmission.  
There was support for hiring a consultant to help analyze benefits other than just adjusted production 
cost.  Several participants offered assistance. 
 
Finally, agreement was reached on the timeline for the Priority Project study effort with the caveat that the 
effort should not jeopardize delaying the 2011 ITP deliverables. 
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Agenda Item 3 – Input from MOPC, ESWG, and TWG 
 
Bill Dowling presented the keys to obtaining MOPC concurrence on Priority Projects on behalf of the 
MOPC (Attachment 4). Alan Meyers outlined the ESWG concerns on behalf of the ESWG (Attachment 5). 
Significant discussions occurred regarding the ESWG recommendation that variable O & M cost for wind 
ranges from $6/MWh to $8/MWh. Further discussion reinforced the need to continue improving the 
benefit measure beyond that of just evaluating adjusted production costs.  Dr. Proctor next provided his 
presentation on behalf of RSC (Attachment 6).  Finally, Ronnie Frizzell spoke on behalf of the TWG and 
provided an update that the TWG set up a process to perform reliability assessments on the PP.  
Following presentations by the various other stakeholder groups mentioned above, the meeting returned 
to a discussion of the major assumptions to be used in the Priority Projects analyses.   
 
Ricky Bittle identified the items for consideration includes: 
 

o The amount of wind 
o The incremental cost of wind  
o Direction on deliverability 

 
Staff suggested 7GW of wind was the target for the study effort and after discussion agreement was 
reached that 7GW was the appropriate amount of wind to study and that the staff and ESWG would work 
out the questions of how that 7GW is distributed in the system. 
 
With respect to questions on deliverability of the wind, agreement was achieved that the base cost would 
be the 2008 STEP plus Balanced Portfolio. 
 
With respect to questions of wind variable O & M cost, after discussion assuring the wind representation 
participants that use of $8/MWh variable O & M would not lock them in for other purposes, consensus 
was reached to use $8/MWh on the Variable O & M for wind consumption. 
 
Agenda Items 4 & 5 were deferred to a subsequent meeting now scheduled for December 7, 2010. 
 
Agenda Item 6-Recap of Policy Decisions 
 
Following all the discussions, Ricky recounted the policy decisions that had been achieved over the 
course of the meeting.  They are as follows: 
 

1. Study the 6 projects the Board directed 
2. Include the evaluation of the 6 PP modified as discussed in Exhibit 3 
3. 7GW wind assumption 
4. Staff and ESWG to work out questions of how wind to be distributed in models 
5. Generation limits to establish the minimum on deliverability 
6. Variable wind O & M cost is $8/MWh 
7. Evaluation of benefits to include other soft benefits 
8. Breakpoint analysis for additional work that could be supported by the 6 upgrades (later) 
9. Study schedule approved.  

 
 
With no further discussion the meeting adjourned.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Michael Desselle 



MINUTES No. 59 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 7, 2009 

Hyatt Regency DFW Airport, Dallas, TX 

 
Policy Matters on ITP 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order 
 
Ricky Bittle called the meeting to order at 8 a.m.  SPC members participating in person were Jim 
Eckelberger, (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise 
(GSEC); Mel Perkins (OGE); Les Evans (KEPCO); and David Hudson, proxy for Tim Woolley (SPS).  Rob 
Janssen (Dogwood) participated via phone.  Other attendance is noted on the sign-up sheet (Attendance 
– Attachment 1).   
 
Agenda Item 2 – Integrated Transmission Planning  
 
Ricky Bittle called on Katherine Prewitt (SPP) to give a presentation on the Integrated Transmission 
Planning (ITP).  Katherine led the Committee through the presentation (ITP Presentation - Attachment 2).  
The SPC had directed staff to present the ITP assumptions necessary to complete the initial 20 year 
assessment.  The objective of the discussion is to get strategic direction related to major assumptions 
necessary to perform the initial 20 year assessment portion of the ITP. 
 
Katherine first covered the major scenario assumptions to be used for the study process.  The proposal is 
to develop a 20 year transmission plan for each scenario and then use those to develop the final 20 year 
transmission plan.  The 20 year plan will include 345 kV and greater transmission expansions with 
consideration of lower voltage impacts.  The staff has worked with the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) and proposes four scenarios.  The four scenario cases proposed are business as usual, high 
wind, high carbon, and energy efficiency.  An overview of each scenario is provided below.  The SPC 
discussed the overall approach after Katherine reviewed each of the proposed scenarios.   
 
 Business as Usual 
 

The Business as Usual (BAU) case is based on the assumption that SPP would develop a model 
similar to what the SPP looks like today.  The load forecast growth assumption would be 
considered normal and not factor in special drivers.  Long-term fuel prices would also be based 
on normal projections.  Generation development would attempt to be similar to the existing mix of 
resources in the SPP footprint.  The focus on the BAU model would be to develop a case that 
would model no significant modifiers to significantly change from current day SPP.  The specific 
load growth projections would be obtained by consolidating the individual member load growth 
projections.  Sensitivity analysis would be done with changes in future gas and coal prices 
primarily.  This case would consider existing state renewable standards being implemented by 
the members.  SPP currently does not report load and generation projections beyond the 10 year 
time frame.   
 
Energy Efficiency 
 
The energy efficiency case would factor in energy efficiency measures to impact future load 
growth.  The specific assumptions are the SPP would experience a 50% reduction in load growth 
compared to the BAU case.  Peak shaving during summer peak periods of approximately 3% 
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would also be included.  Other considerations for generation development would be consistent 
with the BAU case. 
 
Carbon Tax  
 
The carbon tax scenario considers a normal load growth with a carbon tax applied.  The 
sensitivity analysis will consider the impact on resources caused by the carbon tax and how this 
will change the future generation needed for the SPP in the 20 year model. 
 
Renewable Scenario 
 
The renewable scenario would represent a 20% energy provided by renewable resources with a 
normal load growth.  Sensitivity analysis would be done considering 15% and 25% bands of 
renewable energy.   

 
The SPC then held significant discussion around the process of selecting and defining the scenarios.  
Development of the future generation was discussed.  The generation development would come from 
members forecast for the first 10 years and then supplemented with additional generation required.  The 
additional generation is proposed to be developed with assistance from outside consulting.  Probability 
analysis such as a Monte Carlo approach was mentioned by Harry Skilton.  The 20 year model will 
assume a consolidated balancing authority is in place.  Nick Brown suggested that a simple survey be 
taken from the members to determine what assumptions are used in their forecasts.  The will provide 
information to measure member consideration of the scenarios and provide better understanding of the 
overall impact being projected.  The SPC agreed with this direction and the staff will coordinate this 
survey.  The staff is to report back the results at the next SPC meeting. 
 
The SPC discussed the inputs to the BAU cases.  The possibility of sensitivity analysis such as a high 
and low load growth was discussed.  Concern was expressed regarding expanding the study and being 
able to complete the project by the January 2011 deadline.  Jim Eckelberger suggested and the SPC 
agree to change the BAU case name to Base Case.  The CAWG has requested a poll to gather 
information on where the members are on future development.  Mike Proctor stated this survey included 
requests of future capital costs and energy conservation.  The SPC requested to see the results of this 
survey at the next meeting.  The energy efficiency scenario must also consider demand response.  The 
SPC agreed to expand the name to Energy Efficiency and Demand Response to better reflect the 
scenario.  
 
The SPC discussed a “perfect storm” scenario which would provide maximum stress on the transmission 
system.  After some discussion the SPC decided not to include this specifically as it would expand the 
scope.  The future capacity requirements of individual members will be captured through the overall SPP 
maintaining a sufficient amount as a consolidated balancing authority. 
 
The deliverability aspect of transmission was discussed.  What is the definition of deliverability as it 
relates to the bulk transmission system and how is transmission an enabler?  The SPC discussed several 
different concepts on these questions.  Jim Eckelberger suggested that a continued decline in the cost of 
FTR’s, amount of plant reserves is decreasing related to wind, and the overall price in the market would 
be converging.  The SPC also needs to be look forward at tomorrow’s needs and not looking at 
yesterday’s criteria. Bill Dowling discussed the need to expand an N-1 criteria which assumes an optimum 
system but should be looked at more like operations when multiple things are occurring at the same time.  
The staff will put together a list of considerations for a robust transmission system of the future. 
 
Katherine Prewitt led the SPC through a discussion of the reliability assessment portion of the ITP 20 
year process.  The proposal is that the reliability assessment would include an AC voltage assessment.  
Stability analysis would not be included in the analysis as the amount of unknown generation added to 
the model would make the results very limited in use.  The SPC wanted to make sure that the relaibilty 
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assessment was adequate for Notifications to Construct (NTC) or Authorization to Plan (ATP) letters to be 
issued.  After some discussion the SPC requested that additional discussion be brought back to the 
Committee to cover the 20 year NTC requirements including such things as reliability assessment. 
 
The SPC next discussed the development of external resources necessary for the study.  The SPC 
agreed that the external systems should be designed to manage loop flow impacts on the SPP system.  
While the system will not be designed specifically for exporting a certain amount, consideration of 
potential exports should be done in the future. The final result of the discussion was that the external 
system would not be changed. 
 
Les Dillahunty next discussed the implementation of cost allocation (Cost Allocation – Attachment 3).  Les 
stated there needed to be clarity on the new cost allocation methodology implementation.  What projects 
will the new highway/byway rate cover?  Staff proposed that all projects in-service after October 26, 2009 
would receive the cost allocation based on the new cost allocation design.  The SPC discussed different 
options for implementation of the new rate.  Regional State Committee (RSC) member Paul Suskie noted 
that this should go back to the RSC for discussion.  The SPC requested this be an agenda item for the 
next RSC meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Review of Action Items 
 
The following action items were noted from the SPC meeting. 
 

1. At the scheduled January 14, 2010, SPC meeting, SPP Staff will present the specific data 
information that will be used for the 20 year ITP process.  This will include the assumptions 
used for inclusion in the RFP to solicit a contractor to develop future generation scenarios. 
 

2. The results of the CAWG survey regarding future scenarios will be presented at the January 
14, 2010, SPC meeting. 

 
3. The SPP Staff will bring back discussion regarding the 20 year ITP study and NTC’s.  This 

will discuss what is necessary for NTC’s to be issued for projects indentified in the study 
process.  This will include discussion on the reliability assessment. 

 
4. Staff will put together a list of considerations for a robust transmission system of the future. 
 
5. The SPC identified an action to clarify how the new highway/byway cost allocation will be 

implemented.  This will be coordinated through the Regional State Committee. 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:00 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Bruce Rew 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report reflects the analysis Ariel Strategic Communications was commissioned to conduct 

on the Organizational Group Surveys that Southwest Power Pool (SPP) fielded of its committees 

and working groups. 

Analysis of the data was performed to highlight how the groups assessed themselves rather 

than how all respondents rated each attribute of their committee/working group experience. 

This reflects the information shared with Ariel Strategic by SPP regarding its purpose for the 

study. The objective is to give each organizational group direction for improvement, so the 

entire SPP organizational group structure can operate more efficiently and effectively.

Most attribute categories tested well, with all of the four main categories, Meeting Preparation, 

Membership, Meeting Conduct and Chair, averaging ratings over 4 (agreement with positive 

statements); however, the overall item “effectiveness” averaged a rating of 3.45, which is a 

“neutral” rating, and, compared to the other items, seems to be an area of concern. While 

participants see the committees doing well overall, they don’t feel they are as effective as they 

need to be. 

The open-ended question responses should be closely examined by each organizational group 

for specific action items; however, a theme emerges quickly among these comments, and that 

is that organizational group members are dissatisfied with the length of time it takes to get 

meeting materials from Southwest Power Pool, and they feel they do not have enough time 

with the materials before the meetings. Communication with SPP also seems to be a concern 

for some participants of the study.

There is a fair degree of correlation this year between the following attributes and the overall 

effectiveness attribute (which means this is a relation, but not that there is causation): Meeting 

preparation’s “accurate agenda” attribute and “accurate minutes” as well as the overall 

Meeting Preparation score, Membership’s: “members prepared,” “members committed” and 

“members supportive” attributes as well as the overall Membership score, Meeting Conduct’s 

“members focused,” “action recommended,” “dissent heard” and “feeling of accomplishment” 
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attributes, as well as the overall score for Meeting Conduct. The Chair attributes with a fair 

degree of correlation to the working group or committee’s overall effectiveness rating are 

“seeks input” and “supportive and respectful.”

Year-over-year results for comparison with overall 2008 results are presented in commentary 

after each group’s ratings chart, where overall scores are also listed. For 2009, the group with 

the lowest self-rating is the Generation Working Group (3.81) and the group with the highest 

score is the Operations Training Working Group (4.67).
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INTRODUCTION

Ariel Strategic Commissioned was commissioned by Southwest Power Pool (SPP) to analyze the 

results of its Organizational Group Survey, which was designed and fielded by SPP itself. A

report to the company’s Strategic Planning Committee states, “The Organizational Effectiveness 

Task Force was established to develop a process for an annual assessment of SPP’s 

organizational groups.” The report continues:

“The survey component of the process will be directed to all members of the specific 

organizational group. This will allow us to review feedback on each working group/committee, 

but still provide an overall assessment for the organization.”

Because the focus of the survey seems to be the group members’ assessment of their own 

groups, this analysis focuses primarily on group assessments by group rather than aggregating 

all responses by attribute or item. Also, because the number of respondents to each survey was 

small, analyzing the results by percentages or proportions of those who rated each item at a 

certain level (one through five) would have been misleading. The small sample sizes for each 

survey indicate that a “directional” focus for the analysis is appropriate, which means that the 

focus is on real numbers, and, for our purposes, an average of the ratings each sample provided 

on their group experience. As part of an overall analysis, averages of the group assessments are 

presented with discussion in the Detailed Findings section of this report.

Methodology

Southwest Power Pool sent an invitation to take the Zoomerang survey to each person listed as 

a member, chairman, vice chairman or staff secretary of each committee or working group. 

There are six committees and 12 working groups. Following is a list of the committees/working 

groups with whose members the survey was fielded, the number of members each 

committee/working group has listed on Southwest Power Pool’s Web site and the number of 

people who responded to the survey:

• Business Practices Working Group: 11 members, 5 respondents
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• Change Working Group: 18 members, 11 respondents

• Corporate Governance Committee: 8 members, 6 respondents

• Cost Allocation Working Group: 8 members, 3 respondents

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group: 16 members, 6 respondents

• Economic Studies Working Group: 16 members, 10 respondents

• Finance Committee: 7 members, 3 respondents

• Generation Working Group: 10 members, 6 respondents

• Human Resources Committee: 6 members, 4 respondents

• Markets and Operations Policy Committee: 51 members, 25 respondents

• Market Working Group: 16 members, 10 respondents

• Model Development Working Group: 12 members, 11 respondents

• Operating Reliability Working Group: 13 members, 8 respondents

• Operations Training Working Group: 11 members, 9 respondents

• Oversight Committee (Formerly Compliance Committee): 4 members, 4 respondents

• Regional Tariff Working Group: 23 members, 17 respondents 

• Strategic Planning Committee: 12 members, 9 respondents

• System Protection and Control Working Group: 13 members, 8 respondents

• Transmission Working Group: 23 members, 16 respondents
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Members took the online survey and Zoomerang compiled spreadsheets of the answers, which 

were sent to Ariel Strategic for analysis. Each survey included four areas of attributes for 

respondents to rate on a scale of 1 to 5. Each area allowed for comments. 

An open-ended question was included in which respondents were asked to list three or more 

suggestions for their group. These comments are included for SPP to consider along with the 

detailed numerical findings.

The final item, “effectiveness,” was not a category, but an overall assessment of how well the 

committee or working group is doing with its charged work. This item was rated meaningfully 

lower than the other attributes tested, indicating that while participants may feel the other 

items are satisfactory or above, they still have some concerns about how the group is doing its 

work.

For each group’s results, averages of the scores were calculated to indicate how each item was 

rated by the group, collectively. Then, the standard deviation was calculated from the average. 

(Standard deviation is the square root of the variance of data points in a set.) Any item rated 

more than one standard deviation from the average by the group members was considered 

“meaningful” for that group. 

For relationship analysis, correlations were run between the effectiveness ratings (averages) 

and the averages for each item tested. 

On the question about other committees or working groups whose meetings respondents 

attend regularly, many respondents apparently didn’t understand that this question was asking 

about committees and working groups other than the one they were responding as a member 

of. As a result, quite a few identified their own group as an “other” group. Due to this 

inconsistency, Ariel Strategic did not analyze these results.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

In the “Detailed Findings” section of this report, a chart representing the averages for each 

group’s responses is presented along with as a brief discussion of meaningful findings and 

representative qualitative responses to the open-ended questions asked in the survey 

instrument. In this section, significant findings of the overall report will be highlighted and 

evaluated.

First, it is useful to discuss the correlations that exist between data sets (these indicate that a 

relationship may exist between attributes tested). It is important to remember that correlation 

is not causation. The survey results merely tell us that variables seem related, not that one 

causes the other. More study would be necessary to understand how and why they are related.

Correlations with effectiveness are examined because that overall measurement was lower 

than other attribute categories tested. A conservative rubric for assessing relationship is used in 

this study and it is as follows:

0.0 to .25 (or -.25) Little to no relationship

.26 to .50 (or -.26 to .50) Fair degree of relationship

.51 to .75 (or -.51 to -.75) Moderate to good relationship

>.75 (or -.75) Very good to excellent relationship

• Effectiveness: Of particular interest is the correlation that exists between average group 

scores on some attributes and the overall effectiveness rating by those same group 

members of the committee in general. Please note:

o A correlation exists indicating a fair degree of relationship between the working 

group/committee effectiveness rating and the following attributes:

♣ Meeting Preparation overall as well as the following attributes:
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• Accurate agenda
• Accurate minutes

♣ Membership overall as well as the following attributes: 
• Members prepared
• Members committed
• Members supportive

♣ Meeting conduct overall as well as the following attributes: 
• Members focused
• Action recommended
• Dissent heard
• Feeling of accomplishment

♣ Attributes of Chair that correlate include:
• Seeks input
• Supportive and respectful

A correlation indicates that as the effectiveness rating increases, for example, the attribute 

rating also increases (and vice versa). This seems to indicate that the respondents relate the 

group or committee’s effectiveness to these specific attributes.  So while respondents may 

increase their score of their feeling of accomplishment, they would simultaneously increase 

their assessment of the group’s effectiveness overall, which makes sense

The strongest correlation (.47) exists between the Members Committed attribute and the 

overall effectiveness attribute. In terms of categories, the Membership category has the 

strongest correlation (.41) to effectiveness.
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DETAILED FINDINGS

The following discussion provides the basis for this report’s major findings and executive 

summary. An explanation of terms is warranted:

• Correlation: The correlation is the relationship between two sets of variables. In this 

analysis, correlation is used to establish a link between sets of ratings by the group 

members. A negative correlation means that there is an inverse relationship between 

variables.

For example, a fair to good correlation means that there is .26 to .50 result of a 

correlation formula; it also means that it is more likely that as one set of variables 

increases, so does the second set of variables. An inverse correlation means that as one 

set of variables increases, the other decreases.

• Directional Findings: This refers to numbers that are “real” rather than “proportional.” 

As this survey asks small groups to rate various attributes of their experience, it is wise 

to use those real numbers rather than percentages to indicate results. In the group 

findings, results are averaged and respondents totaled in each chart. 

• Standard Deviation: Standard deviation is the square root of the variance. In this 

analysis, standard deviation is calculated so that average ratings that lie outside of one 

standard deviation from the average can be pointed out and examined. Statistically, 75 

percent of all values in a “population,” or set of data points, lie within two standard 

deviations of the average. For this report, the group findings are analyzed for data 

points outside of one standard deviation from the average. 

• Meaningful ratings: In the group findings, “meaningful” ratings indicate that rating 

averages for that item for the group were equal to or greater than one standard 

deviation from the group’s average. This terminology is used so that attention can be 

drawn to specific attributes significantly beyond the average; however, this should not 

be confused with “statistically significant” figures. (Given the small data sets of 
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respondents, such terminology would imply greater numbers and a higher confidence 

rating than is warranted in a “directional” survey.) 

• Least Satisfied: The Generation Working Group was the least satisfied overall, with the 

lowest average for all attributes tested; however, Economic Studies, Markets and 

Operations Policy, Market Working, Model Development and System Protection all had 

averages for all attributes below 4.0.

• Effectiveness: The Generation Working Group and the Model Development Working 

Group gave the lowest rating for group effectiveness of all the committees/working 

groups assessed, both with 2.8 ratings out of 5.0. Critical Infrastructure and Economic 

Studies had the highest overall effectiveness scores with 4.30 out of 5.0. No other 

groups rated 4.0 or higher than these two.
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Chart 17: Strategic Planning Committee Results
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The one item the Strategic Planning Committee rated as meaningfully low was “effectiveness”

(3.1) Two items received meaningfully high ratings, the first item, “Necessary expertise/skills” 

under Membership, was rated 4.6 by the group and the second item, “dissent heard” under 

Meeting Conduct was rated 4.7 by the group.

The Strategic Planning Committee was most satisfied with Membership attributes (4.38) and 

least satisfied with Chair attributes (4.15).

This committee’s 2009 mean score is 4.23 for all attributes tested, which is down very slightly 

from the 2008 rating of 4.31, and its 2009 “effectiveness” rating of 3.1 is also down from the 

2008 rating of 3.50.

Following are the responses to the prompt for suggestions for improvement:

• Meeting Preparation
o These questions place too much emphasis on the process; a committee of this 

nature needs more brainstorming time.
• Chair

o Richard Spring will be missed, but Rickey Bittle will do a great job.
• General

o The committee has almost stopped functioning...should meet if only to discuss 
open agenda issues that should be taken up by SPP .... 

o 1.  Be involved with the Synergistic Planning Team.  
2.  Focus on necessary transmission expansion, and getting federal funding for 
major projects.  
3.  Focus on wind development and the potential impact this generation will 
have on our system.

o The SPC needs to do more long-range strategic planning, rather than focusing on 
near-term tactics. It is this group that needs to focus on the big picture, i.e., how 
all of our initiatives fit together.

o Update the strategic planning process and timeline to coincide with internal 
budgeting cycle. Include Board and Members Committee in initial brainstorming 
efforts.

o Input from the committee members as to agendas etc. is nonexistent.
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Detailed Findings: Overall

This analysis presents average scores for the attribute groups by committee/working group.

Chart 20: Average Scores for Meeting Preparation

The Economic Studies Working Group gave the lowest scores for the attributes in this group, 

rating the category at 3.58. The Operations Training Working Group gave Meeting Preparation 

the highest average rating of 4.88. Overall, Meeting Preparation was rated 4.18 across the 

study.
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Chart 21: Average Scores for Membership

The lowest average score was given by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (3.84). 

The highest scores were given by the Operations Training Working Group (4.66). Overall, 

participants rated Membership attributes 4.27.
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Chart 22: Average Scores for Meeting Conduct

Again, the lowest score was given by the Generation Working Group (3.82), and, again, the 

highest score by Operating Reliability Working Group and the Operations Training Working 

Group (4.74). Meeting Conduct was rated 4.21 overall.
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Chart 23: Average Scores for Chair

Again, the Generation Working Group gave the lowest score for this attribute (3.78). 

The lowest score was given by the Corporate Governance Committee (3.60). The Cost 

Allocation Group gave its Chair attributes the highest average (4.85). Chair attributes averaged 

4.31 overall.
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Chart 24: Average Scores for Effectiveness

Effectiveness had the lowest scores of all the categories tested, and as this chart indicates, it 

varied the most among groups. When compared to the averages for the other areas, the 

average score for effectiveness (3.45) was significantly lower than the highest rated of the 

other categories, Membership, (4.27). 

The Generation Working Group gave the lowest rating for effectiveness (2.8). The Critical 

Infrastructure Protection Working Group and the Economic Studies Working Group gave the 

highest ratings for this attribute (4.3).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Generation Working Group gave the lowest ratings for their experiences with Southwest 

Power Pool this year. The Operations Training Group gave the highest ratings for the 2009 

organizational group survey.

Ariel Strategic Communications recommends that SPP add a battery of questions to help SPP 

understand how important the items rated are to the participants. For each item, a question 

could be added, for example, “On a scale of 1 to 5, in which 1 is not important and 5 is very 

important, how important is the item you just rated in determining this organizational group’s 

effectiveness at executing its duties?” This would provide SPP with an idea of which items to 

focus on when responding to the study.

SPP must continue to send meeting materials out as far in advance as possible and to respond 

to communications from working group and committee members quickly. These seem to be the 

most important items overall for participants of the study.
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Overview 
This document presents the scope for the 2010 Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) Year 20 
Assessment.  This analysis will be conducted on the year 2030.  This document is expected to be 
reviewed by the Transmission Working Group (TWG) and the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) 
in December 2009, with approvals from the Market Operations and Policy Committee (MOPC) and the 
Board of Directors (BOD) in January 2010.  Note that this document is only for the 2010 iteration of the 
Year 20 portion of the ITP study.  It is expected that a new scope will be presented for the next iteration 
of the Year 20 Assessment prior to its inception in 2012.  In 2011 there will be a 10‐year planning study 
that uses the results of this ITP Year 20 Assessment as described in the ITP Planning Process document 
dated October 29th, 2009 and available at 
http://www.spp.org/publications/ITP_Process_Final_20091029.pdf. 

   

 

Objective 
The objective of the ITP Year 20 Assessment is to develop a recommended EHV backbone (345 kV and 
above) transmission plan for a 20 year horizon.  The success of the design is dependent on the ability to 
provide a robust system which acts as an enabler to transmission usage and generation access.  The 
assessment will identify a versatile system capable of providing a cost effective deliverability to market 
solution for a broad range of possible resource futures. 
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Modeling 

1. Economic 
The analysis for the ITP Year 20 Assessment (hereto referred to as “the Study”) will consist of 
engineering models to facilitate the development of long range transmission plans.  One set of models 
will be the economic models used to come up with a market based resource dispatch used in the 
analysis.  These models require certain assumptions as to generation resources, parameters and 
locations (detailed in the following sections).  The output of these models will allow engineers to 
determine the appropriate transmission needed from an economic perspective.  This output can also be 
used to determine deliverability of the resources to market used in the analysis when taken into post 
processing type tools. 

The major assumptions needed to construct the economic models are detailed below and contain, but 
are not limited to:  market structure, load forecasts, resource forecasts and parameters, transmission 
topology, renewable assumptions, fuel pricing and availability, congestion monitoring points (i.e. 
flowgates), etc.  Once these assumptions are input into an economic model, the model will develop a 
security constrained unit commitment (SCUC) and security constrained economic dispatch (SCED).   This 
dispatch of generation will be deliverable to the market in the footprint to the extent of the modeled 
flowgates. 

The following sections will detail the parameters to be used in the economic portion of modeling.  

a. Market structure 
The Study will take place on a time horizon of 20 years from the start of the study, i.e. 2030.  SPP 
anticipates having in place a Day 2 market structure in place by that time, as the market structure is 
currently under development.  Additionally, SPP also anticipates having in place a single balancing 
authority for the footprint.  As such, the Study will consider these as baseline assumptions for the 
analysis.   

b. Load forecasts 
The Study will require load forecasts for both SPP as well as areas outside of the SPP footprint.  SPP staff 
will query its members for appropriate load forecasts to use in each of the pricing zones for the 
modeling footprint.  Additionally, SPP staff will reconcile this data with the futures survey information 
that was submitted by the respective states through the Cost Allocation Working Group futures survey 
conducted November 2009.   

For load forecasts for entities outside of the SPP footprint, publicly available data will be utilized as the 
source of the 2030 load forecast, where available.  Where not available, publicly available information 
on projected load growth will be extrapolated to develop a good representation for load expected in the 
study timeframe.   
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c. Generation resource forecasts 
The Study will be conducted on a set of futures (described in the Futures section of this document 
below).  For each of these futures, a resource set will need to be determined to use in the analysis.  A 
Request for Proposal (RFP) for this section of the Study will be sent to choose a consultant to assist in 
this part of the analysis.  That being considered, SPP staff and stakeholders still need to determine what 
parameters are used for new generation sited within and outside the SPP footprint for the Study. 

The ESWG will be the primary point of contact to develop a list of prototype generators to be used as a 
generic set representing the future resources in the study (for example, CT Gas, CC Gas, ST Coal, ST 
Nuclear, Wind, Hydro, etc).  The ESWG will work to determine a set of values for the following data 
types including, but not limited to, and using publically available data when applicable: 

o Capital Cost 

o Variable O&M 

o Startup Cost 

o Min Up 

o Min Down 

o Ramp Rate 

o Heat Rate 

While the focus of this analysis is to meet the transmission needs for the SPP system, it is also 
necessary that resources assumptions be developed to meet future load and generation requirements 
outside the SPP footprint.  The analysis simulates energy transactions between SPP and its surrounding 
areas on a dynamic basis.  The assumptions used for the eastern interconnect can have significant 
impact on the results seen for the SPP footprint.  Generation for each of the modeling futures will be 
matched to both SPP and the rest of the grid in a comparable fashion.  As such, a possible source of 
generation data outside of SPP would be publicly available studies such as the Eastern Wind Integration 
Transmission Study (EWITS).   

d. Topology 
The focus of the Study is to develop a comprehensive, robust transmission expansion plan to meet the 
requirements of the SPP footprint under various generation futures.  Currently, SPP publishes a BOD 
approved transmission expansion plan called the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP).  The STEP is a 
10 year transmission plan, including some long range transmission analysis.   

Therefore the starting point for the Study will be the 2010 Model Development Working Group (MDWG) 
model set and include the 2009 STEP Appendix A projects with appropriate justification.  These 
transmission projects will be added to the base case and all future cases used in the analysis.  
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Additionally, transmission facilities needed to interconnect prospective generation to the transmission 
system will be added to all cases.   

e. Generation 
The generation parameters (Startup cost, Min up, Min Down, etc.) will be updated as part of ESWG’s 
yearly economic model review as will be detailed in the ESWG Manual.   

f. Renewables 
Renewable generation in the footprint will be required under various generation futures.  Renewable 
generation allocation requirements will be determined by SPP staff and stakeholders.  Renewable 
generation, for the purpose of this study, includes qualified hydro, wind, solar, bio‐fuel, etc.  

Certain renewable generation, primarily wind, hydro and solar, operates as energy resources that 
require generation profiles be developed to model the synchronized output curves for individual wind 
plants as well as for the aggregate wind fleet.  These output curves should also be synchronized with 
load data to preserve statistical relationships between wind output and load.  SPP staff will use the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL)’s database of synthetic wind plant output data as the 
primary input for the wind farm hourly maximum output capabilities used in the Study.  This data will be 
sent to ESWG to review for the appropriate expected output of the select renewable wind resources.  
Profiles for any hydro or solar generation data will be developed on an as needed base by the working 
group.  The economic dispatch model should try to realistically model renewable generation 
curtailment, based on historical market behavior, expected market conditions and reliability 
requirements. 

The expected location of future renewable generation should not be based entirely on the location of 
current renewable generation and proposed renewable generation in the current interconnection 
queue.  To take into consideration the fact that where additional transmission is built, future renewable 
generation will likely be developed in area. 

g. DC Ties 
DC ties connect the SPP to the WECC and ERCOT systems.  For the base case, SPP will use historical DC 
tie useage profiles as a best approximation for the respective DC tie.  SPP staff will work with DC tie 
operators to determine the appropriate DC tie profiles to be used in the futures cases developed. 

Additionally, the analysis will consider the possibility of adding additional DC ties to the SPP footprint in 
the analysis.  Though not a primary focus for this analysis, this could provide the footprint with greater 
access to the ERCOT and WECC markets. 

h. Fuel 
The price assumptions for fuels will be a large driver for the Study.  A starting point for the base case 
analysis will be an extrapolation of the current Department of Energy (DOE) fuel projections with 
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appropriate review and adjustments made by the ESWG.  Additionally, sensitivity analysis can be 
conducted on appropriate futures to determine the sensitivity of the fuel assumptions to the respective 
transmission plans developed.  
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2. Powerflow 
Powerflow models will be required for the Study for both the economic and reliability assessment.  
These models will serve as an input into the economic modeling program to develop a market based 
economic dispatch for the system.   

Analysis conducted from a deliverability and reliability standpoint will be conducted using output from 
the economic models as a starting point.  These models will be taken to post processing tools in order to 
conduct a limited assessment on further underlying impacts.  This assessment is detailed in sections 
below. 

a. Load 
The load density and distribution for the powerflow model will be reviewed by the MDWG.  Resource 
obligations will be determined for the footprint taking into consideration what load is industrial, non‐
scalable type loads and which load grows over time.  Special care will be taken to consider the recent 
economic down turn and how a recovery could affect large industrial loads in the Study.  The MDWG, 
TWG and ESWG will provide collaborative feedback into the determination of this impact.   

b. Generation Resources 
The generating resources used in the analysis will be added to the powerflow appropriately.  Each future 
will contain a different subset of generation resources and correspond to a respective powerflow case.  
Care should be taken to consider appropriate generation outlets needed for future, potential generation 
and this transmission outlet should be added to the powerflow case.  The Study is not focused on 
generation outlet issues, but considers regional transmission congestion corridors and solutions.   

c. Topology 
The topology used in the powerflow models will be the same as that used in the economic model as 
described in section 1.d.   

d. Transactions/Interchange 
Transactions for the powerflow model will be provided through the MDWG model development 
process.  The economic program will establish an interchange between the modeled areas for every 
hour of the year (8760).  This interchange will be used in all subsequent economic analysis.  
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Futures 
Note:  The futures to be used in the Study will be reviewed by the ESWG, CAWG, SPC, RSC and MOPC.  
As such, the futures listed in this scope document below are awaiting feedback.  The futures set will be 
updated at the conclusion of reviews by the listed stakeholder groups.   

1. Base Case 

a. Overview 
The base case will consist of no changes to established operating and planning policies and procedures 
already set for the study time frame, absent approved transmission upgrades which eliminate or 
mitigate existing practices.  This case will be a baseline transmission expansion consistent with no 
dramatic changes to the current political climate.  However, it will include planning requirements to 
meet existing renewable energy targets absent a federal renewable standard. 

b. Objective 
The objective of the base case is to develop a baseline to use in the Study.  This case will be used as a 
backdrop to develop the other futures used in this analysis and serves as a reference case for 
comparison purposes.   

c. Assumptions 
The assumptions for the base case are that no major changes occur to established policies of the utilities 
and state and federal authorities for the study time frame.  There will be no major change in resource 
mix, fuel prices, renewable targets, etc.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix used for the base case will be an extrapolation of current resource plans and policies 
that are established in the SPP footprint today.   A resource planning tool will be used to develop the 
appropriate resource mix for the base case.  These resource plans will be reviewed and modified, as 
appropriate, by stakeholders through the ESWG. 

 

2. Renewable Electricity Standard 

a. Overview 
The Renewable Electricity Standard (RES) case will consider a federally mandated, twenty percent (20%) 
RES.  This case will consider that the requirements for the SPP footprint are provided by the region.  SPP 
staff will work with stakeholders through the ESWG and CAWG to determine a reasonable 
representation for each state and utility plan considering the resource allocation for this future allowing, 
for example, that if a state wishes to locate all of its renewable requirements in‐state.   
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b. Objective 
The RES case will be used to determine what type of transmission backbone will be required to meet a 
federal RES of 20% for the SPP footprint.  As such, the focus of this analysis will be to deliver these 
renewable resources to the market in SPP in the footprint and assumes all load in the SPP be required to 
meet this RES.  Primary consideration will not be given to the delivery of energy outside the SPP 
footprint; however, a robust plan should be developed that could leverage this potential option for 
future expansion. 

c. Assumptions 
The driving assumption for the RES future will be a potential 20% federal RES for the footprint wherein 
energy efficiency is not counted as renewable for the purpose of this study.  A driving factor for the 
transmission plan developed for this case will be the siting and location for the renewable resources in 
the footprint.  These assumptions will be developed leveraging the state surveys conducted by the 
CAWG as well as input from stakeholders through the ESWG.  

The expected location of future renewable generation should not be based entirely on the location of 
current renewable generation and proposed renewable generation in the current interconnection 
queue.  To take into consideration the fact that where additional transmission is built, future renewable 
generation will likely be developed in area. 

Care will be taken to avoid providing competitive advantage to one group of generation resources over 
another; therefore, the generation future should be broad and general to provide for the regions needs.  
Specific generating resources, beyond current commitments, will not be targeted for development.  The 
assumptions used for wind locations will be high level, considering only interconnection to the EHV 
backbone grid.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix for this future will contain a 20% renewable energy portfolio of generation in the 
resource mix.  Any generation developed beyond that assumption will be developed using resource 
planning tools and reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through the ESWG.  

3. Carbon Mandate 

a. Overview 
Current carbon policy is in the process of being determined in the form of Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) regulations and is also being considered by federal authorities, as such, this study 
recommends that a carbon price methodology be used for the purpose of this analysis.   

b. Objective 
The Carbon Mandate future will be used to determine a transmission expansion necessarily to deliver 
resources to the market under a carbon mandate.    
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c. Assumptions 
For the purpose of this analysis the carbon mandate future will be conducted using a $54/ton (real) 
$80/ton (2030 nominal) for the price of a CO2 emissions.  A sensitivity will be conducted to consider a 
$15/ton (real) $22/ton (nominal). 

d. Resource mix 
The carbon mandate future will use the base case as a starting point, and then apply a carbon price to 
the simulation.  A resource planning tool will be used to develop the appropriate resource mix for the 
base case.  These resource plans will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through 
the ESWG. 

 

4. Base Case + Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 

a. Overview 
A resource future to be considered in the Study will be an energy efficiency policy.  This policy will 
consider a peak shaving demand reduction as well as a conservation (i.e. lower load growth) policy.  This 
future will be considered on top of the base case for its starting point.   

b. Objective 
The energy efficiency future will be used to determine the impact of an energy efficiency policy in 
conjunction with the base case.  This will allow staff to determine the extent to which an energy 
efficiency policy will modify transmission expansion for the SPP footprint.  

c. Assumptions 
The energy efficiency future will consider an additional four percent (4%) peak‐shaving demand 
response beyond existing for the peak summer months (June through August).  Additionally, the case 
will consider an energy efficiency measure of one‐quarter of a percent (0.25%) reduction in the rate of 
load growth per year through 2030.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix used for the energy efficiency future will be an extrapolation of current resource plans 
and policies that are established in the SPP footprint today with the addition of an energy efficiency 
policy.   A resource planning tool will be used to develop the appropriate resource mix for the base case.  
These resource plans will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through the ESWG. 
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5. Combination Futures 

a. Overview 
The following combination futures will also be considered: 1) Renewable Electricity Standards (RES) with 
Energy Efficiency (EE); 2) Carbon Mandates (CM) with EE; 3) RES with CM; and 4) RES with CM with EE.  

b. Objective 
The combination futures will determine any changes in resource mix for combinations of the non‐base 
case futures.  These different arrays of resources will allow staff to determine from all eight futures (4 
single futures and 4 combination futures) which futures are likely to make the largest differences for 
transmission expansion for the SPP footprint.  

c. Assumptions 
The combination futures will be based on the combined assumptions for the single futures included in 
each of the four combinations.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix used for the combination futures will be developed using a resource planning tool to 
develop the appropriate resource mix for each of the combinations.  These resource plans will be 
reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through the ESWG. 
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Metrics/Techniques for transmission planning 
This analysis will focus on cost‐effective delivery of energy to market.  When discussing deliverability, it 
is important to recognize several factors that need to be considered when developing long‐range 
transmission plans.  First, a long‐range plan needs to address both reliability and economics.  A system 
designed purely for economics (i.e., a reduction in production cost) may not be the most reliable, and a 
system designed to just meet the minimum reliability requirements may not support delivering the most 
economic resources to the market.  Second, the long‐range plan must consider a variety of possible 
future outcomes.  While many of the futures are addressed in the prior sections, it is assumed that SPP 
will be moving to a day‐ahead market for power in the coming years.  In order to help facilitate that 
market, the transmission plans developed herein will consider the effect of the upgrades on the 
resources participating in that market.  So, the analysis will consider both reliability and economics, by 
focusing on the delivery of energy to market. 

There are several key points to the concept of deliverability.  Basic deliverability is the deliverability 
required in the long‐term firm transmission service process.  In those studies, a new resource is added 
to the model, and existing resources are displaced (in merit order) to accommodate the new resource.  
Upgrades may be required of the new resource in order to deliver its capacity to load.  However, 
deliverability from a specific resource to a specific load is difficult to implement in a year 20 plan 
because that level of specificity is not available much past 5 years into the future.  Thus, in a year 20 
plan deliverability to the SPP market is used instead of to specific loads.    

Improved deliverability can be thought of in terms of the ability of the transmission system to deliver 
energy from a resource to the SPP market in such a way that the differences between LMP at the 
resource and at the loads (i.e., congestion between resources and loads) is reduced when compared to 
basic deliverability.   

Several factors may be used as a measure of deliverability.  Among those are: 

‐ Thermal loading: If the dispatched generation is not causing any N‐1 overloads, then the generation 
is deliverable to the load.  For this measure of Basic deliverability, the dispatch is based on new 
resources that have not been designated to meet a specific load being dispatched to meet all loads 
along with designated resources being dispatched to meet their loads. 

‐ Market price equalization: When the spread among Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) throughout 
the SPP footprint draw closer together (equalize) there is reduced congestion, indicating that 
lower‐cost resources can better deliver their power to load in the SPP market.  For this measure of 
Improved deliverability, the market dispatch is a security‐constrained economic dispatch. 

‐ Shadow prices: Similar to market price equalization, shadow prices are an indicator of congestion 
on the transmission system.  A reduction of shadow price is indicative of lower‐cost resources 
being able to better deliver their power to market. 
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Several factors, which may or may not include the ones discussed above, either individually or as a 
group, may form the basis of a metric that defines deliverability in terms of a cost‐benefit.  

Other metrics will be considered in this analysis as well.  Those metrics will be developed by the ESWG 
as the Study process moves forward.   
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Analysis 

This document makes reference to several specific software tools, including PROMOD and PROMOD 
Analysis Tool (PAT).  It is SPP’s intent to use these specific tools.  However, if during the course of the 
analysis it becomes apparent that those tools are not capable of performing the analyses required, Staff 
may seek out other tools to perform the analysis.   

1. Flowgate selection 

a. Objective 
To review the existing list of flowgates and to determine what (if any) flowgates need to be added or 
deleted from the list of constraints (event file) for the economic model runs to be done as a part of the 
Study.  The flowgate study should determine what additional flowgates are needed in the models with 
the additional load and resources.   

b. Assumptions 
‐ The initial flowgate list will be the then‐current NERC Book of Flowgates (BoF)   

‐ Flowgate studies will be run over 8760 hours (1 year) 

‐ Flowgate studies will be performed on each future case 

‐ For the flowgate analysis, contingencies 345 kV and up in SPP, including autotransformers stepping 
down from 345 kV and up, will be selected 

‐ For the flowgate analysis, monitored elements 115 kV and up in SPP will be selected 

‐ A minimum of one iteration will be performed in the flowgate study 

‐ Unless other information is available, the flowgate ratings will be selected based upon the Rate A 
(normal rating) and Rate B (emergency rating) in the powerflow model.   

‐ This analysis will focus on a 2030 economic model  

c. Methodology 
The primary tool to be used in this analysis is PROMOD Analysis Tool (PAT).  PAT allows the user to take 
the output from PROMOD (including load, commitment, dispatch and topology) and perform 
transmission analysis on that data on an hourly basis.   

This analysis will be separated into two parts, one for the Base Case, and one for the Futures cases.  This 
separation will be done because the Base Case should be prepared in advance of the Futures cases.  The 
methodology will be the same for both studies.   
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To perform this analysis, a PROMOD run on each future case will be performed to establish a basis for 
the PAT analysis.  Once the PROMOD runs have been completed, a DC contingency analysis will be 
performed in PAT using the assumptions listed above.  The results of the contingency scan will be 
reviewed for potential flowgates.  The following parameters will guide what should be selected as a 
flowgate: 

1) More flowgates leads to slower runtimes of PROMOD, so the number of flowgates needs to be 
limited to a reasonable number.   

2) Large occurrence (#)  of violations 

3) Large amount (MW) of violations 

4) Limiting elements of higher voltage 

5) No existing flowgate in the vicinity of the limiting element 

Based upon the transmission upgrades that are added to the base models, some flowgates may become 
superfluous and should be removed.  A review of the upgrades versus the current flowgate list will be 
performed to identify those flowgates to be removed.   

Once a set of additional flowgates or flowgate changes have been selected, these flowgates will be 
added to PROMOD, and another complete run of PROMOD will be performed.  The flowgate study will 
then be repeated using the new PROMOD data as the input to PAT.  This second pass will determine if 
the flowgates selected address the necessary issues, or if additional flowgate changes are needed.  If 
necessary, this process will be repeated until a satisfactory list of flowgates is arrived upon.   

The flowgate lists will be reviewed by TWG prior to implementation.  Justification will be provided for 
any addition of flowgates to or deletion of flowgates from the original BoF list used in this analysis. 

d. Output 
‐ A list of flowgates (in the form of a PROMOD Event File), to be used in the economic model going 

forward from this point.   

‐ Results of a basic N‐1 contingency scan on the PROMOD models.   
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2. Project congestion analysis 

a. Objective 
This analysis will identify what problems exist in the model with regards to congestion, and other 
metrics as determined.  Possible solutions will be identified for those problems, and those solutions will 
be evaluated to determine what benefits are projected.  The projects that project higher benefits will be 
selected and grouped into a portfolio for each future.   

b. Assumptions 
‐ After identifying problems, projects that potentially fix these problems will be analyzed in PAT using 

a subset of hours for each future.   

o 256 hours (out of 8760) will be evaluated 

o Those hours will be selected at random, with a mixture of 50% on‐peak and 50% off‐peak1 
hours, those hours being 25% Winter, 25% Spring, 25% Summer and 25% Fall.   

‐ Projects identified in prior studies but not approved will be reviewed to determine if they will 
provide benefit in the designated future.   

‐ Projects evaluated will be 345 kV and above.   

‐ Projects will focus on deliverability within the SPP footprint.  

‐ This evaluation will be done for each future case. 

‐ This analysis will focus on a 2030 economic model 

c. Methodology 
Following the selection of flowgates, a new run of PROMOD will be performed to establish a basis for 
this portion of the analysis.  The results of PROMOD will be reviewed to identify areas of congestion 
using, but not limited to, the following metrics: 

1) Locational Marginal Price (LMP) 

2) Shadow Price 

3) Congestion Cost 

                                                            

1 On‐peak and off‐peak as defined by the SPP Tariff Schedule 1 
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4) Number of hours congested 

5) Flowgates 

Once the problem areas have been identified, potential solutions will be developed, according to the 
objective for the Study.  For example, identification of energy flows from resource long areas to 
resource short areas required to equalize LMPs (i.e., to reduce congestion) over the entire year with the 
objective of designing the transmission upgrades that would provide the transfer capability for achieving 
various percentage levels (e.g., 60%, 75% and 90%) for these energy flows.  These solutions will be 
presented to stakeholders for review.  After solutions have been identified, they will be evaluated in 
order to determine what benefits they may provide.  The projects will be modeled in PAT, and then 
evaluated to determine their effect on the outputs listed above.   

The projects will then be studied to determine which projects could be grouped together in order to 
provide benefits to the entire footprint.   This analysis will be performed by examining combinations of 
projects in PAT to determine which combinations are mutually beneficial.   

d. Output 
‐ One group of transmission projects (a transmission plan) for each future. 

‐ Preliminary benefit information for each plan 
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3. Cost-Effective Portfolio planning 

a. Objective 
To analyze the selected transmission projects in more detail, and to calculate benefits for those projects, 
as defined in the metrics.  This phase of the analysis also focuses on optimizing those projects and the 
groupings.   

b. Assumptions 
‐ An economic model run will be performed for each project in its associated future case, as well as 

the project groupings. 

‐ This analysis will focus on a 2030 economic model 

c. Methodology 
Projects (both individually and in groups) will be placed in the economic model, and a full PROMOD run 
will be performed.  The results from the PROMOD run will be analyzed and benefit metrics will be 
calculated.  Based upon the results, projects and/or groups may be revised in order to optimize the plan.  
The proposed plans and benefits will be presented to stakeholders for review.  Based upon feedback, 
the projects and/or groups may be revised. 

d. Output 
‐ Detailed benefit calculations for each project/project set 

‐ Refined transmission plan for each future 
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4. Project correlation/Robustness test 

a. Objective 
To analyze the selected transmission plans to determine what projects, among all those analyzed, are 
the most flexible to the various futures examined in this Study.   

b. Assumptions 
‐ Cost effective projects as determined in step 3. 

c. Methodology 
The transmission plans established in the prior phase will be evaluated to determine which projects are 
the most flexible (i.e., those projects which would provide benefit in all futures evaluated).  To analyze 
the projects for flexibility, several tests will be performed.  Those tests will include, but not be limited to,   

1) Examination of all of the projects will be performed in order to identify candidates for the 
recommended transmission plan.   

a. Projects that appear in all four plans will be given priority for inclusion in the final plan. 

b. Projects that appear in multiple plans, but not all four plans as well as projects that are 
unique to each of the four futures will be evaluated with respect to what additions or 
changes would be required in order to meet basic deliverability needs in all four futures;   

2) Alternative candidate transmission plans developed from 1) a and 1) b above will be evaluated 
with respect to their costs and benefits in each of the futures.     

Based upon the results of those analyses, the selected projects will be grouped into a recommended 
transmission plan.  Once that plan is established, benefits will be calculated for that project set in order 
to illustrate the benefits this project set provides in each future.  SPP staff will provide the results of this 
analysis to stakeholders for review.   

d. Output 
‐ Detailed costs and benefits calculations for the recommended project set for each future.   

‐ One transmission plan (the “recommended” set of projects) 
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5. Limited Reliability Assessment 

a. Objective 
Recognizing that the majority of the analysis described herein focuses on economics, a reliability 
assessment of the transmission plans will be performed to identify the impact they may have upon 
system reliability.   

b. Assumptions for Linear Analysis 
‐ One summer peak model for each of the four futures will be selected for this analysis. 

‐ The summer peak model will be extracted from the economic data (using its load, commitment and 
dispatch). 

‐ Contingencies to be evaluated are 345 kV and up in SPP and 1st tier companies, including 
autotransformers stepping down from 345 kV and up. 

‐ Monitored elements will be those 115 kV and up in SPP and 1st tier companies. 

‐ This analysis focuses on thermal loading. 

‐ This analysis is not intended to be a thorough reliability evaluation of the year 20 model. 

c. Assumptions for AC and FCITC Analyses 
‐ These analyses are intended to be a more thorough reliability evaluation of the year 11 peak model 

at all voltages down to 100 kV.  Based on the results of these analyses, this information will be used 
to refine EHV designs from a reliability perspective. 

‐ As a proxy analysis to assess the reliability impacts in relation to the ongoing STEP effort, each 
group of alternative EHV options will be evaluated in the year 11 (2021) summer peak STEP model.   

‐ Transmission reliability analyses will be completed for each EHV group. These studies will include 
the results of normal conditions and all single contingency (N‐1) analyses. 

‐ Contingencies 100 kV and up will be conducted in SPP and 1st tier companies. 

‐ Monitored elements will be those 100 kV and up in SPP and 1st tier companies. 

‐ AC Analysis focuses on criteria violations including both thermal loading and voltage. 

‐ Mitigation plans will be developed for all criteria violations at 100 kV and above based on 
contingencies 100 kV and up. Other mitigation plans may be developed for lower voltage 
contingencies below 100 kV in SPP as time permits. 

‐ A transfer capability (FCITC) benchmark assessment will be performed 



ITP Year 20 Assessment Scope 

23 

 

‐ Stability analysis will be performed using the year 11 summer peak STEP model.   

 

d. Methodology 
The limited reliability assessment will study the impact of the proposed transmission plans on the 
existing transmission system.   

At present, a year 20 powerflow model has not been developed.  Due to the lack of an available AC 
model, a year 11 powerflow model will be substituted as a proxy for the year 20 model so that both 
voltage and thermal concerns can be evaluated.  In order to be sure that the various futures and year 20 
load levels are considered, analysis will also be performed on the year 20 cases.   

In order to capture more aspects of the reliability assessment, it will be divided into two portions.  The 
first will be performed on the year 20 economic model using the assumptions above.  This analysis will 
simulate the year 20 load levels and dispatch.  The analysis will consist of a DC contingency analysis, with 
and without the identified transmission plans.   

The second portion of the analysis will be performed on a year 11 powerflow model.   This analysis will 
consist of an AC contingency analysis, with and without the identified transmission plans.  Additionally, a 
transfer capability (FCITC) will be performed on the year 11 powerflow model, with and without the 
identified transmission plans.   

Those issues within SPP that are not addressed in this assessment will be passed to the 10 Year ITP Study 
for further evaluation.   
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6. Other considerations 

a. External plans 
In the development of transmission plans for the SPP footprint, Staff will review expansion plans of 
neighboring utilities and Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs).  Based upon that review, Staff may 
take into account other external plans.  Also, SPP participates in the transmission planning process at 
other organizations, and the ITP may be presented as input to those processes.  Some of the 
plans/processes include, but are not limited to:  

‐ Eastern Wind Integration and Transmission Study (EWITS) 

‐ Strategic Midwest Area Transmission Study (SMARTransmission) 

‐ MISO MTEP and Regional Generation Outlet Study (RGOS) 

‐ Eastern Interconnection Planning Collaborative (EIPC) 

‐ Xcel Energy/SPS Long Range Plan 

‐ TVA PoleStar 

‐ High Plains Express 

‐ Merchant projects like Santa Fe, Plains and Eastern Clean Line, Tres Amigas, etc. 

b. Seams impacts 
Consideration of the potential impacts of the transmission plans on neighboring systems that may be 
affected by the ITP will be accounted for as well.  For those neighbors that SPP has a Seams agreement 
with, coordination will be done in accordance with that agreement.  For those without an explicit 
agreement, those neighbors will be contacted in order to discuss the potential impacts of the ITP on 
their systems.  
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Figure 1 ‐ ITP Year 20 Assessment Transmission Project Flow 
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Results/Deliverables 

1. Report 
The results from the ITP Year 20 Assessment will be compiled into a report detailing the findings and 
recommendations of SPP Staff.  This report will be incorporated into the STEP Report that is published 
on a yearly basis.   

2. Recommended Year 20 Plan 
This assessment will define a set of transmission upgrades that will be needed to meet the futures 
defined in this document.  From these futures a recommended transmission plan will be developed as 
detailed in the sections above in this scope.  The recommended plan will be focused upon the objective 
of the Study: To develop a recommended EHV backbone (345 kV and above) transmission plan for a 20 
year horizon.  The success of the design is dependent on the ability to provide a robust system which 
acts as an enabler to transmission usage and generation access.  The assessment will identify a versatile 
system capable of providing a cost effective deliverability to market solution for a broad range of 
possible resource futures. 

Note:   The metrics used to measure these qualifications will be developed in the 1st Qtr 2010 by the 
ESWG.  

3. Staging and timing of project implementation 
The transmission plan that is developed will be reviewed to determine what projects provide the most 
immediate benefit to the region.  As such, a project implementation plan will be developed for the 
recommended transmission plan from the ITP Year 20 Assessment.  The plan will provide staging and 
timing considerations to convey the appropriate order of implementation (issuance of ATPs and NTCs) 
to be used to realize the plan. 
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Stakeholder Interaction 

1. Working groups 

a. TWG /MDWG 
The TWG will be responsible for the following items: 

1) Transmission topology inputs to the models 

2) Flowgate review 

3) Limited reliability assessment 

4) ITP Report 

5) Seams impacts 

6) Load Forecasts 

b. ESWG 
The ESWG will review be responsible for following items: 

1) Economic modeling assumptions 

2) Futures 

3) Futures Resource review  

4) Metrics 

5) Congestion analysis 

6) Economic Model Results 

7) Cost‐Effective Portfolio Planning 

8) ITP Report 

c. CAWG 
The CAWG will be responsible for the following items: 

1) Futures  

2) Cost and benefit allocation 

3) Cost‐Effective Portfolio Planning 
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d. MOPC 
MOPC will approve the following items: 

1) ITP Report 

2) Metrics approval 

3) Futures review 

 

e. BOD/RSC 
The BOD/RSC will approve the following items: 

1) Policy‐driven decisions 

2) Futures 

3) Cost and benefit allocation 

 

2. ITP Workshops 
ITP Workshops will be general meetings of the SPP members, stakeholders and affected parties wherein 
SPP Staff will present portions of the ITP concepts, analysis and results.   

Winter Workshop – January/February timeframe 

‐ Discuss scope, techniques, concepts and tools to be used in the ITP Year 20 Assessment 

‐ This workshop will be focused on educating the members about the upcoming study.   

Spring Workshop – May/June timeframe 

‐ Present and discuss proposed solutions during Project Congestion Analysis 

Summer Workshop – August/September timeframe  

‐ Discuss transmission plans and preliminary analysis results 

Fall Workshop – October/November timeframe 

‐ Discuss recommended transmission plan and final analysis results.   
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Introduction 
As part of the Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP) proposal, a 10 year and 20 year assessment of the SPP 

system will be performed.  Due to the uncertainties involved in forecasting future system conditions, a number of 

futures will be considered that take into account multiple variables.  Consideration of multiple futures will provide 

for a transmission expansion plan that will evolve as economic, environmental, regulatory and technological 

changes arise that affect the industry.   

 

Once the futures have been developed and the levels of imports/exports have been decided for each future, 

they will be submitted for review through the appropriate working groups. Consideration of these alternative 

futures will allow the ITP to take into account variability by considering the economic, environmental, 

governmental, and technological changes likely to affect the electricity industry. Initiatives such as plug-in hybrid 

electric vehicles, smart grid, Renewable Electricity Standards, energy storage and conversion applications, and 

other future technologies will change the way the electric grid is utilized. How SPP plans, directs construction of, 

and recovers the costs for electric grid expansion must also evolve to meet these initiatives. 

 

Under the current ITP Process, development of the futures for the 20 year assessment needs to be completed 

prior to January 2010 for staff to begin the ITP.  The futures for the 10 year assessment will be developed and 

approved during the latter half of 2010, for a 10 year study to be completed in 2011.  Going forward, the futures 

for the 20 and 10 year assessments will be revisited every 3 years.  Due to the 20 year assessment scheduled 

to start at the beginning of 2010, this document will focus on futures for that assessment.   

 

Future Variables 
Though there is a possibility for many independent variables to be considered, the number of futures should be 

limited to a reasonable number in order to facilitate the analysis.  Each future selected will contain some 

combination of variables.  Several key variables are discussed below.   

Regulatory 
Changes in rules that regulate the industry could have significant impact on the design and operation of the 

power system in the future.  Of upcoming initiatives that may have an impact, those focused on environmental 

policy could have the largest impact.  Several states in the SPP footprint now have a Renewable Portfolio 

Standard (RPS) that requires that a certain amount of power being produced come from renewable energy 

sources such as wind, solar, biomass and others.  Currently Missouri, Kansas and New Mexico have a mandate 

for 20% of the power generated to come from renewable sources by 2020.  Texas also has a requirement for 

5880 MW of renewable energy to be online by 2015.  On the national level, a clause was included in the 
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Waxman-Markey bill that required the creation of a Federal Renewable Electricity Standard (RES) of 25% by 

2025.  The primary effect of these RPS initiatives would be an increase in the amount of renewable generation 

available in the SPP footprint.  Given the wind potential in the SPP footprint, the majority of this renewable 

generation would be assumed to come from wind generation.    

 

Demand 
A number of factors may influence the forecasts for demand in the future.  Expansion of technology could lead 

to gains in efficiency.  Demand response, distributed generation and Smart Grid initiatives could also lead to 

lower demand.  Alternatively, expansion of the electric vehicles and economic recovery could lead to higher than 

expected demand.   

 

Capital Cost of Generation 
As load continues to grow, additional generation will be needed to meet that demand.  Changes in cost of fuel, 

regulations and other concerns will influence the construction and output level of the generation.  The makeup of 

generation selected to serve load in the future will be determined by the capital cost of the generation.   

 

Wind Generation 
Of primary interest in the SPP footprint is the production of wind energy.  The SPP footprint has tremendous 

potential for wind generation, and the large amount of wind generation in the SPP interconnection queue reflects 

the interest in wind generation.  The recent CAWG survey on renewable energy provided some important data 

on what the expectations are for the states and individual utilities on the expected levels of wind power in the 

SPP footprint with and without a Federal RES.   

 

Fuel Cost 
The cost of fuel varies over time, and increases or decreases in certain fuel prices can affect the mix of 
generation that is produced.   
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20 Year Futures 
 

Overview 
The futures to be presented here will be composed of the variables as acted upon by certain drivers.  
Staff recognizes that there may be overlap between futures created under a different driver.  The 
proposed futures are discussed below. 
 

Renewable Energy 
Renewable generation in the footprint will be required under various generation futures.  Renewable 
generation allocation requirements will be determined by SPP staff and stakeholders.  Renewable 
generation, for the purpose of this study, includes qualified hydro, wind, solar, bio-fuel, etc.  

Certain renewable generation, primarily wind, hydro and solar, operates as energy resources that 
require generation profiles be developed to model the synchronized output curves for individual wind 
plants as well as for the aggregate wind fleet.  These output curves should also be synchronized with 
load data to preserve statistical relationships between wind output and load.  SPP staff will use the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL)’s database of synthetic wind plant output data as the 
primary input for the wind farm hourly maximum output capabilities used in the Study.  This data will 
be sent to ESWG to review for the appropriate expected output of the select renewable wind 
resources.  Profiles for any hydro or solar generation data will be developed on an as needed base by 
the working group.  The economic dispatch model should try to realistically model renewable 
generation curtailment, based on historical market behavior, expected market conditions and reliability 
requirements. 

The expected location of future renewable generation should not be based entirely on the location of 
current renewable generation and proposed renewable generation in the current interconnection 
queue.  To take into consideration the fact that where additional transmission is built, future renewable 
generation will likely be developed in area. 

In each future, renewable generation will be considered.  Starting with the Base Case, existing state 
mandates, further detailed by the CAWG survey, will be utilized.   
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1. Base Case 

a. Overview 
The base case will consist of no changes to established operating and planning policies and 
procedures already set for the study time frame, absent approved transmission upgrades which 
eliminate or mitigate existing practices.  This case will be a baseline transmission expansion 
consistent with no dramatic changes to the current political climate.  However, it will include planning 
requirements to meet existing renewable energy targets absent a federal renewable standard. 

b. Objective 
The objective of the base case is to develop a baseline to use in the Study.  This case will be used as 
a backdrop to develop the other futures used in this analysis and serves as a reference case for 
comparison purposes.   

c. Assumptions 
The assumptions for the base case are that no major changes occur to established policies of the 
utilities and state and federal authorities for the study time frame.  There will be no major change in 
resource mix, fuel prices, renewable targets, etc.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix used for the base case will be an extrapolation of current resource plans and 
policies that are established in the SPP footprint today.   A resource planning tool will be used to 
develop the appropriate resource mix for the base case.  These resource plans will be reviewed and 
modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through the ESWG. 

e. Renewable Energy 
Renewable energy will be modeled in this future, using the expected renewable energy targets from 
the CAWG survey, detailed in the tables below.  Where zone is local (utility), state is within the state, 
but outside of the zone, and regional is not within the state.   
 

State  Wind per zone (MWh)  Wind by state (MWh)  Wind by region (MWh) 

KS  3,102,486  5,839,900  337,260 
MO  ‐  ‐  1,209,619 
NE  2,874,327  1,149,100  ‐ 
OK  3,942,000  4,745,000  2,445,000 
TX  4,180,491  1,263,500  1,073,500 
NM  473,040  ‐  ‐ 

 
 
 

State 
Non‐wind per zone 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by state 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by region 

(MWh) 
KS  ‐  ‐  998,640 
MO  ‐  ‐  64,000 
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NE  88,700  ‐  ‐ 
OK  ‐  ‐  ‐ 
TX  159,000  ‐  ‐ 
NM  210,827  ‐  ‐ 

 

2. Renewable Electricity Standard 

a. Overview 
The Renewable Electricity Standard (RES) case will consider a federally mandated, twenty percent 
(20%) RES.  This case will consider that the requirements for the SPP footprint are provided by the 
region.  SPP staff will work with stakeholders through the ESWG and CAWG to determine a 
reasonable representation for each state and utility plan considering the resource allocation for this 
future allowing, for example, that if a state wishes to locate all of its renewable requirements in-state.   

b. Objective 
The RES case will be used to determine what type of transmission backbone will be required to meet 
a federal RES of 20% for the SPP footprint.  As such, the focus of this analysis will be to deliver these 
renewable resources to the market in SPP in the footprint and assumes all load in the SPP be 
required to meet this RES.  Primary consideration will not be given to the delivery of energy outside 
the SPP footprint; however, a robust plan should be developed that could leverage this potential 
option for future expansion. 

c. Assumptions 
The driving assumption for the RES future will be a 20% federal renewable standard for the footprint 
wherein energy efficiency is not counted as renewable for the purpose of this study.  A driving factor 
for the transmission plan developed for this case will be the siting and location for the renewable 
resources in the footprint.  These assumptions will be developed leveraging the state surveys 
conducted by the CAWG as well as input from stakeholders through the ESWG.  
The expected location of future renewable generation should not be based entirely on the location of 
current renewable generation and proposed renewable generation in the current interconnection 
queue.  To take into consideration the fact that where additional transmission is built, future renewable 
generation will likely be developed in area. 
Care will be taken to avoid providing competitive advantage to one group of generation resources 
over another; therefore, the generation future should be broad and general to provide for the regions 
needs.  Specific generating resources, beyond current commitments, will not be targeted for 
development.  The assumptions used for wind locations will be high level, considering only 
interconnection to the EHV backbone grid.   

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix for the 20% RES future will contain a 20% renewable energy portfolio of generation 
in the resource mix.  Any generation developed beyond that assumption will be developed using 
resource planning tools and reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders through the 
ESWG.  
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f. Renewable Energy 
Renewable energy will be modeled in this future, using the expected renewable energy targets from 
the CAWG survey, detailed in the tables below.  This table was derived from the expected levels for a 
Federal 20% RES.  Where zone is local (utility), state is within the state, but outside of the zone, and 
regional is not within the state.   
 

State  Wind per zone (MWh)  Wind by state (MWh)  Wind by region (MWh) 

KS  2,147,120  6,120,746  1,011,780 

MO  - - 1,612,826 

NE  3,986,262  2,128,000  - 
OK  5,052,000  4,963,141  2,445,000 

TX  4,180,491  2,563,500  1,073,500 

NM  473,040  - - 
 
 

State 
Non‐wind per zone 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by state 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by region 

(MWh) 

KS  ‐  ‐  998,640 

MO  ‐  ‐  64,000 

NE  88,700  ‐  ‐ 

OK  159,000  581,709  ‐ 

TX  50,400  900,000  ‐ 

NM  210,827  ‐  ‐ 
 
 

3. Carbon Mandate 

a. Overview 
Current carbon policy is in the process of being determined in the form of EPA regulations and is also 
being considered by federal authorities, as such, this study recommends that a carbon price 
methodology be used for the purpose of this analysis.   

b. Objective 
The Carbon Mandate future will be used to determine a transmission expansion necessarily to deliver 
resources to the market under a carbon mandate.    

c. Assumptions 
For the purpose of this analysis the carbon mandate future will be conducted using a $54/ton (real) 
$80/ton (2030 nominal) for the price of a CO2 emissions.  A sensitivity will be conducted to consider a 
$15/ton (real) $22/ton (nominal). 
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d. Resource mix 
The carbon mandate future will use the base case as a starting point, and then apply a carbon price to 
the simulation.  A resource planning tool will be used to develop the appropriate resource mix for the 
base case.  These resource plans will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders 
through the ESWG. 

e. Renewable Energy 
Renewable energy will be modeled in this future, using the expected renewable energy targets from 
the CAWG survey, detailed in the tables below.  Where zone is local (utility), state is within the state, 
but outside of the zone, and regional is not within the state.   
 

State  Wind per zone (MWh)  Wind by state (MWh)  Wind by region (MWh) 

KS  3,102,486  5,839,900  337,260 
MO  ‐  ‐  1,209,619 
NE  2,874,327  1,149,100  ‐ 
OK  3,942,000  4,745,000  2,445,000 
TX  4,180,491  1,263,500  1,073,500 
NM  473,040  ‐  ‐ 

 
 
 

State 
Non‐wind per zone 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by state 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by region 

(MWh) 
KS  ‐  ‐  998,640 
MO  ‐  ‐  64,000 
NE  88,700  ‐  ‐ 
OK  ‐  ‐  ‐ 
TX  159,000  ‐  ‐ 
NM  210,827  ‐  ‐ 

 
 

4. Base Case + Energy Efficiency 

a. Overview 
A resource future to be considered in the Study will be an energy efficiency policy.  This policy will 
consider a peak shaving demand reduction as well as a conservation (i.e. lower load growth) policy.  
This future will be considered on top of the base case for its starting point.   

b. Objective 
The energy efficiency future will be used to determine the impact of an energy efficiency policy in 
conjunction with the base case.  This will allow staff to determine the extent to which an energy 
efficiency policy will modify transmission expansion for the SPP footprint.  
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c. Assumptions 
The energy efficiency future will consider an additional four percent (4%) peak-shaving demand 
response beyond existing for the peak summer months (June through August).  Additionally, the case 
will consider an energy efficiency measure of one-quarter of a percent (0.25%) reduction in the rate of 
load growth per year through 2030.   
 
Based upon the results of the CAWG survey, the following targets for efficiency will be used in the 
modeling of demand for this future. 
 

State 
Energy Conservation 

(MW) 
Demand Response 

(MW) 
Price Sensitive Demand 

(MW) 
Other 
(MW) 

TX  195  54  32  40 
MO  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ 
OK  251  142  117  ‐ 
NE  ‐  25  ‐  ‐ 

 

d. Resource mix 
The resource mix used for the energy efficiency future will be an extrapolation of current resource 
plans and policies that are established in the SPP footprint today with the addition of an energy 
efficiency policy.   A resource planning tool will be used to develop the appropriate resource mix for 
the base case.  These resource plans will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, by stakeholders 
through the ESWG. 
 

f. Renewable Energy 
Renewable energy will be modeled in this future, using the expected renewable energy targets from 
the CAWG survey, detailed in the tables below.  Where zone is local (utility), state is within the state, 
but outside of the zone, and regional is not within the state.   
 

State  Wind per zone (MWh)  Wind by state (MWh)  Wind by region (MWh) 

KS  3,102,486  5,839,900  337,260 
MO  ‐  ‐  1,209,619 
NE  2,874,327  1,149,100  ‐ 
OK  3,942,000  4,745,000  2,445,000 
TX  4,180,491  1,263,500  1,073,500 
NM  473,040  ‐  ‐ 

 
 
 

State 
Non‐wind per zone 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by state 

(MWh) 
Non‐wind by region 

(MWh) 
KS  ‐  ‐  998,640 
MO  ‐  ‐  64,000 
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NE  88,700  ‐  ‐ 
OK  ‐  ‐  ‐ 
TX  159,000  ‐  ‐ 
NM  210,827  ‐  ‐ 
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Generator Prototypes 
 
The ESWG will be the primary point of contact to develop a list of prototype generators to be used as 
a generic set representing the future resources in the study (for example, CT Gas, CC Gas, ST Coal, 
ST Nuclear, Wind, Hydro, etc)  The ESWG will work to determine a set of values for the following data 
types including, but not limited to, and using publically available data when applicable:. 
 

o Capital Cost 
o VOM 
o Startup Cost 
o Min Up 
o Min Down 
o Ramp Rate 
o Heat Rate 

Based upon the results of the CAWG Survey, the following information will be used for capital costs of 
generation. 
 

Generation Type Fuel 

Capacity Cost 
$/kW 

Low Med High

Nuclear Uranium 3485 3947 6000 

IGCC with CCS Coal 2869 3669 4516 

New Com Cycle with CCS Natural Gas 1583 1879 2099 

Distributed Generation Hydrogen Natural Gas[2] 1414 1753 2056 

Photovoltaic NA 5190 6434 7524 

Biomass NA 3237 4013 5104 

Hydro NA 1927 2389 2803 

Wind NA 1857 2195 2621 
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1.  HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 
 
Southwest Power Pool (SPP) staff was directed during the February 7-8, 2007 meeting of the 
SPP Transmission Working Group (TWG) to develop a strawman proposal and whitepaperwhite 
paper explaining how Letters of Authorization (LOA) will be used in association with Network 
Upgrades.   
 
LOAs have been used by SPP staff to inform transmission project owners of their responsibility 
for construction of identified Network Upgrades necessary to maintain system integrity.  In 
response to the SPP Board of Directors’ approval of the 2006 SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
(STEP) 2006-2016 in January 2007, SPP staff issued LOAs for all reliability 
upgradesUpgradeNetwork Upgrades set forth in Appendix B to the 2006 STEP.  LOAs also have 
been issued for FERC filed Service Agreements. 
 
This whitepaperwhite paper represents the collaborative efforts of various SPP stakeholder 
groups.  The Transmission Ownership and Construction Task Force (TOCTF) issued a report 
recommending approval protocols for new Network Upgrades.  In this that report, the TOCTF 
emphasizes that the SPP Board of Directors will “direct the start of construction” of approved 
upgradesUpgradeNetwork Upgrades.  Therefore, the term “Letter of Authorization” has been 
changed to “Notification to Construct” to more accurately reflect the SPP Board of Directors’ 
action to approve new Network Upgrades in SPP. 
 
 
2.  DEFINITIONS 
 
Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) Determined Need Date: Date identified when an 
upgradeUpgradeNetwork Upgrade needs to be in-service based on the applicable RTO or RE 
planning study process as identified in Section 5.  
 
SPP Notification to Construct (NTC):  A formal SPP document specifying approval of and 
notification to build specific Network Upgrades with specified RTO Determined Need Dates for 
commercial operation.  [NOTE: This white paper uses “SPP NTC” and “NTC” 
interchangeably.  Suggest removing “SPP” from the term because this document deals only 
with NTCs issued by SPP and therefore the use of “SPP” is redundant.] 
 
Network Upgrade: As defined in the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) 
 
Project: One or more Network Upgrades that together are assigned to a Transmission Owner(s) 
or other entity(ies) by SPP as identified in a NTC, to serve a need identified in the STEP or a 
TSR. 
 
Designated Transmission Owner: The Transmission Owner(s) or other entity(ies) designated 
by SPP to build and own a Project as directed by a NTC. 
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3.  PURPOSE 
 
An SPP NTC will provide an shall be the official SPP document directing the start of 
construction ofDesignated Transmission Owner(s) to construct Network Upgrades to meet STEP 
and SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT or Tariff) RTO Determined Need Dates.  As 
appropriate, the SPP NTC will document the approval of Network Upgrades eligible for with 
cost recovery as provided under the SPP OATT.  The lack of an SPP NTC will not absolve the 
stakeholders of responsibility to comply with the North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards, SPP Regional Reliability Standards, and SPP 
Criteria.   
 
The Network Upgrade identification, review and approval process flow diagram is set forth in 
Appendix A to this whitepaperwhite paper.  This process diagram depicts the continuous cycle of 
identification, review and approval of Network Upgrades, Project Tracking and subsequent 
NTCs issued by SPP. 
 
The party(s) responsible for construction of the Network UpgradeProject identified in the NTC 
shall use due diligence to construct transmission facilities as directed by SPP in accordance with 
the SPP OATT and [the Membership] Agreement, subject to such siting, permitting, and 
environmental constraints as may be imposed by state, local and federal laws and regulations, 
and subject to the receipt of any necessary federal or state regulatory approvals.  
 
4.  AUTHORIZATIONS 
 
Authorization to construct Network Upgrades is derived from:  approval by the SPP Board of 
Directors; a FERC filed Service Agreement under the SPP OATT; or in the case of an endorsed 
Sponsored Upgrade the execution of a contract that financially commits a Project Sponsor to 
such upgrade or when such upgrade is otherwise funded pursuant to the SPP OATT. 
SPP’s authority to direct the construction of Network Upgrades and a Transmission Owner’s 
obligation to construct Network Upgrades is set forth in Section 3.3 of the SPP Membership 
Agreement and Section VIII of Attachment O of the SPP OATT.  SPP may issue a NTC after a 
Project has been approved pursuant to the OATT.   
 
The SPP Membership Agreement and the SPP OATT grant a Designated Transmission Owner 
the ability to arrange for another entity to build and/or own a Project in its place, subject to the 
qualifications outlined in Section VIII.6 of Attachment O of the SPP OATT. Such arrangements 
shall not relieve the Designated Transmission Owner of its continuing obligation to fulfill its 
obligations to construct Network Upgrades under the SPP Membership Agreement, including a 
Network Upgrade subject to a NTC.   
 
 
5.  DOCUMENTATION OF UPGRADENETWORK UPGRADES 
 
An SPP NTC may be issued for Network Upgrades originating from, but not limited to, the 
following processes: (NOTE: These are descriptions of when a NTC may be issued and are not 
SPP OATT definitions.) 
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• STEP Reliability Study Process 

Regional or zonal reliability study upgrades UpgradeNetwork Upgrades as directed for 
construction by the SPP Board of Directors in accordance with Attachment O to of the 
SPP OATT.  
 

• SPP NERC RE Compliance Review Process 
Reliability upgrades identified through the SPP NERC RE compliance review process 
and which have been directedconstruction by the SPP Board of Directors.  These 
upgraderolled into the STEP 

 
• Balanced Portfolio 

Network Upgrades identified in an approved Balanced Portfolio which was developed in 
accordance with Attachment O of the SPP OATT. 
 

• Sponsored UpgradeNetwork Upgrades 
Project upgrades for which a project sponsor(s) has been selected for construction and 
have been reviewed and directed for inclusion in the STEP by the SPP Board of Directors 
in accordance with Attachment O to the SPP OATT.  
UpgradeNetwork Upgrades which have received the endorsement of the SPP Board of 
Directors and the financial commitment of a Project Sponsor(s).  
 

• SPP Tariff Studies – Transmission Service studies 
Network Upgrades identified in FERC filed Service Agreements processed byentered 
into pursuant to the SPP staffOATT to accommodate new Transmission Service.   
 

• Out of Cycle Reviews 
Local planning or sub-regional studies may reveal additional economic or reliability 
upgradesProjects beneficial or necessary to the transmission network.  These proposed 
upgradesProjects may be submitted to the RTO for consideration for an out of cycle 
review by the SPP Board of Directors.  Out-of-cycle projectsProjects receiving approval 
from the SPP Board of Directors for inclusion in the STEP may receive an SPP NTC 
depending on the nature, timing and urgency of the project. 
Project.   
 

SPP recognizes that other factors beyond SPP governing documents may result in system 
upgradesUpgradeNetwork Upgrades which are reasonable and appropriate.  These upgrades 
mayUpgradeNetwork Upgrades do not require an NTC.  This process [NOTE: What 
“process”?] shall not relieve a Transmission Owner of its obligation to construct, own or operate 
its transmission system as required in any other law or regulation or as required by the SPP 
OATT and Membership Agreement. 
 
 
6.  FORMAT  
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To ensure proper documentation of approved Network Upgrades, a SPP NTC shall include, at a 
minimum, the following information: 
 
 

• NTC Information 
o The NTC letters are assigned a unique NTC Identification Number. 

 NTC ID# convention, SPP-NTC-# 
 Example:  SPP-NTC-1 

• Project Information 
o Projects are assigned a unique Project Identification Number (PID). 

 Project ID# convention, SPP-PID-# 
 Example:  SPP-PID-1 

o Projects consist of one or more Network Upgrades. 
o The Project Namename will generally describe the Network Upgrades associated with the 
Project.  
Projects 

o Project Information will include the RTO Determined Need Date, project 
schedule and Estimated Cost.  [NOTE:  include sub-bullets that spell out elements 
of the milestones associated with the project schedule.] 

• UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Information 
o UpgradeNetwork Upgrades are assigned a unique Upgrade Identification Number 

(UID). 
o UpgradeNetwork Upgrade ID# convention, SPP-UID-# 

 Example:  SPP-UID-1 
o The UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description will provide a brief scope of the 

UpgradeNetwork Upgrade. 
o Documentation of UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner 

 SPP Member/facility owner(s) and Contact Information 
 Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Representative 
 TWG Representative, if applicable 

o Categorization 
 Economic as a part of a Balanced Portfolio 
 Regional Reliability 
 Sponsored UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 
 Service UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 
 Zonal Reliability UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 
 Other 

o UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications 
 UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Type:  Reconductor, New Construction, etc. 
 Voltage levels  
 Estimated Line Length and minimum required summer and winter rating 
 Transformer, minimum required summer and winter rating 
 Associated terminal equipment, minimum required summer and winter 

rating 
 Any other static equipment 

o UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justification 
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 NERC Reliability Compliance  
 Regional Study reliability 
 Zonal criteria 
 Transmission service request – List Aggregate study number with 

reference to posted facility log 
 Economic 

o RTO Determined Need Date  
o UpgradeNetwork Upgrade cost estimate in present day dollars, date of cost 

estimate, and origination of cost estimate.  
o Source of funding for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 

 Full Base Plan Funded 
 Partial Base Plan Funded 
 Direct Assigned to Customer 
 Project Sponsor 
 Other 

• Documentation of Approvals 
o SPP Board of Directors approval date or reference to approved motion 
o Service Agreement FERC Filed Docket number  
o Commitment details of Sponsored UpgradeNetwork Upgrades. 

• Documentation of ApprovalProject History 
o The NTC will list any previously issued NTC ID numbers associated with the 

approved Network Upgrade or Network Upgrade change. 
o The NTC will include any related past NTC identification numbers to ensure 

proper documentation of the approval.   
o When the situation warrants issuing a new NTC, the new NTC will include past 

NTC numbers and information documenting the upgradeUpgradeNetwork 
Upgrade change and party requesting the formally approved 
upgradeUpgradeNetwork Upgrade change, rationalrationale for the change and 
approvals for the scope adjustments. 

o Modifications of the approval history are outlined in Section 8.  
 
Sample NTCs for a new upgradeUpgradeNetwork Upgrade are provided in Appendices B, C, 
and C.D.  [NOTE: Please see note below regarding standardizing NTCs and the sample 
NTC provided in the Appendix.] 
 
 
7.  POSTING PROTOCOLS  
 
All SPP NTCs will be posted on the SPP public web site.   
 
SPP staff will provide a summary of all SPP[NOTE: What does “all” encompass?  New 
NTCs, pending NTCs, completed NTCs?  It is unclear what is included in the staff 
summary.] NTCs in its quarterly report to the TWG, MOPC, Regional State Committee (RSC) 
and SPP Board of Directors.   
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An annual summary of all NTC activity from the past 12 months will be provided in the STEP 
annual expansion plan report to the SPP Board of Directors. 
 
 
8.  NTC MODIFICATION  
 
It is recognized that from time to time modifications may be necessary to NTCs.  The following 
sections outline the process to be used and the conditions under which a NTC may be modified. 
 
 
8.1  PROCESS 
 
In the event that changes occur whichthat could requirecause a SPP NTC for an approved 
projecta Project to be modified, the SPP willmay re-study the need for the projectProject.  
Changes whichthat could cause the need for ana NTC projectfor a Project to be modified include 
but are not limited to: 
 

• Change in scope 
• Change in cost estimates 
• Change in the In-Service Date or RTO Determined Need Date 
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of TSR’s 
• “Transmission Service Requests (“TSR”) 
• Cancellations / Withdrawals 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 

 
A stakeholder wishing to have a NTC projectProject restudied must provide SPP with the 
necessary model changes needed to study the modification of the projectProject in the 
appropriate models.  If SPP determines that a change has occurred that could cause a NTC for a 
Project to be modified, SPP will perform the necessary analysis to determine if the projectProject 
modification meets the same reliability criteria [NOTE: What is meant by the phrase “same 
reliability criteria”?  The NTC does not identify the reliability criteria for a project.] as the 
original projectProject.  If the projectProject meets or exceeds the reliability criteria of the 
original project the projectProject the Project modification will be deemed reasonable. 
 
If SPP confirmsdetermines that a NTC projectProject modification is reasonable, it will inform 
the TWG, MOPC, and SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next regularly scheduled 
quarterly meeting and request Board of Directors approval as necessary to issue a letter of NTC 
modification. 
 
After the Board approvalof Directors approves of the NTC modification, SPP will issue a letter 
modifying the NTC projectProject as needed.  If the NTC was due to a FERC filed Service 
Agreement, then the NTC would be addressed by SPP Staff.revised to reflect modification of the 
Agreement.   
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8.2  SCOPE 
 
A modification to an a NTC shall be required if a change to the scope of the Project requires a 
modification in the designated projectProject. A change to the scope shall mean those 
changesnew objectives that have a material impact on the required operating characteristics of 
the Transmission System pursuant to all applicable requirements of SPP Criteria, NERC 
Reliability Standards, and the Transmission Provider's and Transmission Owner's(s) 
Transmission Planning Reliability Criteria in effect to maintain the reliable operation of the 
Transmission System in accordance with Good Utility Practice.  Such changes may include but 
are not limited to:  

• Topology 
o Routing changes 
o Interconnection point changes 

• Operating Characteristics  
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Changes in local planning criteria 
• Modeling errors 
• Unavoidable need for modifications in distribution 
 
And must: 
 
• Provide comparable or improved level of electrical performance. 
• Not cause adverse impact to FERC filed Service Agreements or other service sold under 

the SPP OATT.   
• Not render sold firm transmission service undeliverable.   

 
In the event that the scope of an SPP a NTC documented Network Upgrade needs to be 
modified, a new SPP NTC may shall be issued to clarify the change and to reflect any 
modifications to projectProject scope. SPP staff will complete the appropriate review for a 
modification. 
 
If a stakeholder wishes to propose a change in the scope of an SPP NTC documented Network 
Upgrade or wishes to propose an alternative transmission solution to an already approved 
Network Upgrade, the project owner requestor shall coordinate the proposed change with SPP 
staff.   
 
 
8.3  COST ESTIMATES 
 
As part of the quarterly Project Trackingproject tracking effort as specified in Attachment O of 
the SPP OATT, Staff will review the cost estimates provided by the project owners 
anddesignated Transmission Owner(s) and compile a list of projectsProjects with a cost estimate 
increase of more than 20%. 
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% from the previous quarter. 
 
Staff will screendetermine the cause of the cost driving issue behind increase for each NTC 
project Project in this list and make a recommendation as to whether the change in cost estimate 
is sufficient to justify the projectProject being replaced with an alternate projectProject. 
 
SPP or TWG may request further analysis of a projectProject. 
 
After SPP holds a 15 day stakeholder review period, a SPP proposed modification to an NTC 
will go to the SPP Board of Directors for approval.  [NOTE: Where is the 15-day stakeholder 
review period codified?  It is not in the Tariff.  Section VII(2)(c) of Attachment O requires 
modifications to the STEP to be posted on a quarterly basis.  Moreover, Section VII(1)(d) 
requires SPP to email notice of posting of STEP project lists at least 10 days before the 
Board of Directors is expected to take action on accepting or modifying the list, and Section 
VII(1)(e) requires modifications to be “posted and noticed pursuant to this section”.  Is this 
15-day review period inconsistent with the Attachment O STEP posting requirements?] 
 
 
8.4  TIMING 
 
It is recognized that a change in the NTC may be necessary due to timingrequired changes to the 
Project schedule. 
 
Through the processes identified in Section 5, SPP analysis could change the RTO Determined 
Need Date, which would result in an a NTC modification. [because the SPP planning process 
is a continuous process?] [NOTE: Section 5 suggests that analysis by entities other than 
SPP could affect the Determined Need Date.  Moreover, as pointed out in notes 
accompanying Section 5, above, local Transmission Owner criteria could affect the 
Determined Need Date, and therefore could affect changes in the Date.  Need to clarify 
what “analysis” is referred to here.] 
 
The following items are not expected to cause a change in an NTC due to the fact that time 
delays associated with these causes are handled through a mitigation plan or a re-dispatch option, 
as appropriate:   

• Not enough time to complete projectProject based on SPP’s RTO Determined Need Date 
 Unforeseen delays, such as [NOTE:  Include Force Majeure?] 

•  
o Regulatory  
o Siting 
o Construction 
o Equipment delivery 

 
 
9.  NTC WITHDRAWAL  
 
In the event that changes occur which could render an SPP NTC for an approved projectProject 
unnecessary, the SPP willmay re-study the need for the projectProject.  Changes which that 
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could cause the need for an NTC project to be eliminatedrender a NTC for an approved Project 
unnecessary include but are not limited to: 

 
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of TSR’s 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 

 
A stakeholder wishing to have a NTC project reProject re-studied must provide SPP with the 
necessary model changes information needed to study the removal of the projectProject from the 
appropriate models.  If SPP determines that changes have occurred that could render a NTC for 
an approved Project unnecessary, SPP will perform theany necessary analysis to and will, in 
consultation with stakeholders, [NOTE: Attachment O Section VII(3) requires “consultation 
with stakeholders” before a Project is removed from STEP.]determine if the projectProject is 
still required.   
[As written, I was not sure whether it granted SPP sufficient discretion to make the call.] 
[NOTE: The revision above is intended to address this concern regarding SPP discretion.] 
 
If SPP confirms that a NTC project is no longer requiredProject is unnecessary, it will inform the TWG, MOPC, and 
SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next meeting and request Board approval by the Board of Directors, as 
necessary, to issue a letter of NTC withdrawal.  [NOTE:  Same comment about “next meeting” as 
above.] 
 
 
After the Board approvalof Directors approves of the NTC withdrawal, SPP will issue a letter 
withdrawing the NTC projectProject.  If the NTC was due to a FERC filed Service Agreement, 
then the NTC withdrawal doesshall not need TWG, MOPC, or SPP Board of Directors approval 
but wouldshall be addressed by SPP Staff.  [NOTE: Again, what is meant by “addressed by 
SPP staff”?   Does this mean no BOD involvement where the UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 
was required for a Service Agreement that has been withdrawn?] 
 
 
10.  DISPUTE RESOLUTION  
 
Dispute resolution shall be handled in accordance with the provisions of Section 12 of SPP 
OATT.  
 
 
11.  APPENDICES  
 
[NOTE: The NTCs in the Appendices differ greatly in format.  While there must be some 
flexibility given the different types of projects (STEP UpgradeNetwork Upgrades, 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrades under Service Agreements, etc.), the format should be similar 
to the extent possible, because Attachment O does not differentiate between the types of 
NTCs.  Attachment O indicates that a NTC must contain: (1) Project specifications; and (2) 
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Project schedule.  As noted above, none of the sample NTCs in the Appendices contain a 
project schedule.  Additionally, a Designated Transmission Owner must return a written 
commitment to construct the project within 90 days, but this requirement is not expressed 
in some of the NTCs in the Appendices.  In general, these are standard requirements for a 
NTC which should be uniform regardless of the type of Project for which the NTC was 
issued.  In addition, Attachment O does not discuss NTCs for Sponsored UpgradeNetwork 
Upgrades, but Sponsored UpgradeNetwork Upgrades are a sub-set of STEP 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrades; therefore, it is unclear why SPP would need a separate NTC 
format for Sponsored UpgradeNetwork Upgrades. 
 
Therefore, attached is a sample NTC that can by used for all Projects while being 
customized for the type of Project at issue.  Items in red are items that will be completed on 
a case-by-case basis.  W&T recommends replacing the other NTCs in the Appendices with 
this single NTC that incorporates the language from all of the NTCs and standardizes the 
NTC in accordance with Attachment O and SPP practices.] 
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APPENDIX A:  Network Upgrade Identification, Review and 
Approval Process Flow Diagram 
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APPENDIX B: : Sample NTC for a Network Upgrade identified through 
STEP 

 
 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3220 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 
P. Jay Caspary 
Director, Engineering [SPP CONTACT] 
[SPP CONTACT TITLE]  

SPP-NTC-#
 

 
[Note:  Number of agreement forms to be used is not a Tariff issue per the RTWG.] 
 
[DATE] 
 
UPGRADE[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] 
[ADDRESS] 
 
RE: Notification to Construct for [Approved Appendix B upgrades in 2008-2017/Endorsed 
STEP UpgradeNetwork Upgrades/UpgradeNetwork Upgrades Pursuant to Transmission 
Service Request] 
 
Dear UPGRADE[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER], 
 
During the DATE meeting, Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Southwest Power Pool (, Inc. (“SPP) 
Board of Directors approved”) Membership Agreement and directed the network upgrades listed 
below to be constructed.  As a result, based on Attachment O, Section VIII.4, of Attachment O to 
the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”), SPP is notifying COMPANY 
NAMEprovides this Notification to Construct (“NTC”) directing [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER], as owner, to move forward withthe Designated Transmission 
Owner, to construct the development of the following upgrades/mitigations to alleviate 
associated reliability concerns:Network Upgrade[s] identified herein (the “Project”).   
 
On [DATE], the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) [Board of Directors approved/endorsed the 
Project listed below to be constructed] OR [concluded that the Project is required on the 
[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] system to fulfill Transmission Service 
Requests as detailed in Aggregate Facility Study SPP-200#-AG#-AFS-##].   
 
Project ID:  PID # 
Project Name: Project Name 
RTO Determined Need Date for Project:  Project Need Date Based on Tariff Study, 
Reliability Study, NERC Standard ComplianceDATE 
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Estimated In-Service Date for Project: IN-SERVICE DATE PROVIDED BY 
UPGRADENETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING STUDY 
Estimated Cost for Project:  $###,### 
 

UpgradeNetwork Upgrade ID:  UID # 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description: UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner:  Owner Information 
MOPC Representative:  Representative Information 
TWG Representative:  Representative Information 
Categorization:  Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justification:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justifications 
RTO Determined Need Date for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  UpgradeNetwork 
Upgrade In-Service Date 
Estimated In-Service Date for Project: IN-SERVICE DATE PROVIDED BY 
UPGRADENETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING STUDY 
Estimated Cost for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade (currrent day dollars):  $###,### 
Source of funding forCost Allocation of the UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  Full Base 
Plan Funded / Partial Base Plan Funded / Direct Assigned to Customer /Sponsored 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade/ Other 
Estimated Cost Source: UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner / UpgradeNetwork Upgrade 
Sponsor/ SPP 
Date of Cost Estimate: MM/DD/YYYY 
 
Project Schedule: [TO BE FILLED IN BY SPP PER ATTACHMENT O SECTION 
VIII(6)]. 

 
[In the event the NTC is a modification or withdrawal of an existing NTC, the following 
will be listed in addition to or instead of the above: Previous NTC number, Previous NTC 
Issue Date, and Reason for Change.] 
 
Commitment to Construct 
Please provide to SPP a written commitment to construct the Project within 90 days of the date 
of this Notification to Construct, pursuant to Attachment O, Section VIII.6 of the SPP Open 
Access Transmission Tariff.  Failure to provide a sufficient written commitment to construct as 
required by Attachment O could result in the Project being assigned to another entity. 
 
Mitigation Plan 
The Need Date represents the timing required for the Project to address the identified need.  
Your prompt attention is required to formulation and approval of any necessary mitigation plans 
for the UpgradeNetwork Upgrades included in the Project if the Need Date is not feasible.  
Additionally, if it is anticipated that the completion of any UpgradeNetwork Upgrade will be 
delayed past the Need Date, SPP requires a mitigation plan be filed within 60 days of the 
determination of expected delays in the Project Schedule.  [NOTE: Attachment O does not 
require mitigation plans.  Where is this requirement?] 
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Notification of Commercial Operation 
Please submit a notification of commercial operation for each listed UpgradeNetwork Upgrade to 
SPP as soon as the UpgradeNetwork Upgrade is complete and in service.  Please provide SPP 
with the actual costs of these UpgradeNetwork Upgrades as soon as possible after completion of 
construction.  This will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based on actual costs. 
 
Notification of Progress 
On an ongoing basis, please keep SPP advised of any inability on [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER]’s part to complete the approved upgradeNetwork Upgrades as 
required by the Project Schedule.  For project tracking purposes, SPP requires [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER] to submit updates on the status of the Project and the Project 
Schedule on a quarterly basis in conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings.  
However, [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] shall also advise SPP of any inability 
to comply with the Project Schedule as soon as the inability becomes apparent. 
 
All terms and conditions of the SPP OATT and the SPP Membership Agreement shall apply to 
this Project, and nothing in this letter shall vary such terms and conditions. 
 
Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments regarding these instructions. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
[SPP CONTACT SIGNATURE] 
 
cc:  COO, Sr. VP Engineering & Regulatory Policy, Director Transmission Policy, Vice 

President of Engineering, Director of Transmission Development, [MOPC 
REPRESENTATIVE(S)],  SPPprojecttracking@spp.org. 



 

 18

APPENDIX B:  Sample NTC for a Network Upgrade identified through 
STEP 

  
 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3220 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 
P. Jay Caspary 
Director, Engineering  

SPP-NTC-#
 

 
 
DATE 
 
UPGRADENETWORK UPGRADE OWNER 
ADDRESS 
 
RE: Notification to Construct for Approved Appendix B upgradeNetwork Upgrades in 2008-
2017 STEP 
 
Dear DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER, 
 
Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) Membership Agreement and 
Attachment O, Section VIII, of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”), SPP 
provides this Notification to Construct (“NTC”) directing [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION 
OWNER], as the Designated Transmission Owner, to construct the Network Upgrade[s] 
identified herein (the “Project”).   
 
On DATE, the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) Board of Directors approved and directed the 
Nnetwork uUpgrades listed below to be constructed.   
 
Project ID:  PID # 
Project Name: Project Name 
Need Date for Project:  Project Need Date Based on Tariff Study, Reliability Study, NERC 
Standard Compliance 
Estimated Cost for Project:  $###,### 
 

UpgradeNetwork Upgrade ID:  UID # 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description: UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner:  Owner Information 
MOPC Representative:  Representative Information 
TWG Representative:  Representative Information 
Categorization:  Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications 
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UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justification:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justifications 
Need Date for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade In-Service Date 
Estimated Cost for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade (currrent day dollars):  $###,### 
Source of funding for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  Full Base Plan Funded / Partial 
Base Plan Funded / Direct Assigned to Customer / Other 
Estimated Cost Source: UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner / SPP 
Date of Cost Estimate: MM/DD/YYYY 
 
Project Schedule: [TO BE FILLED IN BY SPP PER ATTACHMENT O SECTION 
VIII(6)]. 

 
[In the event the NTC is a modification or withdrawal of an existing NTC, the following will be 
listed in addition to or instead of the above: Previous NTC number, Previous NTC Issue Date, 
and Reason for Change.] 
 
 
Mitigation or Alternative Solution 
The RTO Determined Need Date represents the timing required for the upgradeNetwork 
Upgrade to address the identified need.  We would appreciate your prompt attention to 
formulation and approval of any necessary mitigation plans for upgradeNetwork Upgrades if this 
date is not feasible.    
 
 [NOTE: Need to add a section regarding written commitment to construct within 90 days 
but should not discuss novation, as it is not a concept envisioned by the Tariff.  Even if 
novation is possible and permissible, the NTC should not include language inviting 
novation.  If a party wishes to seek a novation, it can do so by contacting SPP.] 
COMPANY NAME shall submit a notification of commercial operation for each listed 
upgradeNetwork Upgrade to SPP as soon as the upgradeNetwork Upgrade is complete and in 
service.  Please provide SPP with the actual costs of these upgradeNetwork Upgrades as soon as 
possible after completion of construction.  This will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based on 
actual costs. 
 
Please keep SPP advised of any inability on COMPANY NAME’s part to complete the approved 
upgradeNetwork Upgrades as required by the Project Schedule.  Please send SPP written 
commitment to construct these projects within 90 days in addition to providing a construction 
schedul[NOTE: Constuction Schedule should be part of the NTC and provided by SPP, not by 
the Designated Transmission Owner.  See notes in white paper on this point.]  for the accepted 
upgradeNetwork Upgrades.  For project tracking, SPP will request on a quarterly basis in 
conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings that COMPANY NAME submit updates 
to the upgradeNetwork Upgrade schedule status.  If it is anticipated that the completion of any 
approved upgradeNetwork Upgrade will be delayed past the RTO Determined Need Date, SPP 
requires a mitigation plan be filed within 60 days of the determination of expected delay in the 
upgradeNetwork Upgrade schedule.  [NOTE: Attachment O does not require mitigation plans.  
Where is this requirement?] 
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Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments about these instructions [NOTE: 
These are not “requests.”.  SPP is directing the Transmission Owner to build, not 
requesting.] 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
[SPP signature] 
 
cc: COO, Sr. VP Engineering & Regulatory Policy, Director Transmission Policy, MOPC 
REPRESENTATIVE(S),  SPPprojecttracking@spp.org. 
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APPENDIX C:  Sample NTC for a New Network Upgrade due to 
Transmission Service 

 
 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3356 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 
John Mills 
Manager, Tariff Studies  

SPP-NTC-#
 

 
 
DATE 
 
UPGRADEDESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER 
ADDRESS 
 
RE: Transmission System UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Notification to Construct for Transmission 
Service request resulting from Aggregate Transmission Service Study 200#-AG#-AFS-## 
 
Dear UPGRADEDESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER, 
 
Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Southwest Power Pool has filed, Inc. (“SPP”) Membership 
Agreement and Attachment O, Section VIII, of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(“OATT”), SPP provides this Notification to Construct (“NTC”) directing [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER], as the Designated Transmission Owner, to construct the Network 
Upgrade[s] identified herein (the “Project”).   
 
On [DATE], Southwest Power Pool executed Service Agreement FERC Docket #### for 
Transmission Service for customers in SPP-200#-AG#.  In the facility study conducted in the 
assessment of to assess these requests, SPP concluded that system upgradeNetwork Upgrades are 
required on the COMPANY NAME system as detailed in Aggregate Facility Study SPP-200#-
AG#-AFS-##. 
 
As a result of transmission service customers confirmation of transmission service requests  
requiring network upgrades, SPP is notifying COMPANY NAME, as owner, to move forward 
with the development of the following upgrades/mitigations to alleviate associated transmission 
service concerns: 
 
 
Project ID:  PID # 
Project Name: Project Name 
RTO Determined Need Date for Project:  Project Need Date Based on Tariff Study,  
Reliability Study, NERC Standard Compliance 
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Estimated In-Service Date: Date provided by UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner during study  
Estimated Cost for Project:  $###,### 
 

UpgradeNetwork Upgrade ID:  UID # 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description: UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Description 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Owner:  Owner Information 
Categorization:  Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic / Service 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Specifications 
UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justification:  UpgradeNetwork Upgrade Justifications 
RTO Determined Need Date for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  UpgradeNetwork 
Upgrade Need Date 
Estimated Cost for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  $###,### 
Source of funding for UpgradeNetwork Upgrade:  Full Base Plan Funded / Partial 
Base Plan Funded / Direct Assigned to Customer 
Estimated Cost Source: Transmission Owner/SPP 
Date of Estimated Cost:  MM/DD/YYYY 
 
Project Schedule: [TO BE FILLED IN BY SPP PER ATTACHMENT O SECTION 
VIII(6)]. 
     
 

COMPANY NAMEDESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER shall submit a notification 
of commercial operation for each listed UpgradeNetwork Upgrade ID# to SPP at the email 
address of SPPprojecttracking@spp.org as soon as the upgradeNetwork Upgrade is complete and 
in service.  Please provide SPP with the actual costs of these upgradeNetwork Upgrades as soon 
as possible after completion of construction.  This will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based 
on actual costs. 
 
Please send SPP written commitment to construct these projects within 90 days in addition to 
providing a construction schedule for the accepted upgrades.  For project tracking, SPP will 
request requires on a quarterly basis in conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings 
that COMPANY NAMEDESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER submit updates to the 
upgradeNetwork Upgrade schedule status.  Consistent with Section 20.1 and 32.10 of the SPP 
Tariff, please keep SPP advised of any inability on COMPANY NAMEDESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER part to complete the approved upgradeNetwork Upgrades as 
directed by this Notification to Construct.  If it is anticipated that the completion of any approved 
upgradeNetwork Upgrade will be delayed past the estimated in service date, SPP requires a 
mitigation plan be filed within 60 days of the determination of expected delay in the 
upgradeNetwork Upgrade schedule. 
 
Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments about these requests.instructions.  
Thank you for the important role that you plan in maintaining the reliability of our electric grid. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 

mailto:SPPprojecttracking@spp.org�
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Manager, Tariff Studies  
 
cc: COO, Sr. VP Engineering & Regulatory Policy, Director Transmission Policy, Vice President 
of Engineering, Director of Transmission Development, MOPC REPRESENTATIVE(S),  
SPPprojecttracking@spp.org. 
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