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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKIG GROUP MEETING 

February 12-13, 2013 

Skirvin Hilton – Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
 

1. Approved the November 7-8, 2012 meeting minutes. 

2. Approved the December 19, 2012 meeting minutes. 

3. Approved the January 3, 2013 meeting minutes. 

4. Approved the January 3, 2013 joint Economic Studies Working Group-TWG meeting minutes. 

5. Approved the meeting agenda. 

6. Approved the Transient Stability Task Force recommendation for the rotor angle damping as 
regional requirements. 

7. Accepted CRR-002 and agreed it has no impact on TWG. 

8. Accepted CRR-003 and agreed it has no impact on TWG. 

9. Approved the AQ Improvement Task Force Scope. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

February 12-13, 2013 

Skirvin Hilton – Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 

TWG Chair Noman Williams called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. The following members were in 
attendance or represented by proxy (Attachment 1a – Attendance) (Attachment 1b – Proxy): 
 

Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
John Fulton, Southwestern Public Service Company (on phone) 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Travis Hyde, Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District (on phone) 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains and Gimod Olapurayil for Alan Myers 
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Company 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates representing East Texas Electric Cooperative 
Tim Smith, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Mike Swearingen, Tri-County Electric Cooperative 
Noman Williams, Sunflower Electric Power Company 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light 
 

Proxies 
Rachel Hulett, SPP staff, reported on the proxies for the TWG meeting; Gimod Olapurayil, ITC Great 
Plains, has Alan Myers’s proxy until he arrives to the meeting.   
 
Antitrust Guidelines 
Rachel Hulett went through the SPP Antitrust Guidelines for meting conduct.   
 
Previous Meeting Minutes 
Noman Williams asked the group for any corrections to the November 7-8, 2012 meeting minutes 
(Attachment 2a – November 7-8 Minutes).   
 

Travis Hyde made a motion to approve the November 7-8, 2012 meeting minutes. Jason 
Shook seconded the motion which passed unopposed. 
 

Noman Williams asked the group for any corrections to the December 19, 2012 meeting minutes 
(Attachment 2b – December 19 Minutes).   
 

Mo Awad motioned to approve the December 19, 2012 meeting minutes and Jason Shook 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unopposed. 
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Noman Williams asked the group for any corrections to the January 3, 2013 meeting minutes (Attachment 
2c – January 3 Minutes).   

 
Mike Swearingen motioned and Travis Hyde seconded the motion to approve the January 
3, 2013 meeting minutes. The motion was approved unanimously. 

 
Noman Williams asked the group for any corrections to the January 3, 2013 joint TWG/ESWG meeting 
minutes (Attachment 2d – January 3 ESWG/TWG Minutes).   
 

Travis Hyde made a motion to approve the joint TWG/ESWG January 3, 2013 meeting 
minutes. The motion was seconded by Nate Morris and passed unopposed. 
 

Agenda Review 
Noman Williams presented the agenda (Attachment 3 – February 12-13 Agenda) to the group and asked 
if there any modifications were needed to the agenda. No edits were requested.   
 

Jason Shook motioned to approve the meeting agenda. Mike Swearingen seconded the 
motion, which was approved unanimously. 
 

Meeting Materials 
Rachel Hulett asked the members if meeting materials were posted in a timely manner. The group had no 
concerns regarding the meeting materials posting. 
 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Rachel Hulett reviewed the current action items list highlighting the items which have an updated status 
since the last TWG face-to-face meeting (Attachment 4 – Current Action Items). She asked for questions 
on the items. With feedback from TWG, Action Item 7 will be dismissed and marked complete. 
 

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC/BOD Update 

Noman Williams gave a report to the members on the recent activity of the MOPC and the Board January 
quarterly meetings. He noted the 2013 ITPNT was endorsed by MOPC and approved by the Board. He 
also reported on MOPC’s lengthy discussion and decision to remove NTC issuance based on the CBA 
scenario in the 2014 ITPNT. The MOPC gave TWG an action item to define a reliability upgrade in the 
CBA scenario model. Noman stated MOPC suspended work on the ATP Business Practice, approved the 
concept of moving SPP Criteria to protocols, and was educated on the need for voltage stability studies. 
The MOPC has formed a new task force to address long-term revenue rights—Long-Term Firm 
Congestion Rights Task Force— which will consist of MWG representatives, CAWG representatives, 
TWG representative and ESWG representative; Noman solicited TWG for a representative for the task 
force. 
 

Agenda Item 4 – Transient Stability Task Force Report 

Transient Stability Task Force Chair Don Taylor presented the results of the TSTF on disturbance 
performance requirements (Attachment 5a – TSTF Report). He stated the task force was unable to come 
to a conclusion on the requirements. And although the TSTF could not come to a resolution, the rotor 
angle requirement was generally accepted by the group. The main point of contention was the voltage 
recovery requirement. Don also shared his recent findings of ComEd’s voltage recovery envelope that 
should be considered (Attachment 5b – ComEd Requirements). TSTF asked TWG for guidance on the 
disturbance performance requirements.  
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TWG discussed the proposed disturbance requirements, load model issues, and other regions’ 
requirements. WECC and MRO currently use the TSTF voltage recovery requirements. ComEd uses a 
voltage recovery envelope, and Southern Company and TVA have a requirement to obtain 0.8 pu within 2 
seconds. 
 
Staff performed an N-1 transient analysis on SPP’s 100 kV and above facilities and applied the current 
revision of the SPP Disturbance Performance Requirements. The results indicated that there were no 
substantive violations with regards to the proposed rotor angle damping performance requirements. 
There were some issues with regards to the voltage recovery requirement. A few of the wind farms using 
generic WTX models had inadequate performance with regards to the transient voltage performance 
requirement. However, the TSTF Members are of the opinion that the introduction of transient load 
models (CLODXX or CMLDXXXX) may cause issues with meeting transient voltage recovery 
requirements. Members requested the results of the stability runs be posted for TWG to review.   
 

Action Item: Staff to post stability analysis results from testing of the proposed transient 
voltage requirements. 
 
Mo Awad motioned to approve the TSTF recommendation for rotor angle damping as 
regional requirements as amended during the meeting. Joe Fultz seconded the motion.  
The motion passed with 2 votes against and 1 abstention. Dan Lenihan voted against the 
motion due to the need for additional time to review the damping requirements. Randy 
Lindstrom voted against the motion because it did not include transient voltage recovery 
criteria, which for comprehensive stability criteria you must have for NERC TPL-001-3 
standard revisions; NPPD is supportive of the transient voltage recovery bandwidth of 
0.70 PU – 1.20 PU that was developed by the TSTF. Nate Morris abstained from the vote for 
the following reason: While Empire supports the Transient Stability Task Force moving 
forward with their analysis by way of blessing the rotor angle aspect, the lack of clarity in 
the motion and possible resultant issues from such a vote led to abstention; Empire was 
unclear as to why this was a voting matter, but rather viewed this as informative & 
directional for moving the TSTF forward and the TSTF finalized recommendations as a 
voting matter.  (Attachment 5c – Transient Voltage Requirements) 

 
Noman clarified the motion constitutes no further action on damping requirements by SPP until the 
voltage recovery requirements are approved. 

 
TWG directed the TSTF to continue work on voltage recovery requirements by considering other regions’ 
requirements, including ComEd’s and Southern Company’s, and bring back a recommendation to TWG in 
May. 
 

Agenda Item 5 – BPR Review with PCWG 

Antoine Lucas, SPP staff, presented the latest version of the NTC Re-evaluation Business Practice to the 
TWG and PCWG through a joint web conference (Attachment 6a – BPR-033 Presentation).  Antoine 
focused on the last criterion for automatic re-evaluation, noting the disparities between TWG’s re-
evaluation complete piece and PCWG’s 10% completion piece (see slide 7 for more details). He also 
stated no existing NTCs would meet this criterion. Antoine asked for feedback from both groups on the 
business practice. The groups heavily debated revisions to the last criterion making several suggestions 
(Attachment 6b – NTC Re-evaluation BPR). Noman asked the TWG to submit all comments on the 
business practice to staff.   
 

Agenda Item 6 – CRR Reviews 

CRR-002 Annual Contingency Reserve Obligations 
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Jason Smith, SPP staff, presented the group with the concept of Criteria Revision Request (CRR) 
process. Similar to the PRR process, these Criteria revisions will go to ORWG, MWG, TWG, RTWG, and 
other working groups possibly impacted. He then shared CRR-002 and asked the TWG for comments 
(Attachment 7a – CRR-002).  Members had few questions regarding this revision.   
 

Randy Lindstrom motioned and Jason Shook seconded the motion for TWG to accept 
CRR-002 and state that it has no impact on TWG. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

CRR-003 Appendix 12 Additions and Clarifications 
Jason Smith also presented CRR-003 to the TWG for comment and review (Attachment 7b – CRR-003).  
 

Mo Awad motioned for TWG to accept CRR-003 and state that it has no impact on TWG. 
Mike Swearingen seconded the motion, which passed unopposed. 

 

Agenda Item 7 – AQ Improvement Task Force Scope 

William Mauldin, SPP staff, put forward the AQ Improvement Task Force Scope (Attachment 8 – AQITF 
Scope). He asked TWG for its approval so the task force could start. Members wanted to make sure the 
scope allowed for tariff revisions, and William clarified it did include recommending tariff revisions. 

 
Mike Swearingen made a motion to approve the AQ Improvement Task Force Scope. 
Jason Shook seconded the motion which passed unanimously. 

 

Agenda Item 8 – TWG Reports 

MDWG Report: 
MDWG Chair Joe Fultz gave a report to the TWG on the recent work of the MDWG (Attachment 9a – 
MDWG Report). Joe also reported on the latest development of the MDWG models. There were no 
questions for the MDWG.  
 
TWG Criteria Review TF Report 
CRTF Chair Mo Awad reported on its recent work to review Criteria 4 (Attachment 10 – CRTF Report).  
Mo stated the group seems to have a consensus that most sections of the Criteria 4 can be removed; 
there are a few sections the CRTF is concerned with removing— specifically Criteria 4.4 on the annual 
Flowgate Assessment. If Criteria 4.4 is removed completely members will not be able to use it as 
evidence of compliance. Upon successful review of this section the CRTF expects to submit a 
recommendation to the TWG for Criteria 4. TWG also requested CRTF consider MOPC’s approval of 
Criteria to protocols concept. 
 
2013 TWG Work Schedule 
Rachel Hulett highlighted items from the 2013 TWG Work Schedule that would be started and/or 
completed before the next TWG face-to-face meeting (Attachment 11 – TWG Work Schedule). There 
were no questions.  
 
2012 Organizational Group Survey Report 
Rachel Hulett reviewed the results of the 2012 Organization Group Survey (Attachment 12 – 2012 Org 
Group Survey Report). Rachel highlighted the highest and lowest scores and noted overall improved 
scores for TWG. One member suggested an agenda review call a week in advance as a way to keep 
members engaged to important upcoming meeting topics.   
 

Agenda Item 9 – Planning Coordinator Activities 

2013 TPL Analysis Proposal 
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Noman Williams gave a presentation to the group on a proposal for the 2013 TPL Analysis for the 
Planning Coordinator to combine parts of the 2014 ITPNT with the 2013 TPL assessments (Attachment 
13 – TPL Proposal). This proposal would leverage existing ITPNT analysis for the Near-Term horizon and 
eliminate duplicative efforts for TPL and ITPNT processes. The members were split in their support of this 
proposal, one main point of disagreement using the ITPNT model’s generation dispatch. Members asked 
for a comparison between the ITPNT cases and the MDWG cases. Members also expressed concern 
about potential differences between results of the ITPNT analysis and the TPL analysis.   
 

Action Item: Staff to benchmark the 2012 series models, MDWG vs. ITPNT (Scenario 0 
only), for differences.   
 

Discussion on Planning SOLs and IROLs 
Noman opened discussion on Sunflower Electric’s recent FERC Order 693 Audit. He reported that FERC 
said every BES facility must have a SOL rating for both operating and planning horizon, which is different 
than SPP methodology’s of only Flowgates having SOLs in the operating horizon. Jeff Rooker, SPP RE, 
stated the RE has an action item related to interpretation of FAC-010, FAC-011 and TOP-004 R1. He is 
also working with MRO and MISO on their interpretation of FAC-010, FAC-011 and TOP-004 R1. The 
SPP RE will share its results of the action item with all SPP members. 
 
Introduction to FAC-013-2 
Rachel Hulett introduced the members to the new NERC Standard FAC-013-2, which is only applicable to 
the Planning Coordinator (Attachment 14 – Intro to FAC-013-2). Rachel asked if TWG would like to 
provide input on this process or if they were comfortable with staff completing the work without member 
input. Noman requested TWG be included in the methodology development and results approval. 
Members suggested staff leverage the existing ATC methodology and extension of the annual flowgate 
assessment to meet this standard. 
 

Action Items: Staff to bring whitepaper for FAC-013-2 methodology and analysis to TWG.   
 

Agenda Item 10 – Planning for 95% Thermal Loading 

Bob Lux, SPP staff, presented the results of staff’s analysis to determine how many additional issues 
would be identified if based on 95% thermal loading (Attachment 15 – Planning for 95% of Thermal 
Loading). Based on this analysis, Bob thought this 95% thermal loading proposal could increase the 
number of upgrades by 33%. He did note his high-level analysis would need to be reviewed by the TOs, 
which would eliminate several potential violations. TWG discussed whether to move forward with the 95% 
thermal loading proposal, including the efforts needed to implement this proposal. TWG decided not to 
move forward with the proposal.  
  

Agenda Item 11 – Interconnection Updates 

Pat Wilkin, Tres Amigas, updated the group on the progress of their interconnection. Tres Amigas has a 
signed interconnection agreement that will be filed at FERC shortly. He also stated they are beginning the 
design level studies required by TWG.   
 
Noman Williams stated Western Farmers Electric Cooperative and Oklahoma Gas and Electric are 
working on a new interconnection request. The interconnection point is on the 345 kV line between 
Woodring and Hunter substations. He asked for those interested as affected parties to Western Farmers. 
 
 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains, joined the meeting and removed his proxy from Gimod Olapurayil. 
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Agenda Item 12 – ITP Update 

ITP Manual Updates 
Rachel Hulett presented staff’s proposal for stability and reactive power analysis enhancements to the 
ITP Manual (Attachment 16 – Draft ITP Manual Updates). After conducting the two legacy studies, staff 
recommends performing the following: a wind transfer voltage stability analysis in the ITP20 process; load 
pocket and shunt reactive compensation analysis for new 300 kV and above facilities in the ITP10 and 
ITPNT processes. Rachel asked TWG for feedback on this proposal. Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc., 
suggested removing the load pocket analysis from the ITPNT process and only completing it in the ITP10. 
He also suggested angular stability studies in the ITPNT based on the 2013 TPL proposal of combining 
TPL and ITPNT activities. Members also discussed performing a light load wind transfer analysis instead 
of a load pocket analysis in the ITPNT. Stakeholders also suggested the use of general language since 
particular type of analyses may not always be done due to the nature of different ITP10 and ITP20 
futures.   
 
Staff will make modifications to the ITP Manual based on the discussion and send it out for comments. 
Plans are to take the manual enhancements to MOPC in April.  
 
2014 ITPNT CBA Discussion 
Jody Holland, SPP staff, led discussion on the MOPC Action Item for TWG to define a reliability upgrade 
from CBA scenario model. Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains, stated the CBA model is a paradigm shift 
moving to a consolidated block dispatch with changing definitions. TWG considered the following ideas to 
help determine the reliability upgrade definition: 

• Determine when redispatch costs are more than transmission project costs 
• Determine number of hours of redispatch around constraints 
• Identify solutions to historic flowgate issues 
• Identify solutions to CBA scenario potential violations that redispatch cannot resolve 
• Consider concept similar to that in 2012 ITP10 concept—NTCs issued for loading in CBA 

scenario above 100% and loading in other scenarios greater than 90/95% 
• Address resource inadequacy 
• Define economic issue as those to address generation outlet 

 
They discussed the potential need for economic analysis in the ITPNT. Members also provided input that 
a different analysis may be needed to determine flowgates resulting from a CBA model. Members asked 
staff to summarize the CBA discussion and provide it to the members. Staff will draft a whitepaper 
proposal on the definition. 
 

Action Item: Staff to summarize the CBA discussion and provide to the members. 
 

2013 ITP20 Update 
Juliano Freitas, SPP staff, updated the TWG on the progress of the 2013 ITP20 (Attachment 17a, 17b, 
and 17c – ITP20 Update [a, b] & ITP20 Report). Juliano presented the economic projects and the draft 
portfolios grouping c for Futures 1-4. Dan Lenihan, OPPD, provided feedback on why one project may 
have an unrealistic B/C ratio and needs more investigation. Noman asked the TWG members to review 
the draft report and provide feedback to staff. 
 
2015 ITP10 Scope/Futures 
Jody Holland explained the draft timeline to develop and approve the 2015 ITP10 scope (Attachment 18 – 
2015 ITP10). He also mentioned the futures may be developed by SPC’s strategic consultant. Currently, 
SPP staff has for analyzing two futures as part of the 2015 ITP10 and would need additional resources if 
a third future is added.   
 

Action Item: Staff to investigate the financial impacts of using 3 futures as part of the 2015 
ITP10.   
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Noman Williams suggested the 2015 ITP10 scope be developed for TWG’s May meeting. 
 

Agenda Item 13 – Other 

NERC Planning Committee Update 
Noman Williams asked the TWG if they had questions on the materials (Attachment 19 – NERC PC 
Update). There were no questions. 
 
Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task Force 
Katherine Prewitt shared a presentation about a new task force to address long-term firm congestion 
transmission rights (Attachment 20 – LTFCRTF Update). She mentioned that a representative from the 
TWG was needed on the task force. Joe Lang, Lincoln Electric System, was nominated and approved by 
the TWG Chair.   
 
Criteria 2.1.9 – Capacity Requirements 
Rachel Hulett asked TWG for input on working group ownership of SPP Criteria 2.1.9. Currently no 
working group owns Criteria 2, and staff has received questions on this Criteria. Noman asked the CRTF 
to determine the proper ownership.   
 

Action Item: Criteria Review Task Force to determine best owner of Criteria 2.1.9. 
 

Agenda Item 14 – Summary of Action Items 

Rachel Hulett summarized the action items resulting from the meeting:   
 

 Staff to post stability analysis results from testing of the proposed transient voltage 
requirements. 

 Staff to benchmark the 2012 series models, MDWG vs. ITPNT (Scenario 0 only), for 
differences.   

 Staff to bring whitepaper for FAC-013-2 methodology and analysis to TWG.   
 Staff to summarize the CBA discussion from meeting and provide to the members. 
 Staff to investigate the financial impacts of using 3 futures as part of the 2015 ITP10. 
 Criteria Review Task Force to determine best owner of Criteria 2.1.9. 

 
Noman Williams also mentioned TWG is to provide feedback to staff on the 2013 ITP20 report and the 
NTC Re-evaluation Business Practice. Staff will send out a summary of the action items to the TWG.   
 

Agenda Item 15 – Discussion of Future Meetings 

Noman Williams identified the future meetings: March 27 9-11 a.m. conference call, May 14 face-to-face 
in Dallas, and May 15 ITP Summit in Dallas. Jody Holland mentioned an ESWG meeting is proposed for 
May 16 in Dallas. Jody noted the TWG’s May meeting would only be a one day.  
 
Rachel Hulett noted topics for the March 27, 2013 call include approval of the following: BPR-033, ITP 
Manual enhancements, and 2013 TPL proposal. 
 
Seeing there was no further business the meeting was adjourned at 11:40 a.m.   
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
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Rachel Hulett 
Secretary 
 



10 of 16510 of 165



11 of 16511 of 165



12 of 16512 of 165



13 of 16513 of 165



ITC Great Plains, Gimod Olapurayil for Alan Myers 
 

From: Myers, Alan K. [mailto:amyers@Itctransco.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 9:43 AM 
To: Rachel Hulett; Kirk Hall 
Cc: Williams, Noman; Olapurayil, Gimod 
Subject: TWG mtg 
 
Rachel/Kirk: 
 
I have to miss the first part of the TWG meeting tomorrow – I should get there mid-
afternoon tomorrow.  Gimod Olapurayil will have my proxy for the time period during 
which I which I am absent. 
 
Thanks, 
Alan 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

November 7-8, 2012 

Double Tree Warren Place – Tulsa, Oklahoma 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
 

1. Approved meeting minutes from August 21-22, 2012 and September 27, 2012 as modified. 

2. Approved meeting agenda. 

3. Approved face-to-face meeting dates and locations for 2013. 

4. Approved 4th Quarter permanent flowgate additions and associated TRM values. 

5. Approved removal of Westar’s Flat Ridge SPS upon energerization of the Mid-Kansas Energy 
Barber 138/115 kV transformer. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

November 7-8, 2012 

Double Tree Warren Place – Tulsa, Oklahoma 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

TWG Chair Noman Williams called the meeting to order at 8:03 a.m. The following members were in 
attendance (Attachment 1a – Attendance): 
 

Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System (on phone) 
Ronnie Frizzell, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
John Fulton, Southwestern Public Service Company (on phone) 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Travis Hyde, Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District (on phone) 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Jason Shook, GDS Associated representing ETEC 
Mike Swearingen, Tri-County Electric Cooperative 
Noman Williams, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light 
 

Previous Meeting Minutes 
Noman Williams requested a motion to approve the meeting minutes from the previous Transmission 
Working Group meeting minutes as presented (Attachment 2a, b – August 21-22, 2012 Meeting Minutes, 
September 27, 2012 Meeting Minutes).  There was a correction made to the September 27 minutes. 
 

Mike Swearingen made a motion to approve the August 21-22 meeting minutes.  Jason 
Shook seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Randy Lindstrom made a motion to approve the September 27, 2012 meeting minutes as 
modified.  Alan Myers seconded the motion which passed unopposed. 

 
Agenda Review 
Noman asked the group if any changes were necessary to the meeting agenda (Attachment 3 – Draft 
November 7-8 Meeting Agenda).  Seeing none he asked for a motion to approve the agenda. 
 

Alan Myers motioned to approve the agenda.  Jason Shook seconded the motion which 
passed unanimously. 
 

2013 Meeting Dates/Locations 
Rachel Hulett, SPP staff, presented the group with two proposed options for meeting dates and locations 
for 2013.  Option A was a quarterly meeting schedule.  Option B was a face to face meeting every other 
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month.  The group agreed to a quarterly meeting schedule with monthly conference calls in between 
meetings.  Members changed meeting locations and requested the May meeting be scheduled in Dallas 
around the planning summit (Attachment 4 – 2013 TWG Meetings).   
 

Ronnie Frizzell motioned to approve the TWG 2013 meeting schedule.  Mike Swearingen 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed unopposed. 
 
Action Item:  Staff to develop dates for conference calls for the 1st half of 2013 to present 
at the next meeting.   
 

Meeting Material and TWG Communicative Effectiveness Update 
Rachel presented the members with the results from the latest communicative effectiveness survey 
(Attachment 5 – TWG Communication Effectiveness).  She asked for comments regarding timeliness of 
meeting material posted.  None were given and it was noted that meeting materials were posted in a 
timely manner.  She also reminded the group that annual working survey would be coming out soon and 
results would be ready at the next meeting.   
 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Rachel Hulett reviewed the action items with members highlighting those that had changed status since 
the last face-to-face meeting on August 21-22, 2012 (Attachment 6 – Current Action Items).  Two specific 
items were closed relating to additional formatting for electronic maps and the need to re-execute NDAs 
on a yearly basis.  Staff surveyed member organizations on sharing their information through electronic 
maps and those organizations elected not to share with others.  Staff also determined NDAs will not need 
to be re-executed on an annual basis.  Staff will annually ask members to verify continued need of the 
NDAs. 
  

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC/BOD Update 

Noman Williams informed the group about the most recent round of MOPC and BOD meetings, including 
the probabilistic planning proposal.  He did mention some items such as business practices, tariff 
revisions, or seams issues could require some TWG expertise.  He also noted the BOD is concerned with 
having unnecessary costs related to approving transmission upgrades. 
 

Agenda Item 4 – Transient Stability Task Force Report 

Transient Stability Task Force (TSTF) Chair Don Taylor presented an update on the TSTF’s work 
(Attachment 7a, b – Transient Stability Task Force Report, TSTF SPP Disturbance Performance 
Requirements).  Don noted that two issues will be a roadblock to the group: load models and PSS/E 
generic wind turbine models.  TSTF has also considered if NTCs may come from this new criteria for 
disturbance performance, rotor angle damping, and transient voltage recovery.  TWG stated the working 
group can address this once TSTF has defined the criteria.  TSTF is working toward project completion 
within six months. 
 

Agenda Item 5 – Voltage Security Study Report 

Kirk Hall, SPP staff, reminded the group about the Voltage Security Study scope approved at the May 
2012 TWG meeting (Attachment 8a – Intro to Voltage Security Study).  Kirk highlighted the major 
assumptions for this study and noted the differences between this study and the previous study 
completed in early 2012.  Kirk introduced Bill Quaintance with Excel Engineering, Inc. as the contractor 
selected to complete the study.  Bill presented the group with results from the study (Attachment 8b, c – 
2012 SPP Voltage Security Study Results, Voltage Security Study Report).   
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Members discussed potential differences with the way they modeled reactors for NTC projects, as some 
modeled reactance with their projects and others did not.  Members also requested the reactors in the 
base models be included in the report.  The group discussed the merits of the 1.05 pu high voltage 
criteria for potential voltage violations.  TWG asked for the high voltage violations to be added to the 
report, and then each individual owner will need to determine if their equipment can operate under those 
voltage conditions.  Members believe the study provides good information that can then be used for TO 
design level studies to appropriately size reactors for new lines.   
 
TWG also discussed the end product of this study: should NTCs be issued, and/or ITP planning manual 
updated with appropriate future stability studies, which may include this type of analysis.   
  

Action Item:  Staff to work with Bill Quaintance to add additional information to the Voltage 
Security Report (i.e. the post contingent bus voltage data, language commenting on the 
1.05 pu voltage criteria and indicative nature of this study, and a list of shunts in the base 
model).  Once changes are incorporated, staff to send out report for TWG comment.   
 

Once the report has been updated, TWG will review the report and provide feedback.  TWG will discuss 
this again in December.  

 

Agenda Item 6 – 2013 ITP Update 

2013 ITPNT Stability Analysis 
Doug Bowman, SPP staff, presented the results of the 2013 ITPNT load pocket analysis (Attachment 9 – 
ITPNT Voltage Stability). Members discussed the results and requested the zones included in the 
analysis be added to the report.  They also requested the ETEC load pocket name be changed to East 
Texas Cooperatives load pocket.  Doug stated that there were no issues that would require action by the 
TWG.   
 
CBA Discussion 
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, shared the methodology used to create the 2013 ITPNT 2018 summer peak CBA 
model and results of ACCC analysis for this model compared with the 2013 ITPNT summer peak 
projected firm scenario (0) model (Attachment 10 – CBA Benchmarking 2013 ITPNT).  Jody Holland, SPP 
staff, asked for guidance on using a CBA scenario model set in the 2014 ITPNT along with the traditional 
Projected Firm (0) and All Firm (5) scenarios.  Members discussed if NTCs would come from the CBA 
scenario, and staff believes it is possible based on the results. SPP members and Board would need to 
agree.  Members were agreeable to having this additional scenario in the 2014 ITPNT.  The group also 
discussed the difference between economic and reliability projects emerging from a CBA scenario.   
 
2013 ITPNT Report 
Bob Lux, SPP staff, gave an overview on the progress of the 2013 ITPNT report and a tentative schedule 
for the remaining work.  He asked members to send their SCERTs in by November 16, 2012.  Jody 
Holland stated a final draft version of the report would be given at the December 4 Planning Summit in 
Little Rock.   
 
2013 ITP20 Update 
Juliano Freitas, SPP staff, updated TWG on the planned milestones and schedule to complete the 2013 
ITP20 Assessment (Attachment 11 – 2013 ITP20 Update).  No questions were asked. 
 

Agenda Item 7 – BPR Reviews 

NTC Re-evaluation 
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Antoine Lucas, SPP staff, presented the draft NTC Re-evaluation Business Practice pointing out the 
proposed “under construction” language (Attachment 12a, b – NTC Review BP Presentation, NTC 
Review Business Under Construction Feedback).  John Fulton, Southwest Public Service Company, 
provided initial language for “under construction” which the Project Cost Working Group (PCWG) 
discussed November 6.  PCWG recommended using a 10% committed cost threshold.  TWG discussed 
this language and other aspects of the business practice making modifications (Attachment 12c - NTC 
Review Business Practice).  Noman Williams asked that members provide feedback to staff by November 
16, 2012.   
 
BPR – 021 ATPs 
Antoine Lucas also presented the latest ATP Business Practice (Attachment 12d – ATP BP Presentation).  
Members discussed the business practice and voiced concern on the inclusion of ATPs in Transmission 
Service and Generation Interconnection Studies models.  Staff noted that only those ATP upgrades that 
have an in-service date within the 10-year horizon would be in the TS and GI studies models.  The group 
provided several edits (Attachment 12e – ATP Business Practice).  Noman asked for additional 
comments to be given to staff by November 16, 2012. 
 

Agenda Item 8 – Generation Interconnection Process Overview 

Charles Hendrix, SPP staff, gave a presentation on the Generation Interconnection study process 
(Attachment 13 – GI Overview).  The group had heavy discussion on potential issues in the current study 
process, including the following: why use 20% for an ERIS threshold; not studying all queued and new 
wind at full output (100% nameplate) in the steady state portion of analysis; and not studying wind 
generation at 0 output level, which could cause potential high voltage issues.  Some members would like 
to see 100% nameplate studied to keep from using special protection schemes.  Charles noted that the 
need for special protection schemes is caused by transmission upgrades not placed in-service.  Bob lUx, 
SPP Staff, suggested benchmarking the light load models for high voltages.  Based on this discussion, 
TWG asked for a proposal on high wind sensitivity.   
 

Action Item:  Staff to draft proposal on high wind sensitivity. 
 

Agenda Item 9 – EIPC Update 

Jason Speer, SPP staff, presented the members with an update on the Eastern Interconnection Planning 
Collaborative (Attachment 14 – EIPC Update).  There were no questions. 
 

Agenda Item 10 – Order 1000 Interregional Planning Update 

David Kelley, SPP staff, gave the group an update on the FERC Order 1000 Interregional Planning 
initiative (Attachment 15 – TWG Interregional Order 1000 Update).  Dan Lenihan, OPPD, encouraged 
those members who are on the Entergy seam to participate with the Interregional Planning efforts with 
MISO after the Arkansas Public Service Commission’s ruling on Entergy moving to MISO.  He also 
mentioned a joint stakeholder meeting tentatively scheduled for December 17th with MISO and 
encouraged participation. 
 

Agenda Item 11 – TWG Reports 

MDWG Status Report 
Joe Fultz, GRDA, shared the recent past and upcoming activities of the MDWG (Attachment 16a – 
MDWG Report).  He also presented a report card on the 2012 Build 2 models based on a TWG action 
item (Attachment 16b - MDWG Report Card).  Joe sought TWG feedback, and members asked for load 
serving entities to be included on the report.  Further discussion was moved to the MDWG. 
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TWG Criteria Review TF Status Report 
TWG Criteria Task Force Chair Mo Awad provided an update on the status of the criteria review 
(Attachment 17 – TCRTF Report).  Mo mentioned a goal of the group is to bring a recommendation to the 
February TWG meeting on Criteria 4.  Noman Williams noted the concept of planning protocols was not 
presented at MOPC due to time constraints but feels MOPC will approve the concept.   
 
Summer 2012 Model Benchmarking – Criteria 3.3.3  
Scott Jordan, SPP staff, gave a presentation on benchmarking the summer 2012 model as required by 
SPP Criteria 3.3.3 (Attachment 18 – Criteria 3.3.3 2012 summer).  There was a question on the time 
duration of the operations peak. Scott will investigate this and inform TWG of this time duration.   
 
2012/2013 TWG Work Schedule 
Rachel Hulett highlighted the TWG work in 2012 and early 2013 (Attachment 19 – 2012-2013 TWG Work 
Schedule).  There were no questions on the schedule. 
 
4th Quarter Project Tracking Updates 
Rachel Hulett updated the members on the fourth quarter project tracking highlights from the MOPC 
meeting (Attachment 20 – 4th Quarter Project Tracking).  Katherine Prewitt, SPP staff, also noted that the 
PCWG is considering requesting SCERTs be done on Priority Projects. 
 

Agenda Item 12 – 4th Quarter Permanent Flowgates/TRM Additions 

Will Tootle, SPP staff, presented the group with the flowgates staff is requesting be made permanent 
along with their recommended TRM values.   
 

Harold Wyble made a motion to approve the recommended temporary flowgates be made 
permanent.  The motion was approved unanimously, which Mike Swearingen seconded. 
 
Randy Lindstrom made a motion to approve the TRM values, and Mo Awad seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed unopposed. 

 

Agenda Item 13 – Planning Coordinator Activities 

Draft PRC-023-2 Analysis 
Rachel Hulett, SPP staff, explained the methodology for the Planning Coordinator analysis required for 
PRC-023-2 (Attachment 21 – PRC-023-2 Analysis).  Members were also given a draft list of facilities.  
The group discussed the use of 5 year models instead of 18 month models and decided the 18 month 
models would better.  The group agreed Category D contingencies should not be used for double 
contingencies.  Staff will send out an email to TOs requesting feedback on the draft list of facilities.   
 
2012 TPL Stability Analysis 
Doug Bowman, SPP staff, updated the group on the progress of the 2012 TPL Stability Analysis 
(Attachment 22 – TPL Dynamic Stability Update). He is working with the members through any potential 
issues and will bring a report to TWG in December.   
 

Agenda Item 14 – Planning for 95% Thermal Loading 

Paul Hassink, AEP, gave a presentation on the benefits of using a 95% thermal loading threshold for 
reliability planning studies (Attachment 23 – SPP Planning Criteria Enhancements).  Some members 
expressed support for the concept for certain conditions. The members noted it could require SPP Criteria 
and Tariff revisions.  Paul explained the result of using this threshold would accelerate projects 1-2 years 
depending on the load forecast and allow more time to make sure the projects are placed in-service by 

20 of 16520 of 165



 
 
 

Page 7 of 10 

the need date.  The group was interested in how many new projects this change could create for the 2013 
ITPNT.   
 

Action Item:  Staff to bring a list of all 2013 ITPNT potential thermal violations with 
loadings between 95% and 100% to the February TWG meeting.   

 

Agenda Item 15 – Interconnection Updates 

Clean Line – Plains and Eastern 
Wayne Galli, Clean Line, asked the members for SPP Criteria 3.5 interconnection request approval 
(Attachment 24 – P&E Update).  Staff mentioned a recent 3rd party study of Clean Line Plains and 
Eastern agreed with the results of the Clean Line study done for the interconnection request.  Staff will 
provide that study to members for review.  Members discussed and revised a motion for the 
interconnection request.  The motion is similar to the recent Tres Amigas interconnection motion, modified 
for Clean Line’s Plain and Eastern project.  The members wanted additional time to review the motion.  
Staff will be sent out the motion seeking comments by November 14, 2012 and proceed with an email 
vote.   
 
Priority Projects Discussion 
Jody Holland stated staff does not currently perform Criteria 3.5 studies for interconnection projects 
developed in SPP studies, including legacy studies like Priority Projects.  TWG discussed if staff should 
perform these studies and agreed SPP needs to perform the studies. They did note that power flow is 
usually performed as part of the study so the missing components of work for Criteria 3.5 are the short 
circuit and transient stability studies.  Staff was assigned an action item to show how it meets Criteria 3.5 
requirements. 
 

Action Item:  Staff to describe how Staff meets Criteria 3.5 requirements at the February 
TWG meeting. 

 

Agenda Item 16 – SPS Removal, Westar’s Flat Ridge 

Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc. requested TWG approve the removal of a special protection system (SPS) 
at Flat Ridge contingent on the Medicine Lodge transformer being upgraded in February 2013 
(Attachment 25 – Flat Ridge SPS).   
 

Alan Myers made a motion to approve removal of Westar’s Flat Ridge SPS upon 
energization of new 138/115 kV autotransformer at Mid-Kansas Energy’s Barber 
substation.  Nathan McNeil seconded the motion which passed unanimously.   

 

Agenda Item 17 – Attachment AQ Refresher 

Jody Holland gave an overview of the Attachment AQ process highlighting the timelines for studies and 
the steps to receive an NTC (Attachment 26 – Attachment AQ Overview).  TWG discussed the purpose of 
Attachment AQ and which loads should go through the Attachment AQ process.  Staff will revisit the 
interpretation of Attachment AQ to determine which loads go through this process. 
 

Action Item:  Staff to work with RTWG for interpretation on what qualifies for an 
Attachment AQ study. 

 
Members heavily discussed the existing processes and agreed many potential improvements are desired 
in this process.  Noman asked to form an Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force.  Those parties who 
may be interested in this task force should send an email to Noman and Rachel expressing interest.   
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Action Item:  TWG to form Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force. 
 

Agenda Item 18 – Other 

NERC Planning Committee 
Due to time constraints, this agenda item was skipped. Noman referred members to the background 
materials for more information (Attachment 27 – NERC PC Report). 
 
FERC Order 754 
Jody Holland explained the Transmission Planners will need to submit data for FERC Order 754, not SPP 
as the Planning Coordinator.  Although SPP will submit data for which it is Transmission Planner. 
 
TAGIT Discussion 
Scott Rainbolt, AEP, shared they have had issues with TAGIT and wanted input from other TAGIT users 
on potential issues.  Noman Williams clarified this would need to go PCWG since they own the TAGIT 
tool.  Due to time constraints, Noman limited discussion on this but requested staff send the AEP 
identified issues to TWG and solicit TWG for additional issues. 
 
Criteria 2.1.9 – Capacity Requirements 
Due to time constraints, this agenda item was skipped. 
 

Agenda Item 19 – Summary of Action Items 

Rachel Hulett reviewed the action items resulting from the meeting: 
 
 Staff to develop dates for conference calls for the 1st half of 2013 to present at the next 

meeting.   
 Staff to work with Bill Quaintance to add additional information to the Voltage Security 

Report (i.e. the post contingent bus voltage data, language commenting on the 1.05 pu 
voltage criteria and indicative nature of this study, and a list of shunts in the base 
model).  Once changes are incorporated, staff to send out report for TWG comment. 

 Staff to draft proposal on high wind sensitivity 
 Staff to bring a list of all 2013 ITPNT potential thermal violations with loadings between 

95% and 100% to the February TWG meeting.   
 Staff to describe how Staff meets Criteria 3.5 requirements at the February TWG 

meeting. 
 Staff to work with RTWG for interpretation on what qualifies for an Attachment AQ 

study. 
 TWG to form Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force. 

 

Agenda Item 20 – Discussion of Future Meetings 

TWG agreed the next TWG conference call will be held on Wednesday, December 19 from 1:30 – 4 p.m.  
Items up for approval will be the 2013 ITPNT Report, 2012 TPL Steady-State and Stability Assessments, 
the NTC Re-evaluation and ATP Business Practices, the 2014 ITPNT Scope, and the Voltage Security 
Study. 
 
The next face-to-face meeting will be February 12-13, 2013 in Oklahoma City. 
 
Seeing no further business the meeting was adjourned at 12:21 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
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Rachel Hulett 
Secretary 
 
 
Supplemental Activity 
Clean Line Plains & Eastern Interconnection 
On November 15, the TWG began voting via email on the Clean Line Plains & Eastern interconnection. 
Quorum was reached with 16 members participating in the vote.  
 

“Plains and Eastern Clean Line has produced powerflow and stability studies to date that 
represent an initial look at their proposed Plains and Eastern (P&E) interconnection.  They are 
considered by the TWG to be ‘feasibility’ level studies. TWG accepts the ‘developmental’ 
nature of this interconnection request and endorses proceeding to the next stage which 
requires more in depth technical studies.  Therefore,I John Fulton move TWG approve the 
P&E studies completed to date as consistent with SPP planning processes and as having met 
their coordinated planning requirements under SPP Criteria, subject to the following 
conditions:   
 
1. Plains and Eastern Clean Line shall 

a. Produce, in conjunction with their HVDC vendor, a fully documented model for 
converter station, with particular attention to commutation failure, voltage 
thresholds and limits, and frequency response limits.  This should be a vendor 
specific model of a voltage sourced converter, with parameters set respecting final 
or near-final control system design.  Any PSCAD work on P&E design should be 
complete enough to fully specify the dynamics model.  Any other data to fully 
document their total facility must also be included. 

b. Perform powerflow studies per the following, if deemed necessary by TWG: 
i. Use the Scenario 5 models or appropriate replacement models, breaking 

them into an East to West and West to East Scenarios.  SPP may be 
required to perform this model building operation.   

ii. N-1 studies will be done with the two scenario models, monitoring SPS and 
all first tier areas.  Include all affected party systems 

iii. Results tabulated will allow parties to review and determine upgrades for 
their area.  

c. Perform stability studies per the following: 
i. With new HVDC model, above information, re-run stability studies and 

capture generator information in all affected systems.  Plot files should be 
able to plot machine behaviors and flows/interface voltages at points of 
interconnections. Reclosing should be used on lines that have existing 
reclosing schemes.  

ii. No non-convergent solutions should be noted in the SPP region and 
should be mitigated if outside the SPP region.  

iii. Run stability studies on multiple HVDC interactions, which may include 
Lamar, Blackwater, Eddy County, Oklaunion, and Tres Amigas.   

iv. Plots will be done for 20 seconds.  Plot data will be available for export in 
to MS Excel for assessing damping by affected parties. 

d. Perform other studies per the following: 
i. Sub-Synchronous resonance study Harmonic interaction studies– may be 

part of final converter design study 
2. TWG shall 

a. Provide guidance on modeling of faults (3 phase fault impedance) 
b. Provide guidance on clearing time requirements 
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c. Define the combination HVDC interactions cases for Clean Line to study in the 
updated stability studies.   

3. SPS shall 
a. Prepare an interconnection facilities study, including the fault current studies and 

breaker ratings analysis. 
      

TWG requires that these studies will be required for commercial operation of the proposed 
P&E facility.  TWG also requires that any generator interconnections that may occur on the 
P&E 345 kV bus(s) will go through the appropriate GI study process and affected system 
study.   
 
TWG endorses the fact that these studies are required to connect P&E’s project to the SPS 
transmission facility.  Subsequent interconnections requests will be made by Plains and 
Eastern Clean Line under SPP Criteria Section 3.5 or under any subsequent SPP OATT 
process which may be in effect at the time of the request.”  

 
Harold Wyble seconded the motion.  With voting ending on November 16, 2012, the motion 
was approved unanimously. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

December 19, 2012 

Web Conference 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
 

1. Approved the 2012 TPL Steady State Report. 

2. Approved the 2012 TPL Dynamic Stability Report. 

3. Approved the 2012 Comprehensive TPL Report. 

4. Approved the 2014 ITPNT Scope. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

December 19, 2012 

Web Conference 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

TWG Chair Noman Williams called the meeting to order at 1:33 p.m.  The following members were in 
attendance: 
 

Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield, 
John Fulton, Southwestern Public Service Co. 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Travis Hyde, Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Ronnie Frizzell, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. 
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Co. 
Jason Shook, GDS representing East Texas Electric Coop. 
Tim Smith, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Mike Swearingen, Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc.,  
Noman Williams, Sunflower Electric Power Co. 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light,  

 
The following stakeholders and staff were also in attendance: 
 

Jonathan Abebe, Clean Line Energy 
Doug Bowman, SPP Staff 
Roy Boyer, Southwestern Public Service Co.  
Bob Burner, Duke Energy 
English Cook, SPP Staff 
Michelle Corley, Cleco Corporation 
Christin Domian, Mitsubishi Electric 
Noumvi Ghomsi, Missouri Public Service Commission 
Dan Hartman, NW Kansas REC 
Kirk Hall, SPP Staff 
Jody Holland, SPP Staff 
Rachel Hulett, SPP Staff 
Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Bob Lux, SPP Staff 
Kevin Pera, Xcel Energy 
Kristen Rodriguez, Wind Coalition 
Jeff Rooker, SPP RE 
Wayman Smith, American Electric Power 
James Vermillion, Associated Electric Cooperative 
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Kyle Watson, Entergy 
Pat Wilkins, Tres Amigas, LLC 
 

Rachel Hulett, SPP staff, noted there was a quorum to begin the meeting. 
 

Agenda Item 2 – 2012 TPL Assessment Reports 

Steady State Report 
Rachel Hulett summarized the 2012 TPL Steady State Report (Attachment 1 – 2012 TPL Steady State 
Report). The report is similar to previous years with less potential violations seen in general in the 2012 
analysis. Staff is currently validating member mitigations and will be finished by the end of the year. The 
report was created with end results in mind. Members discussed if changes to the potential violations 
tables needed to be brought back to TWG for approval.   
 

Mo Awad motioned to approve the 2012 TPL Steady State Report with the stipulation for 
staff to bring back report if “remaining violations” table is revised. Jim McAvoy seconded 
the motion, which passed unopposed. 

 
Dynamic Stability Report 
Doug Bowman, SPP staff, presented the 2012 TPL Dynamic Stability Report. TWG made revisions to the 
report (Attachment 2 – 2012 Dynamic Stability Report). A member also suggested using bus numbers 
and names consistently to describe the events in future reports. TWG discussed if Table 2 in the report 
provided value and suggested future reports not contain this data. 
 

Randy Lindstrom motioned and Mo Awad seconded to approve the 2012 TPL Dynamic 
Stability Report. The motion was approved unanimously. 

 
 
Comprehensive TPL Report 
Rachel Hulett explained the 2012 Comprehensive TPL Report is a combination of the Steady State and 
Dynamic Stability Report and an explanation of how SPP meets each TPL Standard. The report has a 
similar format to the 2011 report. Staff will update this report with the edits from the stability report. 
 

Mo Awad motioned to approve the 2012 Comprehensive TPL Report subject to the stability 
revisions and staff bringing back report if “remaining violations” table is revised. Nathan 
McNeil seconded the motion, and the motion passed unopposed. (Attachment 3 – 2012 
Comprehensive TPL Report) 

 
Noman Williams shared in his latest audit FERC did not accept SPP’s methodology for determining 
system operating limits (SOLs).  The group discussed and requested this item be on the February 
meeting agenda.  
 

Agenda Item 3 – 2013 ITPNT Report 

Bob Lux, SPP staff, gave a presentation to the TWG outlining the 2013 ITP Near-Term Assessment 
(ITPNT) report.  Staff recently added one additional upgrade to the report, the Messick transformer, and 
staff is incorporating the re-evaluation section into the report at this time. Bob noted one other change 
needed in the report is removal of the previously approved $100 million Flint Creek to Osage Creek 345 
kV project; the project was initially going to be accelerated in the 2013 ITPNT but ultimately remained 
unchanged. TWG discussed the report and made revisions (Attachment 4a, b, c – 2013 ITPNT Report 
and Appendices). Mo Awad suggested staff identify and determine Network Upgrades based on cost 
allocation (kV levels). Jody Holland asked members to submit the remaining 11 outstanding SCERTs by 
the end of the year.  

27 of 16527 of 165



 
 
 

Page 4 of 4 

 
Noman asked if the TWG would be willing to approve the report as written and then separately approve 
the re-evaluation section(s) in January in another call. The group decided to table voting on the report 
until the re-evaluation portion and its results are fully integrated in the report. Noman suggested extending 
the January 3 meeting for TWG until 12 p.m. to approve the 2013 ITPNT report. 
  

Agenda Item 4 – 2014 ITPNT Scope 

Jody Holland, SPP staff, shared the 2014 ITPNT scope with TWG. One major difference in the 2014 
scope is the addition of a Consolidated Balancing Authority (CBA) dispatch scenario for all seasons from 
which NT upgrades may be generated.  Another large change is the proposal to perform the load pocket 
analysis for all load pockets every other year. Staff proposed 6 load pockets in the 2014 ITPNT scope. 
The TWG heavily discussed the CBA scenario models and potential NTCs derived from this scenario. 
There was uncertainty on the use of re-dispatch versus transmission plan development for the CBA 
scenario potential violations. The group made modifications to the scope (Attachment 5 – 2014 ITPNT 
Scope). 
 

Mo Awad motioned to approve the 2014 ITPNT scope as modified. Mike Swearingen 
seconded the motion. The motion passed with 13 for, 3 against, and 1 abstention. John 
Boshears voted against the motion due to lack of understanding of CBA model 
development and how these models will be used. John Fulton voted against the motion for 
the following reasons: 1) there has been no discussion or direction from MDWG on how to 
make or build CBA models, what should be in these models, how to represent sold firm 
service, etc., and other questions such as flowgates in future years, etc.; 2) the proposal of 
issuing NTCs based on an economic dispatch; 3) a general lack of specifications as to 
how the economic benefits would be calculated, if that was the method to justify an NTC.  

 

Agenda Item 5 – BPR Reviews 

Due to time limitations, this agenda item was moved to the next meeting. 
  

Agenda Item 6 – Voltage Security Study 

Due to time limitations, this agenda item was moved to the next meeting. 
 

Agenda Item 7 – Teleconference Schedule for 2013 

Due to time limitations, this agenda item was moved to the next meeting. 
 
Since several items did not get addressed on this call, TWG scheduled the January 3 joint ESWG-TWG 
call to be extended until 1 p.m. as a TWG only call. Once the joint call items are finished, TWG will 
immediately proceed into TWG items tabled from this meeting. 
 
With no additional time on the call, the meeting was adjourned at 4:02 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Rachel Hulett 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 3, 2013 

Net Conference 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
 

1. Approved the 2013 ITPNT Report. 

2. Approved the Voltage Security Study as indicative. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 3, 2013 

Net Conference 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Call to Order – Administrative Items 

TWG Vice Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 11:19 a.m. following the conclusion of the 
joint ESWG-TWG meeting. The following members were in attendance: 
 

Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield, MO 
Ronnie Frizzell, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. 
John Fulton, Southwestern Public Service Co. 
Travis Hyde, Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Co. 
Jason Shook, GDS representing East Texas Electric Coop. 
Tim Smith, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc.,  
Noman Williams, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light 

 
The following stakeholders and staff were also in attendance: 
 

Jonathan Abebe, Clean Line Energy 
Roy Boyer, Southwestern Public Service Co.  
Bob Burner, Duke Energy 
Tom DeBaun, Kansas Corporation Commission 
Christin Domian, Mitsubishi Electric 
Steve Gaw, Wind Coalition 
Tony Gott, Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Kirk Hall, SPP Staff 
Jody Holland, SPP Staff 
Barry Huddleston, Clean Line Energy 
Rachel Hulett, SPP Staff 
Antoine Lucas, SPP Staff 
Bob Lux, SPP Staff 
Adam McKinnie, Missouri Public Service Commission 
Debbie Prater, Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Katherine Prewitt, SPP Staff 
Jeff Rooker, SPP RE 
David Sargent, Southwestern Power Administration 
Wayman Smith, American Electric Power 
Al Tamimi, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
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Kyle Watson, Entergy 
Pat Wilkins, Tres Amigas, LLC 
 

Rachel Hulett, SPP staff, noted there was a quorum to begin the meeting. 
 
The TWG continued into the TWG only items on the meeting agenda (Attachment 1 – Agenda). 
 

Agenda Item 3 – 2013 ITPNT Report 

Jody Holland summarized the changes made to the 2013 ITPNT report, including the re-evaluations, and 
also summarized additional pending changes not in the posted report. The members made several 
corrections to the report and appendices (Attachment 2 – 2013 ITPNT Report). Noman stated staff was 
seeking TWG approval on the report, a shift from endorsement in past years. TWG would then take this to 
MOPC for recommendation. TWG agreed to this concept. 
 

Alan Myers motioned to approve the 2013 ITPNT, which was seconded by Mo Awad. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 

 
TWG asked staff to send out the revised report after the meeting. 
 

Agenda Item 4 – BPR Reviews 

BPR-033 NTC Re-evaluation 
Antoine Lucas, SPP staff, reviewed the NTC Re-evaluation Business Practice with the group. TWG 
discussed the need for two different criteria: 1) the second criterion which addresses if the project’s in-
service date is delayed beyond the need date; 2) the last criterion based on the project cost exceeding 
$20 million. TWG agree there does not need to be automatic re-evaluation for upgrades if they cannot 
meet the SPP need date. They also suggested changes to the $20 million cost based criterion in order to 
minimize risk on a re-evaluated project if the TO needs to move forward with the project during the 
automatic re-evaluation period.  
 
TWG asked the Project Cost Working Group to define “project lead time”, giving their suggestion that the 
definition is the time to get project energized from NTC issuance (Attachment 3a – NTC Review Business 
Practice). 
 
BPR-021 ATP 
Antoine Lucas summarized the latest changes in the ATP Business Practice. The group discussed which, 
if any, models ATPs should be included in for internal SPP studies and for sharing with non-Tariff entities. 
Currently staff plans to only include ATPs in SPP’s GI and Aggregate Studies models based on the 
identified Need Date from ITP processes. They made revisions to the business practice (Attachment 3b – 
ATP Business Practice). TWG tabled action on the business practice until the next meeting. TWG also 
asked staff to provide the original approved documentation of the ATP concept for the next discussion on 
this topic. 
 

Agenda Item 5 – Voltage Security Study 

Jody Holland reviewed the Voltage Security Study assumptions and results. Staff is seeking TWG 
approval of this study as indicative (Attachments 4a,b – Voltage Security Study Presentation and Report). 
 

Mo Awad motioned to approve the Voltage Security Study as indicative. Jason Shook 
seconded, and the motion passed unopposed. 
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Agenda Item 6 – Teleconference schedule for 2013 

Rachel Hulett shared the proposed schedule for conference calls in 2013 (Attachment 5 – 2013 
Teleconferences). These calls would occur in months in which a face-to-face meeting is not held. Staff 
selected the calls be on the fourth Wednesday of the month from 9-11 a.m. unless noted. TWG asked 
staff to schedule proposed calls in 2013. The next call is January 23.  
 

Agenda Item 7 – Closing 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:23 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Rachel Hulett 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

TRANSMISSIONWORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 03, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. ESWG and TWG approved the motion recommending that in 2014 the ‘Level 1’ 
probabilistic plan will be reconsidered for 2015 implementation if approved. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

TRANSMISSIONWORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 3, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the joint meeting of the Economic Studies Working 
Group (ESWG) and Transmission Working Group (TWG) to order at 9:01 a.m., welcomed those in 
attendance, and asked for introductions (Attachment 1 – Attendance List).  

There were 62 web conference participants representing 12 of 13 ESWG members and 17 of 20 TWG 
members.  

Agenda Item 1 – Probabilistic Planning Business Case (Action Item) 

Antoine Lucas, SPP staff, presented the Business Case for probabilistic planning (Attachment 2 – 
Probabilistic Planning Presentation). There was much discussion on the implementation of the proposal. 
Several members asked staff to wait one or two cycles of the ITP process before implementation. Also a 
member asked staff to add the SPP member costs to the costs and benefits of the proposal. Randy 
Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District, disagreed with the benefits from the business case stating 
staff is already incorporating many of these items into SPP’s existing planning processes. 

 

Noman Williams motioned and Kip Fox seconded TWG/ESWG recommends implementing 
‘Level 1’ probabilistic planning in 2014.  

Noman Williams gave his proxy to Al Tamimi. See Attachment 5. 

 

Jim McAvoy motioned and Leon Howell seconded the motion to amend the motion 
to state  “TWG/ESWG recommends that in 2014 the ‘Level 1’ probabilistic plan be 
reconsidered for 2015 implementation if approved.” TWG passed the amendment 
with 11 for and, three four against, and one abstention. ESWG passed the 
amendment with ten for and one against. Alan Myers, and John Payne, and Jason 
Shook voted against the amendment and Jason Shook abstained as it was their 
preference that if SPP is to continue looking at probabilistic planning SPP should 
not delay until 2015.  Randy Lindstrom voted against the amendment based on the 
following reasons: does not identify any substantial reliability or cost benefits 
which would justify additional SPP Staff and new consulting service fees; current 
deterministic planning processes and ITP processes already adequately address 
any perceived benefits which might be provided by the Probabilistic Planning 
Project; further, with all of the existing SPP planning processes and the impending 
Integrated Market startup, the data and analysis requirements of my existing 
Transmission Planning, Staff is extensive and any incremental NPPD resource 
requirements to support the Probabilistic Planning Project is not warranted. 

 

TWG passed the amended motion with 13 for, and two three against, and one abstention. 
ESWG passed the amendment with ten for and one against. John Payne and Jason Shook 
voted against the amendment and Jason Shook abstained as it was their preference that if 
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SPP is to continue looking at probabilistic planning SPP should not delay until 
2015. Randy Lindstrom voted against the motion because in addition to the reasons for 
voting against the amendment the material presented to date on the Probabilistic Planning 
Project does not even warrant re-consideration of the Business Case in 2014.  

Agenda Item 2 – SFOTF Report 

Brett Hooton, SPP staff, shared the main concepts from Seams Steering Committee’s (SSC) approved 
policy paper to address interregional planning for Order 1000 (Attachment 3a/3b– Presentation and Order 
1000 Policy Paper). 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. The meeting 
was adjourned at 11:18 a.m. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas and Rachel Hulett 

ESWG and TWG Secretaries  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

TRANSMISSIONWORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 3, 2013 

Web Conference 

•  A G E N D A  •  

9:00 am – 11:30 am 

For the agenda see Attachment 4.  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

TRANSMISSIONWORKING GROUP MEETING 

January 3, 2013 

Web Conference 

•  P R O X I E S  •  

Noman Williams proxy to Al Tamini give as Attachment 5. 

Formatted: Space After:  0 pt
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Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

February 12-13, 2013 
Skirvin Hilton – Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
Tuesday 8:30 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

 
1. Administrative Items ......................................................................................... Noman Williams (15 min) 

a. Call to Order 
b. Proxies 
c. Antitrust Guidelines 
d. Previous Meeting Minutes (Action Item) 

i. November 7-8, 2022 
ii. December 19, 2012 
iii. January 3, 2013 
iv. ESWG-TWG January 3, 2013 

e. Agenda review 
f. Meeting Materials 

2. Review of Past Action Items ................................................................................... Rachel Hulett (5 min) 

3. MOPC/Board Update ........................................................................................ Noman Williams (30 min) 
a. Task force for long-term ARRs 

4. Transient Stability TF Report .................................................................................... Don Taylor (30 min) 

5. BPR Review with PCWG1 ................................................................................... Antoine Lucas (60 min) 
a. BPR 033 NTC Re-evaluation (Action Item) 

6. CRR Reviews ......................................................................................................... Jason Smith (30 min) 
a. CRR-002 Annual Contingency Reserve Obligations (Action Item) 
b. CRR-003 Appendix 12 Additions and clarifications (Action Item) 

7. AQ Improvement Task Force Scope (Action Item) ............................................William Mauldin (15 min) 

8. TWG Reports ............................................................................................................................... (45 min) 
a. MDWG Status Report (Joe Fultz) 
b. TWG Criteria TF Status Report (Mo Awad) 
c. 2013 TWG Work Schedule (Rachel Hulett) 
d. 2012 Organizational Group Survey Results (Rachel Hulett) 

 
9. Planning Coordinator Activities ........................................................................................... Staff (90 min) 

                                                 
1NOTE: During this portion of the meeting (approx. 10 am), TWG will dial into PCWG’s Feb 12 meeting for joint 
discussion on this topic. You can register for the PCWG meeting for web conference and dial-in information. 

38 of 16538 of 165



 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

a. 2013 TPL Analysis Proposal (Noman Williams) 
b. Discussion on Planning SOLs and IROLs 
c. Introduction to FAC-013-2 

10. Planning for 95% thermal loading .................................................................................. Bob Lux (30 min) 

11. Interconnection Updates ....................................................................................................................... All 

Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force Meeting 3 p.m. – 5 p.m. 
 

Wednesday 9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
 

12. ITP Update ........................................................................................................................ Staff (120 min) 
a. ITP Manual Updates 
b. 2014 ITPNT, CBA Discussion 
c. 2013 ITP20 Update (Juliano Freitas) 

i. Draft Portfolio 
ii. Draft Report 

d. 2015 ITP10 Scope/Futures 

13. Other ..................................................................................................................................................... All 
a. NERC Planning Committee Update (Noman Williams) 
b. Criteria 2.1.9 – Capacity Requirements (Rachel Hulett) 

14. Summary of Action Items ....................................................................................... Rachel Hulett (5 min) 

15. Discussion of Future Meetings ........................................................................... Noman Williams (2 min) 
a. TWG Conference Call March 27, 9-11 am 
b. TWG May 14 – Dallas/Ft. Worth 
c. ITP Summit May 15 – Dallas/Ft. Worth 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

February 12-13, 2013 – 8:00 a.m. 

 

 
Action Item 

Date 
Originate

d 
Status Comments 

1. Staff to create a work 
plan for the new TPL-
001-32 Standard 
implementation. 

February 3-
4, 2010 In Progress 

While awaiting NERC standard 
changes, staff has begun work on 
this item. 
AI 32 created to address data 
requirements from members. 

3. Scott Jordan will 
contact Randy 
Lindstrom and John 
Fulton to discuss DSA 
tools and 
benchmarking tests. 

February 1, 
2011 In Progress 

Being addressed by Transient 
Stability Task Force.  TSTF will 
provide report documenting 
benchmarking in December. 

4. MITF to address how 
to model generation, 
either net or gross, in 
order to more 
accurately assess 
system stability. 

May 11-12, 
2011 

In Progress 
MITF 

MITF went to TSTF for direction. 
TSTF  MITF now currently working 
with TSTF to bring new proposal to 
MDWG 

5. Staff to develop a 
strawman framework 
for enhancing the ITP 
planning process 
which will phase in 
coordinated levels of 
reactive compensation 
and short circuit 
analysis for better 
project cost 
estimation. 

May 11-12, 
2011 

In 
ProgressMeeting 

Staff 

Legacy project study (aka 2012 
Voltage Security Study) completed. 
Agenda Item 5Proposed ITP Manual 
updates. Agenda Item 12a. 

6. Staff to assess 
Powertech contract 
and impacts to 
members for building 
stability models and 
provide a report to 
TWG. 

August 3-4, 
2011 In Progress 

Staff discussed this topic with MITF. 
 
As a follow-up to the TWG and MITF 
meetings regarding the schedule for 
the proposed dynamic model build 
based on Member 
feedback: currently SPP utilizes PLI 
as a dynamics coordinator for the 
dynamic build.  Models have not 
been built in house for some 
time.  Currently the Dynamic 

Formatted Table

Formatted Table
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Coordinator performs the following 
tasks: 

 Inputs/Edits to the MMWG 
SDDB 

 Constructs Dyre File 
 Constructs CONL and 

GNET files 
 Constructs Dynamic 

Libraries for Object and 
Source Codes for USER 
Models 

 Edits Power Flow 
o Machine Mbase 
o Xsource 
o Initialization 

Situations 
 Adjusts Dyre File 

o Edits Dyre file small 
time constants for 
no-fault simulation 

 Dynamic Reductions of all 
cases 

 Submits data to MMWG on 
behalf of SPP 

 

7. TWG to discuss 
creating a process to 
include all the 
requirements when 
proposing Special 
Protection Schemes 

August 3-4, 
2011 

In 
ProgressComple

te 

Dismissed AI 

8. Staff to show financial 
data with regards to 
contracting future 
stability studies or 
hiring an FTE to SPP 
staff to complete the 
studies in house 

November 
2-3, 2011 

In 
ProgressMeeting 

Addressed as part of Action Item 5. 
See Agenda Item 12a 
 

9. Staff to propose 
details for 
consolidation of the 
ITP and MDWG 
models for SPP 
compliance 
assessments 

November 2 
-3, 2011 

In 
ProgressMeeting 
Noman Williams 

Agenda Item 09a 

11
. 

Staff to draft process 
and any Tariff 
revisions to allow for 
the quarterly addition 
and removal of 

February 
21-22, 2012 

In Progress 
Rachel Hulett 

and Will Tootle 

Currently Tariff Att C allows for 
addition of flowgates at any time; 
however, it only allows removing 
permanent flowgates in the annual 
flowgate assessment process.  

Comment [r1]: Ask TWG for guidance 
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permanent flowgates. Staff is continuing to research the 
potential impacts of this process. 

14
. 

MDWG to develop 
metric for model data 
submittals to capture 
both SPP and 
members meeting 
deadlines.  

February 
21-22, 2012 Complete 

Report card developed for 2012 
Build 2 power flow models. Agenda 
Item 11a. 

15
. 

SPP Staff to provide 
updates to the TWG 
on building a CBA 
model and ask for 
feedback throughout 
the process of the 
model build.   

February 
21-22, 2012 

In 
MeetingComplet

e 

Staff released models in 
September/October for stakeholder 
review. ACCC Results were shared 
in October. 
Agenda Item 6aCompleted in 2013 
ITPNT. 

18
. 

Staff to perform gap 
analysis for Criteria 3 
and 12.2-12.4 as well 
as additional 
comparison of Criteria 
4 against NERC 
Standards.  

February 
21-22, 2012 

In Progress 
Kirk Hall 

Task force working through Criteria. 
Update from CRTF in meeting. 
Agenda Item. 

19
. 

Staff to research 
effects of FERC Order 
754 on SPP and 
report back to TWG.  

February 
21-22, 2012 

In 
MeetingComplet

e 
 

Agenda Item 18b 

26
. 

Members to review 
PRC-023-2 and be 
ready to participate in 
a discussion at the 
August TWG Meeting 

May 9-10, 
2012 Complete 

 

27
. 

Staff to begin work on 
a draft list of facilities 
that would belong on 
the list resulting from 
PRC-023-2 

May 9-10, 
2012 

In 
MeetingComplet

e 

Staff performed analysis and created 
a draft list of facilities.  
Agenda Item 13a.Presented at 
November 2012 meeting.  Staff will 
solicit comments on list generated 
last fall. 

32
. 

Staff to determine 
necessary data from 
transmission owners 
that SPP (Planning 
Coordinator) needs for 
its TPL-001-2 
compliance. 

August 21-
22, 2012 In Progress 

This is an additional action item to AI 
1 above. 

33
. 

RTO and RE staff to 
work with the MDWG 
to address data 
reporting requirements 

August 21-
22, 2012 

In Progress 
Staff/MDWG 

MDWG to discuss at their next 
November 13 meeting.  
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and enforceability for 
merchant/independent
ly-owned generation 
and transmission 
assets.  Define 1) who 
is responsible for the 
data exchange, 2) 
when data exchange 
is required, 3) how to 
enforce the exchange 
of data.   

34
. 

Staff to consider 
providing other 
electronic formats of 
geographic 
information (maps) 
besides PDF to 
members.  Staff to 
research existing 
member agreements 
and determine if 
updates are needed 
that allow sharing of 
geographic 
information 
electronically. 

August 21-
22, 2012 

Complete 
John Mills 

In response to the TWG action item 
related to the sharing of geographic 
information among SPP members 
the Modeling Department solicited 
feedback from representatives at the 
following entities: AEP, EDE, 
Westar, BPU, OGE, GRDA, SUNC, 
SWPA, SPS, KCPL, MIDW, NPPD, 
LES, OPPD, and CLECO. These are 
the entities that provided 
GIS/mapping contacts to SPP and 
have provided data to SPP in the 
past.  

SPP requested a “Yes” vote to allow 
geographic data sharing and a “No” 
vote to maintain the current policy of 
strict confidentiality of this data. 

Seven entities responded to the 
inquiry, all with a “No” vote. Due to 
this response, SPP will continue the 
policy of strict confidentiality of 
geographic data provide by its 
members.  

35
. 

Staff to address the 
frequency of re-
executing Non-
Disclosure 
Agreements. August 21-

22, 2012 
Complete 
John Mills 

In response to this action item SPP 
staff agrees that beginning for 2013 
the NDA information will be updated 
every year to ensure that SPP’s 
records are current.  SPP does not 
intend to require execution of the 
SPP NDA on an annual basis.  SPP 
will send to each entity the list of 
users for verification of continued 
use. 

36
. 

Staff to develop a 
strawman proposal on 
when and how 
merchant transmission 
facilities should be 
included in SPP study 

August 21-
22, 2012 In Progress 
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processes.   
37

. 
Staff to work with 
volunteers to develop 
language to add to 
Appendix 11. 

August 21-
22, 2012 

In Progress 
Kirk Hall 

Staff has sought volunteers’ opinions 
on topic. Currently working on draft 
language. 

38
. 

Staff to consider using 
the MDWG Build 2 
models for 2012 TPL 
steady-state analysis. 

August 21-
22, 2012 Complete 

Staff determined the timing 
constraints for TPL didn’t allow staff 
to use Build 2 models. 

39
. 

Staff to send out a 
data request, if 
necessary, for PRC-
023-2 by September 
30, 2012. 

August 21-
22, 2012 Complete 

No data request necessary. 

40
. 

Charles Hendrix to 
walk through the 
Generation 
Interconnect process 
at the next face to 
face meeting. 

September 
27, 2012 

In 
MeetingComplet

e 

Agenda item 8. 

41
. 

Staff to develop dates 
for conference calls 
for the 1st half of 2013 
to present at the next 
meeting.   

November 
7-8, 2012 Complete 

Staff presented the meeting dates 
on January 3, 2013. 

42
. 

Staff to work with Bill 
Quaintance to add 
additional information 
to the Voltage Security 
Report (i.e. the post 
contingent bus voltage 
data, language 
commenting on the 
1.05 pu voltage 
criteria and indicative 
nature of this study, 
and a list of shunts in 
the base model).  
Once changes are 
incorporated, staff to 
send out report for 
TWG comment. 

November 
7-8, 2012 Complete 

TWG approved the revised report on 
January 3, 2013. 

43
. 

Staff to draft proposal 
on high wind 
sensitivity. 

November 
7-8, 2012 In Progress 

 

44
. 

Staff to bring a list of 
all 2013 ITPNT 
potential thermal 
violations with 
loadings between 95% 
and 100% to the 
February TWG 
meeting.   

November 
7-8, 2012 In Meeting 

Agenda Item 10. 

Formatted Table
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45
. 

Staff to describe how 
Staff meets Criteria 
3.5 requirements at 
the February TWG 
meeting. 

November 
7-8, 2012 In Progress 

 

46
. 

Staff to work with 
RTWG for 
interpretation on what 
qualifies for an 
Attachment AQ study. 

November 
7-8, 2012 In Progress 

 

47
. 

TWG to form 
Attachment AQ 
Improvement Task 
Force. 

November 
7-8, 2012 In Meeting 

Agenda Item 07 
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2/20/2013

1

TSTF

Final Report

TWG Meeting

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

February 12-13, 2013

Don Taylor

Don.Taylor@westarenergy.com· 

785.575.6430

Transient Stability Taskforce

TSTF: Members:

Brian Brownlow, Joe Fultz, Reené Miranda, Rob O’Keefe, Al Tamimi, 

and Don Taylor; Scott Jordan - SPP Staff member & Secretary

Charter:

Develop SPP Dynamic Performance Requirements applicable to 

the studies required when NERC TPL-001-02 gains approval.

– “For planning events P1 through P7: Power oscillations shall exhibit acceptable 

damping as established by the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner.” 

– “Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall have criteria for 

acceptable System steady state voltage limits, post-Contingency voltage 

deviations, and the transient voltage response for its System.  For transient 

voltage response, the criteria shall at a minimum, specify a low voltage level and 

a maximum length of time that transient voltages may remain below that level.”

2
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Transient Stability Taskforce

Disturbance Performance Requirements – Rotor Angle

• “For the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment as described in 

Requirement R2, Parts 2.4 and 2.5, each Transmission Planner and 

Planning Coordinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed in 

Table1.” [TPL-001-3_R4]

• “For planning events P1 through P7: Power oscillations shall exhibit 

acceptable damping as established by the Planning Coordinator and 

Transmission Planner.” [TPL-001-3_R4.1.3]

3

Transient Stability Taskforce

Disturbance Performance Requirements – Rotor Angle

• Rotor Angle (Power Oscillation) Damping Requirement

– Quantify the damping of the rotor angle for a Damping Ratio, 

Successive Positive Peak Ratio (SPPR), and Successive Positive Peak 

Ratio Five (SPPR5) of an event.

– The SPP BES was screened against this requirement.

– It does not appear that there are any serious issues if this is 

implemented.

4
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Transient Stability Taskforce

5
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Figure 1 - Example of Successive Peak Peak Ratio (SPPR) Requirements 

SPPR = 2nd Peak 

must be 95% or less 

of 1st Peak

SPPR5= 5th Peak 

must be 77.4% or 

less of 1st Peak

Transient Stability Taskforce

Disturbance Performance Requirements – Voltage Recovery

• “Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall have criteria 

for acceptable System steady state voltage limits, post-Contingency 

voltage deviations, and the transient voltage response for its System.  For 

transient voltage response, the criteria shall at a minimum, specify a low 

voltage level and a maximum length of time that transient voltages may 

remain below that level.” [TPL-001-3_R5] 

– Steady state voltage limits are done! [SPP Criteria 3.4]

– Post-Contingency voltage deviations are not addressed per se!

– Transient voltage response is not addressed per se!

6
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Transient Stability Taskforce

Disturbance Performance Requirements

• Transient Voltage Recovery Requirements

– Prevent “excessively” high or low transient voltage swings after a 

disturbance is cleared.

– BES voltages shall not exceed 1.2 per unit nor fall below 0.7 per 

unit at any time after a disturbance is cleared.

– When does “steady state” begin?

– The SPP BES was screened against this requirement.

– There are concerns that the load modeling will have a direct and 

serious implication for compliance.

– It appears that there may be serious issues if this is implemented.

7

Transient Stability Taskforce

8
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Transient Stability Taskforce

• The Taskforce balloted on the proposed Disturbance 

Performance Requirements.  It was neither approved nor 

disapproved.

• Rotor Angle (power oscillations) are acceptable.

• Voltage response is the center of disagreement. 

9

10

Don Taylor

Manager

Transmission Studies & Compliance 

Westar Energy, Inc.

Don.Taylor@westarenergy.com  

785.575.6430
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Southwest Power Pool 
Disturbance Performance Requirements 

 
 
OVERVIEW  
 
These Disturbance Performance Requirements (“Requirements”) shall be applicable to the Bulk Electric 
System within the Southwest Power Pool Planning Area.  Utilization of these Requirements applies to all 
registered entities within the Southwest Power Pool Planning Area.  These Requirements shall not be 
applicable to facilities that are not part of Bulk Electric System.  More stringent Requirements are at the sole 
discretion of each Transmission Owner.   
 
Transient and dynamic stability assessments are generally performed to assure adequate avoidance of loss of 
generator synchronism and prevention of system voltage collapse within the first 20 seconds after a system 
disturbance.  These Requirements provide a basis for evaluating the system response during the initial 
transient period following a disturbance on the Bulk Electric System by establishing minimum requirements 
for machine rotor angle damping and transient voltage recovery. 
 
ROTOR ANGLE DAMPING REQUIREMENT 
 
Machine Rotor Angles shall exhibit well damped angular oscillations [as defined below] and acceptable 
power swings following a disturbance on the Bulk Electric System for all NERC Category A, B and C 
events. 
 
Well damped angular oscillations shall meet one of the following two requirements when calculated directly 
from the rotor angle: 
 
1. Successive Positive Peak Ratio (SPPR) must be less than or equal to 0.95 where SPPR is calculated as 

follows: 
    Peak Rotor Angle of 2nd Positive Swing Peak 
  SPPR =  ------------------------------------------------------- ≤ 0.95 

Peak Rotor Angle of 1st Positive Swing Peak 
 
-or-  Damping Factor % = (1 – SPPR) x 100%  ≥ 5% 
 
The machine rotor angle damping ratio may be determined by appropriate modal analysis (i.e. Prony 
Analysis) where the following equivalent requirement must be met: 
 
  Damping Ratio ≥ 0.0081633 

 
2. Successive Positive Peak Ratio Five (SPPR5) must be less than or equal to 0.774 where SPPR5 is 

calculated as follows: 
    Peak Rotor Angle of 65th Positive Swing Peak 
  SPPR5 =  ------------------------------------------------------- ≤ 0.774 

Peak Rotor Angle of 1st Positive Swing Peak 
 
-or-  Damping Factor % = (1 – SPPR) x 100%  ≥ 22.6% 
 
The machine rotor angle damping ratio may be determined by appropriate modal analysis (i.e. Prony 
Analysis) where the following equivalent requirement must be met: 
 
  Damping Ratio ≥ 0.0081633 
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Qualitatively, these Requirements are shown in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1 - Example of Successive Peak Peak Ratio (SPPR) Requirements 

SPPR = 2nd Peak 
must be 95% or less 
of 1st Peak

SPPR5= 5th Peak 
must be 77.4% or 
less of 1st Peak

 
 
TRANSIENT VOLTAGE RECOVERY REQUIREMENT 
 
Any time after a disturbance is cleared; bus voltages on the Bulk Electric System shall not swing outside of 
the bandwidth of 0.70 per unit to 1.20 per unit. 
 
Qualitatively, this Requirement is shown in Figure 2 below. 
 

 

Comment [RH1]: Change to 6th peak 
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NTC Review 

Business Practice

TWG – February 2013

MOPC Action Item #181

• Direct the BPWG to examine the process for the re-

evaluation of previously issued NTCs, including 

questions or requests for reconsideration by 

stakeholders, and the occasional self initiated 

reconsideration executed by Staff to ensure continued 

need for an NTC project. (January 17-18, 2012)

2
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Why Re-evaluate NTCs?

• Assess the continued need for project(s) given the 

availability of new information 

– material changes to modeling assumptions, 

– public policy, 

– project costs

• Value created by

– modification or replacement of NTCs to construct 

more cost effective projects (and) 

– withdrawal of projects that are no longer needed.

3

NTC Business Practice

• Clarifies the conditions under which an NTC will 

undergo automatic re-evaluation (Staff Initiated)

• Identifies other initiators for NTC re-evaluations

– PCWG (Cost Variance)

– Ad Hoc (Per Stakeholder Request)

• Identifies closing dates to receive NTC re-evaluation 

requests

• Identifies the study process for NTC re-evaluations

4
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Criteria for Staff Initiated Re-evaluation
• Projects meeting any one of the following (OR criteria)

1. Change in Public Policy relevant to a Policy Project 

2. An event has occurred causing significant change to an area

• Projects meeting all of the following criteria (AND criteria)

1. Total estimated project cost exceeds $20 Million

2. NTC has been issued for at least one year 

3. NTC has a Need Date greater than 48 months from the NTC 

issuance date 

4. The re-evaluation shall be completed prior to the beginning of 

project lead time window 

5. Committed expenditures as of the date of completion of re-

evaluation should not exceed 10% of the baseline NTC cost 

estimate.

5

Other Initiators for NTC Re-evaluation

• Project is identified for re-evaluation by the PCWG 

and approved by the SPP Board of Directors

• DTO requests re-evaluation of their assigned NTC

6
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Key Discussion Points

• “AND” criteria for Staff initiated re-evaluation is 

conservative

– No existing NTC projects meet criteria for re-evaluation

• Fourth and fifth “AND” criteria may be duplicative

– SCERT Data Dictionary defines Network Upgrade Lead Time as 

the number of months required to complete the Upgrade 

including Right-of-Way, engineering design, procurement and 

construction lead times

– The fifth “AND” Criteria may be unnecessary as the fourth 

“AND” criteria requires NTC re-evaluations to be complete 

prior to the lead time window beginning

7

Antoine Lucas

alucas@spp.org

Office: 501-614-3382
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BPR Number BPR033 BPR 
Title NTC Review 

Business Practice Section(s) 
Requiring Revision (include 
Section No., Title, and Protocol Version) 

New Business Practice  

Impact Analysis Required 
 (Yes or No) No 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) No 
Requested Resolution (Normal or 
Urgent) Normal 

Description 
 
To describe the criteria used to select ITP projects assigned an NTC 
for re-evaluation. 

Reason  
To assess the continued need for previously issued NTCs as new 
information becomes available and is evaluated in current planning 
processes. 

Tariff Implications or Changes 
(Yes or No; If yes include a 
summary of impact and/or 
specific changes) 

No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes (Yes or No; If yes 
include a summary of impact 
and/or specific changes) 

No 

Credit Implications (Yes or 
No, and summary of impact) No 

Sponsor 
Name Katherine Prewitt 
E-mail Address kprewitt@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool 
Company Address 201 Worthen Drive, Little Rock, AR 72223 
Phone Number (501) 614-3514 
Fax Number  

 

NOTIFICATION TO CONSTRUCT 
The process for issuing Notifications to Construct (NTCs) is fully described in Business 
Practices 7050 and 7060 as well as in Attachment O, Section VI of the Tariff.  Projects 
assigned an NTC will be reviewed to determine if the projects will be re-evaluated.  The intent 
of NTC project re-evaluation is to assess the continued need for the project(s) and the project’s 
required in-service date.  This business practice is intended to clarify the criteria used to 
determine transmission projects assigned NTCs that will be re-evaluated.   
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DEFINITIONS 

 
BOD: SPP Board of Directors. 
Designated Transmission Owner (DTO): The Transmission Owner(s) or other entity 
designated to build and own a Network Upgrade in accordance with the Tariff.  
Notification to Construct (NTC/NTC-C): A formal document specifying approval of and 
notification to build specific Network Upgrades in accordance with Business Practice 7050 
7060 and the Tariff. 
Notification to Construct with Conditions (NTC-C):  A formal document directing a DTO to 
further refine its Study Estimate for its Applicable Project.  An NTC-C does not authorize the 
DTO to start construction or to order materials for the project. 
Need Date: Date when a Network Upgrade needs to be in-service as identified in the 
applicable planning study process.  
Network Upgrade: All or a portion of the modifications or additions to transmission-related 
facilities that are integrated with and support the Transmission Provider’s overall Transmission 
System for the general benefit of all Users of such Transmission System. 
PCWG: SPP Project Cost Working Group 
Project: One or more Network Upgrades that together form a uniform upgrade on the network.  

 
Business Practice 

• ITP Study Process 
o 10-Year Assessment – ITP10 
o Near Term Assessment - ITPNT 

 
This Business Practice clarifies the conditions under which an NTC will be re-evaluated during 
the ITP study process.  The need for a re-evaluation of an NTC may arise from the availability 
of new information such as material changes to modeling assumptions, public policy, and 
project costs.  These changes may result in a need to modify or replace NTCs to construct a 
more cost effective project.  This business practice is applicable to NTCs resulting from the ITP 
Study Process that are issued after 1/1/2012.   
 
Re-evaluation of an NTC will be initiated based on the following criteria: 

• There has been a change in Public Policy directly related to a project designated in the 
ITP study process as a Policy Project. 

o OR; 
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• A Project’s in-service date is delayed beyond the project’s Need Date by more than 12 
months and the NTC has a Need Date greater than 12 months from the NTC issuance 
date and not under construction. 

o• OR; 

• A Project has been determined for re-evaluation by the PCWG and approved by the 
BOD. 

o OR; 
• An force majeure condition event has occurred (e.g. tornadoes, hurricanes, earthquake, 

etc.) causing significant damage change to an area. 
o OR; 

• Upon DTO request to re-evaluate their assigned NTC. 
o OR; 

• Total estimated project cost exceeds $20 Million AND; 
o The NTC has been issued for at least one year AND; 
o The NTC has a Need Date greater than 24 48 months from the NTC issuance 

date AND; 
o The re-evaluation shallould be completed prior to the beginning of project lead 

time window AND; 
o The project(s) is not under constructionCommitted expenditures as of the date of 

considerationend of re-evaluation should not exceed 10% of the baseline NTC 
cost estimate.  
 

Applicable ITP Study Process for NTC Re-evaluation: 
• Reliability projects meeting the NTC re-evaluation criteria with Need Dates within the 

current ITPNT planning horizon will be re-evaluated during the current ITPNT.   

• Reliability projects meeting the NTC re-evaluation criteria with Need Dates beyond the 
current ITPNT planning horizon will be re-evaluated during the subsequent ITPNT with 
a horizon including the project’s need date. 

• Economic and Public Policy projects meeting the NTC re-evaluation criteria will be 
reviewed during the next ITP10.  

• A DTO request to re-evaluate their assigned NTC outside of the ITP Study Process will 
require BOD approval.  

• Determinations for re-evaluations in addition to the initial re-evaluation will be based on 
project lead times necessary to allow the Need Dates of the projects to be met.   

 
A DTO who’s NTC has been chosen for re-evaluation will be contacted by SPP and 
informed of the project’s re-evaluation status. 
 

Formatted

Comment [RH1]: TWG asks PCWG to provide 
details on how projects will be evaluated per this 
criterion. 

Comment [RH2]: Having WG/committee 
approval on more items, like this one 

Comment [RH3]: Allow TOs to provide 
information on project’s schedule that may also be 
considered before declaring re-evaluation. 
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NTC Review Closing Dates1: 
• ITPNT: The closing date will be July 1st of the current cycle of the ITPNT for the 

performance of the NTC review and the receipt of DTO re-evaluation requests. 

• ITP10: The closing date will be November four (4) months following the start1st of the 
current ITP10 cycle for NTC review for the performance of the NTC review and the 
receipt DTO re-evaluation requests. 

 
The withdrawal or modification of an NTC Project must not: 

• Cause adverse impact to existing Service Agreements or other contractually committed 
service under the Tariff. 

• Result in the inability to meet reliability standards. 
• Render sold firm transmission service undeliverable. 

• Render interregional studies or agreements invalid.   
 

Upon the withdrawal of an NTC, the DTO which received the NTC will be notified of the 
change in status of the Project.  The NTC Project will also be removed from all planning 
models including TS and GI models. 

                                                 
1Consideration for re-evaluation will be given to an NTC based on the occurrence of unforeseen circumstances 
adversely affecting the project after the specified closing date. 
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Criteria Revision Request 

 
 
CRR 
No. 002 CRR 

Title Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Obligations 

Criteria Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No.:  6      
Title:  Operating Reserve      

Impact Analysis Required 

  Yes – If yes, estimated cost:  TBD          No 
 
Changes to SPP systems will be required with the approval of this CRR.  The 
OATI RSS will require changes as well as some minor changes to Load and 
Capability. 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal         Expedited         Urgent Action        

   
Provide explanation if Expedited and/or Urgent Action is selected:               

Type of Revision 
  Correction/Clean-Up                             Clarification       

  Policy Change        

Revision Description 

 
Yearly Annual contingency reserve obligation could entail changes to both the 
amount of reserves the SPP reserve sharing group carries as well as the method 
by which the allocation of contingency reserves to each participating balancing 
authority is calculated. 
 
The largest unit plus one half the second largest unit online during the year 
rounded to the nearest 100 MW will be the contingency reserve obligation for the 
SPP reserve sharing group. 
 
The average of the daily contingency reserve obligations beginning Jan. 1, 2010 
will be used to calculate the contingency reserve allocation that will be effective 
through the end of 2013. 
 
Contingency reserve allocations that will become effective for 2014 June 1, 2013 
will be calculated based on the average daily actualSystem Peak Load load of 
each participating balancing authority over the prior year.  Each balancing authority 
will be allocated a contingency reserve obligation as follows: (SPP RSG Total 
Obligation)*(BA Average Daily System Peak Load/Sum of All BA Average System 
Peak Load Values).  Each participating balancing authority will be required to 
submit an their Systemaverage daily peak Peak load Load for the year by a 
specified date. 
 

Reason for Revision 

 
Under the rules of the SPP Reserve Sharing Group, the total amount of 
contingency reserves carried by the group and the allocation of this requirement 
among the participating balancing authorities is calculated on a daily basis.  
Allocations to each balancing authority do not vary greatly from day to day.  The 
current daily process is an unnecessary burden on balancing authorities and SPP.  
A static yearly group obligation and allocations to participating balancing 
authorities would: 1) Remove the need for the daily calculation of submission of 
data by the participating balancing authorities. 2) Remove the need for SPP, as the 
reserve sharing group administrator, to perform the necessary calculations on a 
daily basis. 
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Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes – Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

Protocol Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes  - Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

 
Date 07/26/2012 
  

Sponsor 
Name Neil Robertson 
E-mail Address nrobertson@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool 
Phone Number 501-614-3322 
 

Date 11/15/2012 
  

Revision 
Name Jason Smith 
E-mail Address jsmith@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool 
Phone Number 501-614-3293 

Changed “Yearly” to “Annual” and revised the procedure to base the pro-rata shares on the annual System 
Peak Load responsibility as reported in Criteria 2.  Also added the ability to apply for a temporary waiver of 

reserve obligation during drought for hydro-based generation BA’s as defined similar to the language in 
Criteria 2. 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
 

6.2  Definitions 
 
6.2.2 Balancing Authority Daily Annual Peak Load Obligation 
Balancing Authority Daily Annual Peak Load Obligation is the peak hour load plus Firm Power sales minus Firm 
Power purchases during the peak hour for all entities within the Balancing Authority Area.  
 
6.2.11 Daily Load and Capability Report 
The Daily Load and Capability Report is a report which shall be completed by each Balancing Authority. This 
report shall include actual and forecasted operating information. 
 
6.2.16 Reserve Sharing Group Minimum YearlyAnnual Contingency Reserve Requirement 
The minimum amount of Contingency Reserve that must be collectively carried by the Balancing Authorities 
participating in the SPP Reserve Sharing Group. 
 
6.2.17 Balancing Authority Minimum YearlyAnnual Contingency Reserve Requirement 

Formatted Table
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The minimum amount of Contingency Reserves that must be carried by each Balancing Authority during the 
stated year. 
 
6.3 Minimum Yearly Annual Group Contingency Reserve Requirement Calculation 
The Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) will set the Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve 
Requirement for the SPP Reserve Sharing Group. The SPP Reserve Sharing Group will maintain a Minimum 
Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve, over and above its any Regulating Reserves, equal to the generating 
capacity of the largest unit scheduled to be on-linewithin the metered boundaries of any RSG member Balancing 
Authority plus one-half of the capacity of the next largest generating unit scheduled to be on-linewithin the 
metered boundaries of any RSG member Balancing Authority within the SPP Reserve Sharing Group during the 
year. Any generation capacity additions, modifications or retirements may require that this Minimum Annual 
Contingency Reserve Requirement value be adjusted for the balance of the stated year.  Generation capacity is 
considered to be added at the first injection of test power of the generator.  This value will be rounded to the 
nearest 100 MW. 
 
6.3.1 Minimum Annual Balancing Authority Contingency Reserve Requirement Share Calculation 
A member Balancing Authority’s Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement is equal to a 
prorated amount of the total SPP Reserve Sharing Group Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve 
Requirement as calculated per Criteria section 6.3.  Effective until 2014, the The Balancing Authority’s Minimum 
Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement will be based on shall be determined by dividing the Balancing 
Authority’s System Peak Responsibility as calculated per Criteria 2.1.6 by the sum of all of the RSG member 
Balancing Authority’s System Peak Responsibility and multiplying the resultant by the Annual Group Contingency 
Reserve Requirement.  Each Balancing Authority’s Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement shall be rounded 
up to the next nearest whole MW and shall be no less than two (2) MW.   
 
 A Balancing Authority Minimum Yearly Contingency Reserve Requirement shall be no less than two (2) MW. 
 
 
Under emergency operating conditions, the total SPP Reserve Sharing Group Minimum Yearly Contingency 
Reserve Requirement may be raised to the generating capability of the two largest generating units scheduled to 
be on-line upon the concurrence of the chair or vice chair of either the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
or the Operating Reliability Working Group. 
 
If the SPP Reliability Coordinator foresees an operating condition that reserves are inadequate to cover the Most 
Severe Single Contingency (MSSC), the SPP Reliability Coordinator has the authority to increase the total SPP 
Reserve Sharing Group Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement to the level necessary to 
cover the MSSC for the duration of the operating condition. 
 
Any increased reserves that are based on non-compliance with the NERC Disturbance Control Standard will raise 
the total SPP Reserve Sharing Group Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement for the SPP 
Reserve Sharing Group on a quarterly basis. The Operating Reliability Working Group will determine the method 
by which the increased reserves will be allocated among the members of the SPP Reserve Sharing Group.  
 
A member Balancing Authority whosethats System Capacity is composed of at least seventy-five (75%) percent 
hydro-based generation may apply to the Operating Reliability Working Group for a temporary waiver of all or a 
portion of its Minimum Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement when that member Balancing Authority is 
experiencing a documented drought condition.  The Operating Reliability Working Group shall determine the 
method by which the reserves allocated to the member Balancing Authority will be allocated to the remaining 
members of the SPP Reserve Sharing Group. 
 
 
6.4 3.2 Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve Requirement Review Process  
 
Beginning February 1, 2014By May 1 each year, each Balancing Authority will submit to SPP the its average of its 
daily peak load from the previous calendar year by February 1 of each yearSystem Peak Responsibility from the 
previous calendar year.  SPP will calculate both the Reserve Sharing Group Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency 
Reserve Requirement and the each member Balancing Authority’s Minimum Yearly Annual Contingency Reserve 
Requirement. The results of these calculations will be presented for review and approval by the OWRG to be 
made effective April June 1 of each year. 
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6.5 4 Procedures 
All SPP Reserve Sharing Group members shall participate in this procedure to jointly activate Contingency 
Reserve. 
 
6.5.1 Normal Daily Operation 
 
a) Each Balancing Authority shall complete the Daily Load and Capability Report.   Based on the information 
contained in this report, the Contingency Reserve Requirement for the next day shall be calculated and 
notification distributed. Previous annual maximum data shall be used in reserve responsibility calculations for 
members who fail to report daily information.  A Balancing Authority may elect to enter an amount of Contingency 
Reserve Requirement on the daily report, which, if in excess of its minimum requirement as calculated by the SPP 
computer communication system, shall be available for allocation during Assistance Periods.  No portion of this 
additional reserve is required to be spinning. 
 
 
 

Proposed Tariff Language Revision 
 
None 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 
None 
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Criteria Revision Request 

 
 

CRR 
No. 003 CRR 

Title Appendix 12 Additions and clarifications 

Criteria Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No.:  Criteria Appendix 12      
Title:  Outage Coordination Methodology      

Impact Analysis Required 
  Yes – If yes, estimated cost:                 No 

 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal         Expedited         Urgent Action        

   
Provide explanation if Expedited and/or Urgent Action is selected:               

Type of Revision 
  Correction/Clean-Up                             Clarification       

  Policy Change        

Revision Description 

Upon MWG request at the May 2012 joint meeting with ORWG, additional 
language has been added to Appendix 12.  This language seeks to provide further 
explanation on the outage evaluation process used by SPP staff in reviewing 
outage requests.  There is also a change to the document that commits SPP staff 
to provide a response on outage requests within a specific timeframe.       
 
Also an attempt is made to add further clarification to the Reserve Shutdown 
definition. 

Reason for Revision Requested clarifications and explanations. 

Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes – Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

Protocol Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes  - Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 
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Date 9/5/2012 
  

Sponsor 
Name Jason Smith, Sec. of ORWG 
E-mail Address jsmith@spp.org 
Company SPP 
Phone Number 501-614-3293 

 
 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
 

 

Appendix 12: Outage Coordination Methodology 
 
Change History: 
8/16/2011 Initial version approved by ORWG 
8/30/2011 Corrected typo on Generator Planned Outages Min Lead Time – corrected to “2 Days” 

from “None”. 
9/22/2011 Added clarification on Reserve Shutdown submittals and created “Opportunity” 

outage Priority for Generators. 
4/17/2012 Added clarification on business rules of outage priorities detailing which priorities are 

allowed to be entered in CROW with start times either in the future or in the past. 
9/12/2012 Replaced “members” with Transmission Operators and Generator Operators. 

Added more language describing SPP’s outage request evaluation process. 
 
Purpose 
 

The purpose of this methodology is to provide technical requirements and criteria to members 

Transmission Operators, Generator Operators and SPP Staff related to submission of Transmission and 

Generation outages to the SPP Reliability Coordinator and SPP Balancing Authority when it becomes 

effective via the SPP CROW Outage Scheduler web tool.  Outage submissions will be shared with other 

Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Operators, and Balancing Authorities via the NERC System Data 

Exchange (SDX) and will be used for assessing real-time and future reliability of the Bulk Electric System.   

 

1. Transmission Outages and Operations 

For the purpose of identifying applicable facilities, the nominal kV level of the facility will be used.  

For transformers, use the low side voltage class.  Example:  A 161/69kV transformer shall be 

classified as a 69kV facility for the purposes of this methodology. 

a. Major Transmission Elements (MTE) 

• All transmission facilities rated at 230kV or above. 
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• All tie lines, 60kV and above. 

• All facilities, monitored and contingent elements, associated with flowgates 

• Other facilities specified by the Transmission Operator or the Reliability Coordinator as 

having a major impact on the Bulk Electric System or that affect the capability and 

reliability of generating facilities (backup station power, etc). 

 

b. Forced Transmission Outage Submission Requirements 

Forced outages of all transmission facilities greater than 100kV and facilities between 60kV 

and 100kV that are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the 

Outage Scheduler should be submitted within 30 minutes or as soon as practical after the 

outage. Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time and 

End Time, an associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request Type, and a reason 

for the outage.  Forced Outage Priory outages will be considered Non-Recallable.  At the 

time of submission, forced outage reasons may not be known so a reason of Unknown may 

be selected. The Planned Start Time of the outage should reflect the best known time of the 

actual outage.  The Outage Scheduler system will ensure that the Actual Start Time and 

Planned Start Time are equal.  Any known updates to the Planned End Time and/or reason 

for the outage shall be submitted promptly to the Outage Scheduler. 

 

c. Scheduled Transmission Outage Submission Requirements 

Scheduled outages of Major Transmission Elements (MTE’s) elements must be submitted to 

the Outage Scheduler and approved by the Reliability Coordinator prior to implementing the 

outage.  Scheduled outages of all other transmission elements greater than 100kV must be 

submitted to the Reliability Coordinator’s Outage Scheduler for coordination and review.  

Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time and Planned 

End Time, an associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request Type, and a reason 

for the outage.  Each outage request must also be designated as Non-Recallable, or provide 

an expected Recall time if directed.  Once the actual outage takes place, the Actual Start 

Time of the outage must be submitted to the Outage Scheduler.  When the outage has 

ended, the Actual End Time of the outage must be updated. 

 

d. Transmission Outage Priority and Timing Requirements 
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Each Transmission Outage submitted must include one of the following Outage Priorities.  

Forced outages of equipment must be submitted with a Priority of Forced as defined below.  

The CROW Outage Scheduler will enforce the lead time requirements of each Outage 

Priority. 

Priority Definition Minimum 

Lead Time 

Maximum 

Lead Time 

Planned Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage.  As required for preventive maintenance, troubleshooting, repairs that 

are not viewed as urgent, system improvements such as capacity upgrades, the 

installation of additional facilities, or the replacement of equipment due to 

obsolescence.   

7 Days None 

Discretionary Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage; however the timeline for submission of Planned outage priority has 

passed. Discretionary outages are required to be submitted at least 2 calendar 

days in advance.  Due to the shorter lead time, this outage priority has 

increased risk of being denied based upon higher priority outage requests. 

2 Days 7 Days 

Opportunity Lead time may be very short or zero.  An outage that can be taken due to 

changed system conditions (ie Generator suddenly offline for forced outage 

allows transmission work to be done). 

None 7 Days 

Operational Equipment is removed from service for operational reasons such as voltage 

control, constraint mitigation as identified in an operating procedure, etc.   

None None 

Urgent Equipment is known to be operable, yet carries an increased risk of a forced 

outage or equipment loss.  The equipment remains in service until 

maintenance crews are ready to perform the work. 

2 Hours 48 Hours 

Emergency Equipment is to be removed from service by operator as soon as possible 

because of safety concerns or increased risk to grid security. 

None 2 Hours 

Forced Equipment is out of service at the time of the request.   None 1 Hour 

 

e. Transmission Outage Equipment Request Types 

Each Transmission outage (scheduled and forced) request submitted must include one of 

the following Outage Request Types.   

 

Outage Request Type Definition Modeling Assumptions 

Out of Service (OOS) Equipment is out of service. SDX = Open 

EMS = Open 

Normally Open (NO) Equipment is normally out of service and is identified as normally open in 

the SPP regional models.  Normally Open request type is used to close 

(place in service) a normally open facility. 

SDX = Closed 

EMS = Closed 

Informational (INF) Used for outage events that are not covered by one of the other Outage 

Equipment Request Types.  Not an out of service event. 

None – Informational Only 

70 of 16570 of 165



Hot Line Work (HLW) Work is being performed on live or energized equipment. None – Informational Only 

General System 

Protection (GSP) 

Work is being performed on protection systems.  Requestor shall 

specifically identify protection systems out of service and any 

modification to operation or behavior of system contingencies. 

None – Informational Only 

 

f. Transmission Outage Request Reasons 

Each Transmission Outage Request must be submitted with one of the following reasons for 

the outage. 

Reason Definition 

Maintenance & Construction Outages to facilitate repair, maintain, or upgrade of facility related equipment.  This includes 

clearances to perform vegetation management. Does not include outages to support Maintenance & 

Construction of other facilities.  Those should be submitted as Voltage or SOL Mitigation. 

Third Party Request Non-transmission facility related requests for clearance or work such as highway construction. 

Voltage Mitigation Operation of facilities to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System voltage. 

SOL Mitigation (Thermal) Operation of facilities to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System thermal loading issues. 

Weather/Environmental/Fire 

(excluding Lightning) 

Outages caused by wind, ice, snow, fire, flood, etc.  All weather or environmental causes excluding 

lightning strikes. 

Lightning Outages caused by direct or indirect Lightning strikes. 

Foreign Interference (including 

contamination) 

Outages caused by blown debris, bird droppings, kites, falling conductors, airplanes, etc.   

Vandalism/Terrorism/Malicious Acts Outages resulting from known or suspected vandalism, terrorism, or other malicious acts. 

Equipment Failure Outages resulting from failure of facility related equipment. 

Imminent Equipment Failure Operation of facilities due to expected imminent facility rated equipment failure. 

Protection System Failure including 

Undesired Operations 

Operation of facilities due to failure or undesired operation of the facility protection systems.   

Vegetation Outages resulting from contact with vegetation.  This does not include outages due to clearances 

required to perform vegetation management which should be submitted as Maintenance & 

Construction.  This does not include vegetation blown into rights of way or into contact with facilities 

which should be submitted as Foreign Interference.    

BES Condition (Stability, Loading) Outages resulting from Bulk Electric System conditions such as islanding, cascading outages, sudden 

thermal loading due to other contingencies, transient stability conditions, etc. 

Unknown Operation of facilities due to an unknown reason.  Most forced outages will be submitted with an 

initial reason of Unknown.  Once the actual reason for the operation is known, the outage requestor 

should update the outage request.  SPP Staff will follow up after some time to determine the actual 

outage reason for any outages which still have a reason of Unknown submitted.   

Other Operation of facilities due to a reason not listed here. 

 

2. Generation Outages/Derates 
 
For the purpose of identifying applicable reportable facilities, the generator or other resource 

Resource shall have a gross capability greater than 25 MW.  Due to specific reliability reasons, SPP, 
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upon written notice to the equipment operator or market participant, may require outages to be 

entered into the outage scheduler where otherwise they may not be required.  All Generation 

Outages and De-rates are required to be accompanied by a reason for the outage or limitation.  

NOTE:  Derates in the CROW system require a new maximum capability of the generator to be 

submitted.  Historically, SPP’s systems required the derate amount to be entered in the form of the 

amount of MW’s the capability should be decremented by.  This has changed with the 

implementation of the CROW outage scheduler. 

 
a. Forced Generation Outages/Derate submission requirements 

Forced outages or capability limitations in the form of Derates of all generation facilities that 

are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the Outage Scheduler 

should be submitted within 30 minutes or as soon as practical after the outage.  Each outage 

submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time and Planned End Time, an 

associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request Type, and a reason for the outage.  

Forced Outage Priority requests will be assumed to be Non-Recallable.  At the time of 

submission, forced outage reasons may not be known so a reason of Unknown may be 

selected. The Planned Start Time of the outage should reflect the best known time of the 

actual outage.  The Outage Scheduler system will ensure that the Actual Start Time and 

Planned Start Time are equal.  Any known updates to the Planned End Time and/or reason 

for the outage shall be submitted promptly to the Outage Scheduler. This outage submission 

shall be in addition to any other notifications made to SPP such as through a Reserve Sharing 

event, or Resource Plan submission. 

 

b. Scheduled Generation Outages/Derate submission requirements 

Scheduled outages or capability limitations in the form of Derates of all generation facilities 

that are modeled in the SPP regional models and have been modeled in the Outage 

Scheduler should be submitted as soon as possible and to the extent possible on an annual 

rolling basis.  Each outage submission must be accompanied by a Planned Outage Start Time 

and Planned End Time, an associated Outage Priority, an associated Outage Request Type, 

and a reason for the outage.  Each outage request must also be designated as Non-

Recallable, or provide an expected Recall time if directed.  Once the actual outage takes 

place, the Actual Start Time of the outage must be submitted to the Outage Scheduler.  
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When the outage has ended, the Actual End Time of the outage must be updated. This 

outage submission shall be in addition to any other notifications made to SPP such as 

through a Reserve Sharing event or Resource Plan submission.   

1. Reserve Shutdown 

Resources in SPP that are considered to be in a Reserve Shutdown state outage status 

when SPP has approved an outage request via the Outage Scheduler, making the 

Resource unavailable for SPP commitment and dispatch due to reasons other than to 

perform maintenance or to repair equipment.  These resources will be reflected in 

Planned Outage for a reason of Excess Capacity/Economic. 

 

Resources that are offline  for economic or excess capacity reasons andthat can be 

recalled, started, and synchronized to pick up load within 7 days are not considered in 

outage and thus are not required to be submitted to SPPrequest an outage via the 

Outage Scheduler.  However, these Resources may request and be shown in Reserve 

Shutdown outage status if the outage is approved by SPP.  Due to specific reliability 

reasons, SPP may require entry of Reserve Shutdown outage records upon written 

notice. 

 

c. Generation Outage/Derate Priority and Timing Requirements 

Each Generation Outage or Derate submitted must include one of the following Outage 

Priorities.  Forced outages of equipment must be submitted with a Priority of Forced as 

defined below.  The CROW Outage Scheduler will enforce the lead time requirements of 

each Outage Priority. 

 

Priority Definition Minimum Lead 

Time 

Maximum Lead 

Time 

Planned Equipment is known to be operable with little risk of leading to a forced 

outage.  As required for preventive maintenance, troubleshooting, 

repairs that are not viewed as urgent, system improvements such as 

capacity upgrades, the installation of additional facilities, or the 

replacement of equipment due to obsolescence.   

2 Calendar 

Days 

None 

Opportunity Lead time may be very short or zero.  An outage that can be taken due 

to changed system conditions (ie Loading conditions allow planned work 

to occur with short lead time). 

None 7 Calendar 

Days 

Urgent Equipment is known to be operable, yet carries an increased risk of a 24 Hours 7 Calendar 
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forced outage or equipment loss.  The equipment remains in service 

until maintenance crews are ready to perform the work.   

Days 

Emergency Equipment is to be removed from service by operator as soon as 

possible because of safety concerns or increased risk to grid security.   

None 24 Hours 

Forced Equipment is out of service at the time of the request.   None None 

 

d. Generation Outage/Derate Request Type 

Each Generation outage or Derate request submitted must include one of the following 

Outage Request Types.   

Request Type Definition Modeling Assumption 

Out of Service Generator or Resource is out of service. SDX = offline 

EMS = offline 

Derate Generator or Resource maximum capability is lowered from 

normal operation.  A new maximum capability is required to be 

submitted with each Outage Request Type of Derate. 

SDX = online, with new lower PMAX 

EMS = online, with new lower PMAX 

 

e. Generation Outage/Derate Request Reasons 

Each Generation Outage or Derate Request must be submitted with one of the following 

reasons for the outage. 

Reason Definition 

Equipment Failure Failure in station generation, prime mover, or other equipment has occurred.  Does not include failure 

of GSU transformers or interconnection facilities.  Does include equipment related to fuel delivery 

considered a part of the resource (such as a coal mill). 

Imminent Equipment Failure Expected failure in station generation, prime mover, or other equipment.  Does not include failure of 

GSU transformers or interconnection facilities. Does include equipment related to fuel delivery 

considered a part of the resource (such as a coal mill). 

BES Reliability Removal from service or limitation to preserve or correct Bulk Electric System reliability issues either 

through action of a Special Protection System, runback scheme, or as mitigation of another reliability 

event.   

Loss of Interconnection Failure in interconnection equipment such as GSU transformers or other interconnection facilities.  

Does not include loss of synchronization due to stability or islanding type events. 

BES Stability Removal from service or limitation due to Bulk Electric System stability issues.  Includes loss of 

synchronization due to transient stability and/or islanding issues.   

Fuel Supply Removal from service or limitation due to fuel supply interruption.  Does not include local equipment 

failures related to fuel supply.  Includes loss of gas pressure due to offsite issue, coal supply exhaustion, 

lack of headwater issues for hydro, etc. 

Regulatory/Safety/Environm

ental 

Removal from service or limitation due to Regulatory/Safety/Environmental restrictions such as 

emission limits, OSHA, NRC, or other regulatory body limitations. Includes damage caused by weather 

including but not limited to lightning, flood, earthquake, etc.  This may also include limitations to hydro 

due to low dissolved oxygen in tailwater or to control downstream flooding. 
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Unknown The default Forced Outage/Derate reason will be pre-populated with Unknown at the time of 

submittal.  Either during the initial outage submittal or at a later time, the Unknown reason must be 

changed to reflect the actual experienced issue. 

Routine Generator 

Maintenance 

Removal from service or limitation in order to perform repair or inspection of generation equipment. 

Supporting Transmission 

Outage 

Removal from service or limitation in order to support a scheduled transmission outage.   

BES Reliability Removal from service or limitation to preserve or correct a Bulk Electric System reliability issue.   

Excess Capacity/Economic Removal from service or limitation due to seasonal or system capacity need.  This includes peaker units 

not expected to be used during winter months. 

 

 

3. Outage Review / Approval Process 

All outages submitted will be studied to determine if any potential reliability conflicts are found.  

The general study method employed by SPP staff involves building representative models of the 

study time period and implementing all outage requests submitted for that time period.  The 

resulting modeled system is then studied to determine if any reliability issues can be identified.  If 

issues are identified, various mitigation steps are then studied including but not limited to, 

generation redispatch, system reconfiguration, rescheduling of lower priority outages, and facility 

rating reviews.  If mitigations are unsuccessful in resolving the conflict, an outage request may need 

to be rescheduled or denied.  Priority of outage requests is reviewed based upon initial submission 

time, outage priority category, reason for the outage, and impact to reliability.  To the extent 

possible, higher priority category requests will be given preference, but ultimately it is up to the SPP 

RC to resolve any scheduling conflicts. 

 

An outage that has been studied will receive a status change to one of the following statuses:  

Approved, Denied, or Pre-Approved.  Pre-Approval will be provided in certain cases where an outage 

has been submitted, but for various reasons SPP is unable to adequately study the outage or 

determine that no reliability conflicts exist.  The Pre-Approval may also be dependent upon a 

specific operating condition that may need to be met but cannot be guaranteed at the time the Pre-

Approval is issued such as but not limited to a load forecast threshold, simultaneous outage, new 

facilities in-service, etc.  When the outage request can be adequately studied to determine that no 

reliability conflict exists, the status may be changed to Pre-Approved. 
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 All outages submitted within the appropriate advance timeframe will be reviewed as soon as 

possible by SPP Operations Staff.  The review timelines for SPP are as follows: 

a. Major Transmission Elements (MTE) 

1. For all MTE outages requests submitted 30 days or more prior to scheduled start 

time, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 5 business days. 

2. For all MTE outages requests submitted 14 days or more but less than 30 days prior 

to scheduled start time, pre-approval or denial will be provided within 3 business 

days. 

3. For all MTE outages requests submitted 14 days or less prior to scheduled start 

time, pre-approval or denial will be provided within 2 business days. 

b. All other transmission elements 

1. Prior approval of outages for non-MTEs by the RC is not required.   

c. Generators 

1. For all Generator outage requests submitted 30 days or more prior to scheduled 

start time, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 5 business days. 

2. For all Generator outage requests submitted 14 days or more but less than 30 days 

prior to scheduled start time, Approval, Pre-approval or denial will be provided 

within 3 business days. 

3. For all Generator outage requests submitted 14 days or less prior to scheduled start 

time, Approval, Pre-approval or denial will be provided within 2 business days. 

1.4. SPP will provide their best effort for outages submitted within 2 business days.  

4. Outage Status Changes 

All outages submitted will reside in one of several status types throughout the life cycle of the 

outage.  These status types and their associated definition are: 

Status  Definition 

Proposed The outage request has been saved in the outage scheduler system and remains under the full revision control until 

the outage is entered into a Submitted state by the requestor.  If the requestor does not move a proposed request 

to the submitted status within 30 days of the planned start date, the outage is automatically Withdrawn.  Proposed 

outage request status dates DO NOT qualify for outage queuing in conflict resolution.  Proposed outage requests 

are not provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Submitted The outage request has been submitted into the outage scheduler system and is ready for review by SPP.  The 

outage requestor does not possess revision control of the outage in this status.  A revision request may be 

submitted to SPP regarding an outage in Submitted status.  Outage requests in this state are provided to external 

systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Study SPP will change the status type to Study once the active study process begins. Outage requests in this state are 
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provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Preliminary 

Approved 

Outage requests with Preliminary Approved status have been approved based on long lead studies and may need 

additional analysis closer to the planned start date or finalization of an Operating Guide.  Once the restudy is 

complete or final opguide posted, the outage status is changed to Approved. Outage requests in this state are 

provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Approved Approved state indicates SPP has completed the study process and the outage request is ready for implementation. 

Outage requests in this state are provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Implemented Once the outage request actual start time has been entered, signifying that the outage has begun, the outage 

status is changed to Implemented. Outage requests in this state are provided to external systems such as NERC 

SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Completed Once the outage request actual end time has been entered, signifying that the outage has ended, the outage status 

is changed to Completed. Outage requests in this state are NO LONGER provided to external systems such as NERC 

SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

 

Certain outage requests may result in a need by the outage requestor to withdraw or cancel 

the outage request.  SPP’s study results and coordination may also result in status changes 

to an outage reflecting the inability of the outage request to be approved or implemented.  

These status types are: 

 

Status Definition 

Withdrawn The outage requestor can withdraw an outage request while it is still in Proposed status.  Once in Study or Approved 

status, the request must be Cancelled.  Outage requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as 

NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Cancelled The outage requestor can cancel a Submitted or Approved outage.  Cancelled outages can be reinstated by the 

requestor, provided the planned start of the outage falls within the business rules for lead time submission.  Outage 

requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Denied An outage request that is in Submitted or Study status can be Denied.  If SPP denies the request, the status changes 

to Denied.  This state indicates the outage request was not approved for implementation.  Outage requests in this 

state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

Revoked Once an outage request has been Approved, it can be Revoked at an time (ie, before or during the outage). Outage 

requests in this state are NOT provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS. 

 
 
 
 

Proposed Tariff Language Revision 
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Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
AQ IMPROVEMENT TASK FORCE 

Scope 
February 12, 2013 

 

Purpose 
The Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force is responsible to review the sections of 
the SPP Tariff related to Attachment AQ and determine if changes are beneficial to the 
Tariff and/or associated SPP processes and to make a recommendation to the TWG of 
its findings.  

Scope of Activities 
1. Develop and recommend changes to SPP business practices, protocols, and 

tariff as needed to improve the Attachment AQ process, consistent with the 
whole tariff. 

 
2. Develop and implement specific plans for the improvement of the administration 

of the Attachment AQ process.  This could include developing business practices 
and providing specific changes needed to study processes, communication 
processes, and information systems. 

 
3. Provide SPP Staff with the needed perspectives of the members and 

transmission customers.   
 
Representation 
The Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force will be composed of at least five and up 
to ten members, including a chairman.   

Duration 
The Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force is expected to finish work by November 
2013. 

Reporting 
The Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force will report on their progress, meetings, 
work, and recommendations at the quarterly TWG meetings as well as teleconference 
and/ or net conferences as needed.   
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MODEL DEVELOPMENT WORKING GROUP 
Report to the Transmission Working Group 

February 5, 2013 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members and staff represent the Model Development Working Group (MDWG): 

Joe Fultz, Chairman – Grand River Dam Authority (GRDA) 
Nate Morris, Vice Chairman – Empire District Electric (EDE) 
Scott Rainbolt – American Electric Power (AEP) 
Derek Brown – Westar Energy (WR) 
Dustin Betz – Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) 
John Boshears – City Utilities of Springfield (CUS) 
Mike Clifton – Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company (OGE) 
Reené Miranda – Southwestern Public Service (SPS) 
Scott Schichtl – Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation (AECC) 
Jason Shook – GDS Associates (GDS) 
Brian Wilson – Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL) 
Nathan McNeil – Midwest Energy (MIDW) 
Anthony Cook, Secretary – Southwest Power Pool (SPP) 

 

Activity Update 
The MDWG held a face-to-face meeting on November 13, 2012. The main topics discussed were:  Data 
reporting requirements and enforceability, generation retirement process, detail modeling, and EMS vs. 
MOD modeling.  

SPP held the annual model update meeting on November 14-15, 2012, in which members focused on 
coordination between each other and topology updates.    

The 2013 Series powerflow models were scheduled to be sent for finalization on January 30, 2013, but 
due to remaining issues in the models, the schedule has been delayed.   

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Anthony Cook, MDWG Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TWG CRITERIA REVIEW TASK FORCE 

Report to the Transmission Working Group 
February 12, 2013 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the TWG Criteria Review Task Force: 

Mo Awad, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Ronnie Frizzell, AECC 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Mike Swearingen, Tri-County Electric Cooperatives 
Harold Wyble, KCP&L 
 

Activity Update 
The Criteria Review Task Force has met two times since the previous TWG Face-to-Face meeting in 
November.  The two meetings occurred on December 11th and January 23rd.  At the time of background 
material postings the CRTF also has a meeting scheduled for February 6th.  During these meetings the 
group has spent time reviewing gap analysis done by SPP staff on Criteria 4 to determine any conflicting 
information or gaps between SPP governing documents, process documents, or internal documents.  The 
group has been able to work through most of Criteria 4.  The group still has a few initial sections to work 
through on Criteria 4, but does have a few concerns on some sections.  For the most part, the group has 
come to a consensus on the concept of deleting most of Criteria 4.  Criteria 4.4 is the area that is 
concerning to most of the members and some extra effort may be needed the group agrees to remove 
the language associated with Criteria 4.4.  The group has also engaged some additional expertise from 
John Payne, KEPCo, and Kevin Bates, SPP staff, for their previous knowledge and expertise on Criteria 4 
and other related documents.  

The CRTF was unable to meet the goal of making a recommendation on Criteria 4 to the TWG at the 
February meeting, but the group does anticipate a recommendation to come to the TWG on Criteria 4 at 
or before the May TWG meeting.   

Upcoming Meetings 
At this point the only upcoming meeting scheduled is for February 6th, 2013.  The group has been on a bi-
weekly meeting schedule meeting every other Wednesday in the afternoon from 1:00 pm to 3:00.   
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Group Task Sub-Task Days Start Stop Status

2013 Series MDWG POWER FLOW MODELS 229 07/16/12 03/01/13

Pass 1 Models 85 07/16/12 10/08/12 �

SPP Build Pass 1 Initial Models 12 07/30/12 08/10/12 �

Members Members Review Pass 1 Models 24 08/13/12 09/05/12 �

Members Member Data Submission 1 09/05/12 09/05/12 �

Members Member Data Due 1 09/05/12 09/05/12 �

SPP MOD Model Extraction 32 09/06/12 10/07/12 �

SPP Build Pass 1 Final Models 32 09/06/12 10/07/12 �

SPP Post Pass 2 Initial Models (Pass 1 Final) 1 10/08/12 10/08/12 �

            Update Pass 2 Initial Models 39 10/09/12 11/15/12 �

Members Members Review Pass 2 Initial Models 37 10/09/12 11/14/12 �

Members Member Review Complete 1 11/14/12 11/14/12 �

SPP Build Pass 2 Final Models 1 11/14/12 11/14/12 �

SPP Post Pass 3 Initial Models (Pass 2 Final) 1 11/15/12 11/15/12 �

            Model Update Meeting 2 11/14/12 11/15/12 �

            Update Pass 3 Initial Models 29 11/16/12 12/14/12 �

Members Members Review Pass 3 Initial Models 13 11/16/12 11/28/12 �

Members Member Review Complete 1 11/28/12 11/28/12 �

SPP Build Pass 3 Final Models 15 11/29/12 12/13/12 �

SPP Post Pass 4 Initial Models (Pass 3 Final) 1 12/14/12 12/14/12 �

            Update Pass 4 Initial Models 12 12/17/12 12/28/12 �

Members Members Review Pass 4 Initial Models 1 12/28/12 12/28/12 �

Members Member Review Complete 1 02/17/13 02/17/13 �

SPP Build Pass 4 Final Models 10 12/31/12 01/09/13 �

SPP Post Pass 5 Initial Models (Pass 4 Final) 1 01/10/13 01/10/13 �

            Update Pass 5 Initial Models 34 01/21/13 02/23/13 �

Members Members Review Pass 5 Initial Models 7 01/11/13 01/17/13 �

Members Member Review Complete 1 01/17/13 01/17/13 �

SPP Build Pass 5 Final Models 13 01/18/13 01/30/13 �

SPP Post MDWG 2013 Series Final Models (Pass 5) 1 02/04/13 02/04/13 �

        Model Verification

SPP AC Analysis of Final Models 29 02/01/13 03/01/13

2013 Series MDWG DYNAMICS MODELS

     2013 Model Updates 152 02/01/13 07/02/13

        Initial Data Update 75 02/01/13 04/16/13

SPP Build and Post DYRE Files, Wind Farm Data, and Docureport 14 02/20/13 03/05/13

Members Members Submit Data Updates 20 03/06/13 03/25/13

Members Member Data Due 1 03/25/13 03/25/13

SPP Deliver Model Corrections to DC 5 03/26/13 03/30/13

Powertech DC builds initial models and submits issues 17 03/31/13 04/16/13

        Final Data Update 04/17/13 07/02/13

SPP Prepare and Post DC Issues 1 04/17/13 04/17/13

Members Members Submit Data Updates 16 04/18/13 05/03/13

Members Member Data Due 1 05/03/13 05/03/13

SPP Model Corrections 5 05/04/13 05/08/13

SPP Deliver Model Corrections to DC 1 05/09/13 05/09/13

Powertech DC builds and posts final models 41 05/10/13 06/19/13

SPP Build Final Models 11 06/21/13 07/01/13

SPP Post Final Models 1 07/02/13 07/02/13

MRSWS Western ERAG Summer Study TOTAL 89 02/01/13 04/30/13 In progress

MRSWS Western ERAG Summer Study TWG Comments on Report 8 04/15/13 04/22/13

MRSWS Western ERAG Summer Study TWG Approve SPP Section of Report 9 05/06/13 05/14/13

Project Tracking 2nd Quarterly TOTAL 64 02/01/13 04/05/13 In progress

Project Tracking T.O.s submit updates 15 02/01/13 02/15/13 In progress

Project Tracking T.O.s submit mitigation plans 29 02/01/13 03/01/13 In progress

Project Tracking T.O. review 10 02/20/13 03/01/13

TWG Winter Meeting 2 02/12/13 02/13/13

Oklahoma City, 

OK

Flowgate Assessment TOTAL 60 02/15/13 04/15/13

Flowgate Assessment T.O.s review of all subsystem files 6 02/15/13 02/20/13

Flowgate Assessment Staff run AC analysis 37 02/24/13 04/01/13

Flowgate Assessment T.O.s review of FG assessment 15 04/13/13 04/27/13

Flowgate Assessment TWG-ORWG review/approval 20 05/01/13 05/20/13

NERC TPL Steady-state Assesment, TPL 001-004 TOTAL 260 03/01/13 11/15/13

Mitigation Review T.O. comments/mitigation plans due 48 06/15/13 08/01/13

Report Written and TWG review TWG review report 46 10/01/13 11/15/13

FERC715 Filing Staff to report the SPP filing is complete 7 03/25/13 03/31/13

NERC RAS Summer Report TWG Comments on Report 7 03/22/13 03/28/13

CBM/TRM Assessment TOTAL 26 04/15/13 05/10/13

CBM/TRM Assessment Staff calculate existing and new FG TRMs 6 04/15/13 04/20/13

CBM/TRM Assessment T.O.s review of TRM values 8 04/20/13 04/27/13

CBM/TRM Assessment TWG-ORWG review/approval 6 05/15/13 05/20/13

Annual Review of ATC Process 21 04/15/13 05/05/13

Benchmarking of Winter Model 18 04/15/13 05/02/13

2012 TPL Data Submittal Member submittal to SPP RE 31 05/01/13 05/31/13

Project Tracking 3rd Quarterly TOTAL 66 05/01/13 07/05/13

Project Tracking T.O.s submit updates 17 05/01/13 05/17/13

Project Tracking T.O.s submit mitigation plans 30 05/01/13 05/30/13

Project Tracking T.O. review 10 05/21/13 05/30/13

TWG Spring Meeting 2 05/16/13 05/17/13 Dallas, TX

SPP 2011 WORK SCHEDULE

SPP MDWG 

(Powerflow)

SPP MDWG 

(Dynamics)

SPP TWG
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NERC RAS Long Range Report (LTRA) TWG Comments on Report 9 05/22/13 05/30/13

Project Tracking 4th Quarterly TOTAL 65 08/01/13 10/04/13

Project Tracking T.O.s submit updates 16 08/01/13 08/16/13

Project Tracking T.O.s submit mitigation plans 28 08/01/13 08/28/13

Project Tracking T.O. review 9 08/20/13 08/28/13

NERC TPL Stability Study, TPL 001-004 107 08/01/13 11/15/13

TWG Summer Meeting 2 08/14/13 08/15/13 St. Louis, MO

ERAG Long-Term Study TOTAL 75 08/13/13 10/26/13

ERAG Long-Term Study TWG Comments on Report 12 09/20/13 10/01/13

ERAG Long-Term Study TWG Approve SPP Section of Report 5 11/01/13 11/05/13

ERAG Winter Study TOTAL N/A N/A

ERAG Winter Study TWG Comments on Report N/A N/A

ERAG Winter Study TWG Approve SPP Section of Report N/A N/A

NERC RAS Winter Report TWG Comments on Report 6 09/14/13 09/19/13

Benchmarking of Summer Model 18 10/15/13 11/01/13

TWG Fall Meeting 1 11/13/13 11/13/13 Little Rock, AR

STEP 2014-2024 Report Staff develops draft report 90 10/04/13 01/01/14

SPP MDWG Model Development 156 8/28/12 1/30/13

Finalize 2014 Scope TWG 49 11/1/12 12/19/12 �

Model Development SPP staff, members 151 2/15/13 7/15/13

Develop Firm Service Scenarios Models SPP Staff 2/15/13 4/15/13

MDWG/T.O.s Model Review Firm Service 

Scenarios 8 4/15/13 4/22/13

Develop CBA Scenario Models SPP Staff 61 5/2/13 7/1/13

MDWG/T.O.s Model Review CBA Scenario 15 7/1/13 7/15/13

Reliability Assessment (Firm Service Scenarios) Identify System Problems 8 4/23/13 4/30/13

TrueShare Posting of Problems (Firm Service 

Scenarios) 1 5/1/13 5/1/13

T.O.s Submit Solutions 28 5/1/13 5/28/13

Staff develops 100 kV + transmission solutions 61 6/1/13 7/31/13

Staff develops 60 kV transmission solutions 46 8/1/13 9/15/13

Planning Summit 11 8/10/13 8/20/13 TBD

Planning Summit Feedback 9 8/22/13 8/30/13

2014 ITPNT Report 78 9/15/13 12/1/13

Staff develops initial draft report For October 2012 MOPC meeting 20 9/15/13 10/4/13

Stakeholder Review TWG Review and feedback 29 10/18/13 11/15/13

SPP TWG Endorsement 46 11/16/13 12/31/13

Finalize ITP Near-Term Scope for 2015 Planning 

Cycle 31 11/1/13 12/1/13

SPP MOPC Endorsement 10 1/11/14 1/20/14

SPP BOD Approval 11 1/20/14 1/30/14

Budgeting and Scoping for Years 2-5 and New/Revised 

Projects Issue NTCs 15 2/1/14 2/15/14

ITP20 Draft Report Version 1 Staff create initial draft version of report 62 12/1/12 1/31/13 �

Stakeholder Review ESWG, TWG 29 2/1/13 3/1/13 In progress

Stability Study 151 11/1/12 3/31/13

   Staff performs analyses 46 1/1/13 2/15/13

   Stakeholder review of analysis 17 3/15/13 3/31/13

Final Limited Reliability Assessment 25 3/1/13 3/25/13

ITP Summit 11 5/10/13 5/20/13 TBD

ITP20 Draft Report Version 2 Staff revise report with additional analysis 31 4/1/13 5/1/13

Stakeholder Review ESWG, TWG 30 5/1/13 5/30/13

Final Stakeholder Endorsement ESWG, TWG 61 5/1/13 6/30/13

Finalize Scope for 2015 ITP10 ESWG, TWG 62 5/1/13 7/1/13

MDWG provide input assumptions Topology, load 61 7/1/13 8/30/13

ITP Summit 1 12/4/13 12/4/13 TBD

Constraint Analysis and TWG Review early 2014 early 2014

Stakeholders review AC model (market dispatch) early 2014 early 2014

Reliability Assessment 2014 2014

   Staff performs analyses 2014 2014

   Stakeholder feedback on reliability issues 2014 2014

Economic Assessment 2014 2014

   Staff performs analyses 2014 2014

   Stakeholder feedback on issues 2014 2014

Aggregate Study 2012-AG1 (not including reruns) 58 2/1/13 3/30/13

Aggregate Study 2012-AG2 (not including reruns) 60 6/1/13 7/30/13

Aggregate Study 2012-AG3 (not including reruns) 60 10/1/13 11/29/13

SPP 

Aggregate 

Study

SPP 2015 

ITP10 (TWG 

involvement 

only)

SPP 2014 

ITP Near-

Term (12 

Month 

Cycle)

SPP 2013 

ITP20 (TWG 

involvement 

only)
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Transmission Working Group 2012 2011 2010

Number of members 22 24 24

Number of responses 18 19 16

Response rate 82% 79% 67%

Overall effectiveness score 3.9 3.7 4

Lowest score

Highest score

2012 2011 2010

The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.4 4.0 4.1

Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.1 3.1 2.8

The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 3.8 4.1

The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.0 n/a n/a

Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.0 3.9 3.6

Additional comments:

 

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.4 4.1 4.3

Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.3 4.0 4.2

Members come prepared to meetings. 3.8 3.3 3.3

Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.0 3.8 3.6

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group 

members. 4.2 3.9 4.1

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.9 3.9 3.8

Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 3.8 3.9

Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.3 3.9 3.9  

Dissenting voices are heard. 4.4 4.1 4.2

I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.9 3.8 4.1

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key 

decisions and plans. 4.5 4.3 4.2

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group 

members. 4.6 4.1 4.4

The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.3 4.2 4.3

The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 3.9 4.1

Additional comments:

1. Provide internet access at meetings  

The chair provides good leadership and is greatly appreciated.

 

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's 

Question

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Average score

I would like to have someone with Stability analysis experience to represent SPP in the meetings.

Other comments
I wish we could move to greater engagement and become more involved in more of the policy issues surrounding the overall scope of the 

TWG.  This group can and should do more.
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2013 TPL Proposal 

- Planning 

Coordinator

Overview

• TPL Proposal for 2013

• Advantages and disadvantages

• Resources impacts
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2013 TPL Proposal for Planning Coordinator

• Change 2013 TPL steady state process to combine ITP 

and TPL processes

• Leverage existing ITPNT analysis for TPL Near-Term 

Planning Horizon

• Perform traditional TPL analysis for Long-Term 

Planning Horizon 

3

Proposal Details

• Near-Term Planning Horizon 

• Models: 2014 ITPNT Projected Firm and All Firm 

scenarios

• Analysis:

• Utilize 2014 ITPNT process for Category A and B analysis

• Perform Category C and D analysis with POM

• Long-Term Planning Horizon 

• Models: MDWG yr 10

• Analysis:

• Perform Category A, B, C, and D analysis with POM

4
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How is it different?

• Use ITPNT models instead of MDWG models for near-

term horizon

• Multiple data requests 

– ITPNT request (May)

– Other request for Cat C/D and 10 yr (summer) 

• Transmission solutions developed and approved for 

construction (NTCs) for Category A and B events

• Multiple programs for analysis (POM and PSS/E)

5

Advantages of Proposal

• Leverages existing ITP processes

• Removes duplicate efforts for staff and members

• Category A and B mitigations

• Meets TPL-001-31 for sensitivity case in near-term to 

stress system

6

1 Pending NERC and FERC approval
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Disadvantages of Proposal

• Not same model set for all analysis

• Multiple data requests

• Dependency on ITPNT schedule

• Multiple programs for analysis

7

Resource Impacts

• Reduces staff workload

• Reduces member workload for Category A and B 

mitigation development

• Other impacts?

8
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MDWG

• One scenario 

– Projected transactions

• Topology

– Includes NTCs, budgeted 

planned projects, and 

exploratory projects

• Generation Dispatch

– TO-provided units

– TO-provided dispatch

ITP

• Two scenarios

– Projected firm and All firm 

transactions

• Topology

– Includes NTCs and budgeted 

planned projects 

• Generation Dispatch

– Units with long-term 

transmission service*

– Block dispatch

Additional Information: Model Differences

9*Exceptions go through process outlined in ITP Manual

89 of 16589 of 165



2/20/2013

1

Introduction to 

FAC-013-2

FAC-013-2 – Assessment of Transfer Capability 

for the Near-Term Transmission Planning 

Horizon 

• Applicable to only Planning Coordinator (PC)

• PC needs Transfer Capability methodology

• Methodology include:

• Criteria for transfers

• Assumptions

• PC performs annual Transfer Capability assessment

• For at least one year in Near-Term Planning Horizon

2
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FAC-013-2 Cont.

• Approved by NERC and FERC

• Replaces FAC-012-1 and FAC-013-1

• Enforceable in April 2013

• Few impacts to Transmission Planner

• PC provides methodology to TP

• PC provides annual Transfer Capability results to TP

3

TWG’s Role

• Want to provide input?

• Methodology

• Analysis

• Leverage existing processes?

• Where to keep methodology?

• Criteria

• SPP process document

4
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Planning for 95% 

Thermal Loading

Bob Lux

February 12, 2013 

Planning for 95% Thermal Loading

• Paul Hassink, AEP, gave a presentation on the benefits of 

using a 95% thermal loading threshold in the November 

TWG meeting.

• The  TWG members noted it could require SPP Criteria and 

Tariff revisions

• TWG was interested in how many new projects this change 

could create for the 2013 ITPNT.

• Action Item: Staff to bring a list of all 2013 ITPNT potential 

thermal violations with loadings between 95% and 100% to 

the February TWG meeting.

2
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Potential 2018 Summer Peak unique facilities 

loading 95%-100% 

• Included only facilities that my result in NTC

– 34 ITPNT only

– 12 CBA only

– 25 Both ITPNT and CBA

– Total 71

3

Potential unique facilities loaded over 100% 

that resulted in NTC 

• 76 thermal overloads (above 100%) resulted in an NTC

4
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1 Introduction 
 
1.1 Acronyms and Definitions 
 

1. AECI – Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
2. APC – Adjusted Production Cost:  APC is a dollar value calculated by adding the cost of 

producing energy to the cost of energy purchases and subtracting the revenue from energy 
sales 

3. ATP – Authorization to Plan:  The ATP is a status given to a project which indicates that the 
BOD has approved the project in the SPP ITP and it has not yet been issued an NTC 
because it is outside of the NTC financial commitment window. 

4. BOD – SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee:  The BOD is the governing body of 
SPP 

5. EHV – Extra High Voltage:  In this document EHV refers to transmission at 300 kV or 
greater 

6. ERCOT – Electric Reliability Council of Texas 
7. ESWG – Economic Studies Working Group:  The ESWG reports to the MOPC and advises 

and assists SPP staff, various working groups and task forces in the development and 
evaluation principles for economic studies 

8. FERC – Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
9. ITP – Integrated Transmission Plan:  The ITP is SPP’s approach to planning transmission 

needed to maintain reliability, provide economic benefits, and achieve public policy goals to 
the SPP region in both the near and long-term 

10. LMP – Locational Marginal Price:  Also known as nodal pricing, the LMP is the incremental 
cost to the system that would result from one additional unit of energy that is demanded at a 
particular node 

11. MAPP – Mid-Continent Area Power Pool 
12. MDWG – Model Development Working Group:  The MDWG is responsible for maintenance 

of an annual series of transmission planning models (powerflow and short circuit models 
and associated stability database) which represent the current and planned electric network 
of SPP 

13. MISO – Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator 
14. MOPC – Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
15. MTF – Metrics Task Force:  The MTF is a task force created by the ESWG to create a list of 

metrics for the ESWG to consider for use in evaluating projects in the ITP 
16. NERC – North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
17. NERC TPL – NERC Transmission Planning Standards 
18. NTC – Notification to Construct:  The NTC is a formal SPP document specifying approval of 

and notification to build specific network upgrades with specified need dates for commercial 
operation 

19. OATT – Open Access Transmission Tariff:  SPP’s transmission tariff as posted on SPP’s 
website 

20. PJM – PJM Interconnection 
21. PTDF – Power Transfer Distribution Factor: A PTDF is the percentage of power transfer 

flowing through a facility(ies) for a particular transfer when there are no contingencies. 
22. ROW – Right-of-Way:  The ROW identifies the strip of land which is needed for transmission 

purposes 
23. RSC – Regional State Committee:  The SPP RSC provides collective state regulatory 

agency input on matters of regional importance related to the development and operation of 
bulk electric transmission 

24. SERC – SERC Reliability Corporation 
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25. SPP – Southwest Power Pool, Inc.:  SPP is a Regional Transmission Organization 
26. SPPT – Synergistic Planning Project Team (SPPT): The SPPT is a team which was created 

to address comprehensive transmission planning processes and allocation of transmission 
costs associated with both existing and strategic issues including transmission service, 
generator interconnection, Extra High Voltage (EHV) inter-regional transmission, wind 
integration, etc 

27. STEP – SPP Transmission Expansion Plan:  The STEP is an annual plan which 
summarizes activities that impact future development of the SPP transmission grid.  The 
STEP includes projects approved in the ITP, 10 Year Reliability, Priority Projects, Aggregate 
Study, Generation Interconnection, etc. 

28. TLR – Transmission Loading Relief:  A TLR is a process which is used to reduce loading on 
lines which are at risk for an overload 

29. TWG – Transmission Working Group:  The TWG reports to the MOPC and is responsible for 
planning criteria to evaluate transmission additions, seasonal ATC calculations, seasonal 
flowgate ratings, oversight of coordinated planning efforts, and oversight of transmission 
contingency evaluations 

30. WECC – Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
  

99 of 16599 of 165



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Integrated Transmission Planning Manual  6 

1.2 Purpose 
 
The SPP Tariff (OATT) in Attachment O Section III.8.d requires that Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
(SPP) assess the cost effectiveness of proposed transmission projects in accordance with the 
Integrated Transmission Planning Manual. This manual will also outline the processes for the three 
Integrated Transmission Planning components: 20-Year, 10-Year, and Near-Term Assessments. 
 

1.2.1 Confidentiality of Data 
SPP Staff will take all reasonable efforts to preserve the confidentiality of information in accordance 
with the provisions of the SPP Tariff (i.e., Sections 17.2(iv) and 18.2(vii); Attachment V 
(Section 13.1 and Article 22 of Appendix 6); Exhibit 1 (Section 2.3); Attachment AJ (Section 8); and 
Attachment C-One (Clause 7)). 
 
 
1.3 ITP Overview 

 
The Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP) is SPP’s approach to planning transmission needed to 
maintain reliability, provide economic benefits and achieve public policy goals to the SPP region in 
both the near and long-term. The ITP enables SPP and its stakeholders to facilitate the 
development of a robust transmission grid that provides regional customers improved access to the 
SPP region’s diverse resources. Development of the ITP was driven by planning principles 
developed by the Synergistic Planning Project Team (SPPT), including the need to develop a 
transmission backbone large enough in both scale and geography to provide flexibility to meet 
SPP’s future needs. 
 
The ITP is an iterative three-year process that includes 20-Year1, 10-Year, and Near-Term 
Assessments and targets a reasonable balance between long-term transmission investment and 
customer congestion costs (as well as many other benefits).  
 
The ITP creates synergies by integrating existing SPP activities: the Extra High Voltage (EHV) 
Overlay, the Balanced Portfolio, and the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP) Reliability 
Assessment. Consequently, and reaching the balance above, efficiencies are expected to be 
realized in the Generation Interconnection and Aggregate Transmission Service Request study 
processes. The ITP works in concert with SPP’s existing sub-regional planning stakeholder 
process, and parallels the NERC TPL Reliability Standards compliance process. 
 
The Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) was also formed in conjunction with the 
development of the ITP and will maintain the processes and metrics on an ongoing basis for 
qualifying and quantifying the transmission projects for the 20-Year and 10-Year Assessments. 
 
The Transmission Working Group (TWG) will maintain the process on an ongoing basis for 
qualifying and quantifying the transmission projects for the Near-Term Assessment. 
 
ITP recommendations that are reviewed by the Market Operations and Policy Committee (MOPC) 
and approved by the Board of Directors (BOD) will allow staff to issue Notification to Construct 
(NTC) letters for approved projects needed within the financial commitment horizon. An 
Authorization to Plan (ATP) will be issued for projects needed beyond the financial horizon.  
 

                                                
1 The first iteration of the 20-Year Assessment is studying only year 20.  However, in the future ITPs multiple 

years may be studied in addition to the year 20. 
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Once an ATP is issued, the project will be reviewed annually to ensure the continued need for the 
project and the proper timing. 
 
Successful implementation of the ITP will result in a list of transmission expansion projects, 
projected project costs and completion dates that facilitate the creation of a cost-effective, robust, 
and responsive transmission network in the SPP footprint. 
 

1.3.1 Inter-Regional Coordination 
SPP is responsible for coordinating transmission planning with each neighboring interconnected 
system. SPP will coordinate any activities and studies based on the agreements listed in Addendum 
1 to Attachment O of the OATT. As part of the inter-regional coordination process, SPP will share 
system plans with neighboring entities and identify system enhancements on the seams.  
 
 
1.4 Background 
 
In January of 2009 the BOD created the SPPT to address gaps and conflicts in SPP’s transmission 
planning processes; to develop a holistic, proactive approach to planning that optimizes individual 
processes; and to position SPP to respond to national energy priorities. 
 
The SPPT recommended the organization adopt a new set of planning principles; develop and 
implement an ITP; develop a plan to monitor the construction of projects approved through the ITP 
process; and identify Priority Projects that continue to appear in system reviews as needed to 
relieve congestion on existing constraints and connect SPP’s eastern and western regions. The 
SPPT recommended that the Regional State Committee (RSC) establish a “highway-byway” cost 
allocation methodology for approved projects.2 
 
The SPPT created the following principles to drive development of the ITP: 

• Focus on regional needs, while considering local needs as well; long range plans (both 20-
year and 10-year) are to be updated every three years while near-term plans are to be 
updated annually. 

• Plan the backbone transmission system to serve SPP load with SPP resources in a cost-
effective manner. The transmission backbone will: 

o Enhance interconnections between SPP’s western and eastern regions 
o Strengthen existing ties to the Eastern Interconnection. 
o Provide options for planning and coordination to the Western Electricity Coordinating 

Council and the Electric Reliability Council of Texas grids in the future. 
• Incorporate 20-year physical modeling and 40-year financial analysis timeframe. 
• Better position SPP to proactively prepare for and respond to national priorities while 

providing flexibility to adjust expansion plans. 
 
SPP began performing its planning duties in accordance with the ITP process in January of 2010, 
shortening the 20-year Assessment from an 18 month process to a 12 month process. 
 

                                                
2 The Highway-Byway cost allocation was approved by FERC on June 17, 2010. 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/nvcommon/NVintf.asp?slcfilelist=12369183:0 
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2 Transmission Planning Upgrade Process 
 
2.1 ITP Process & Schedule 
 
Beginning in November 2009, SPP began working with stakeholders to develop the scenarios for 
the 20-Year Assessment with results to be presented in January 2011.3  The 10-Year and Near-
Term Assessments will be performed in 2011, with results presented in January 2012.   
 
Moving forward, evaluation of future scenarios that may affect the ITP will occur during the first half 
of 2012 for the 20-Year Assessment and during the second half of 2013 for the 10-Year 
Assessment. The 20-Year Assessment will begin in year one and be completed in year two. The 
10-Year Assessment will begin during year two and be completed in year three. The Near-Term 
Assessment will be performed each year to ensure reliability and to incorporate local planning 
requirements. 
 
The ITP process is an iterative three-year component of the STEP that includes 20-Year, 10-Year, 
and Near-Term Assessments. Each of these assessments targets a reasonable balance between 
long-term transmission investment and customer congestion costs. Investment in transmission 
lowers the congestion costs (among many other benefits) to which customers are exposed but this 
benefit must be weighed against the cost of the investment.  As each assessment concludes more 
clarity is provided concerning appropriate investments in new transmission. Finding the appropriate 
investments is dependent on the assumptions used to represent possible future outcomes. This 
targeted approach is both forward-looking and proactive by designing with an end in mind of having 
a cost-effective and responsive transmission network which adheres to the ITP principles and also 
keeps the FERC “Nine Transmission Principles” in the forefront.4   
 
2.2 Cost-Effective Analysis & Robustness Evaluation 
 
Analysis will be performed following the adoption of the study assumptions and will focus upon both 
cost-effectiveness and robustness.   
 
Cost-effective analysis is a form of economic analysis that compares the relative costs and 
outcomes (effects) of two or more courses of action.  In effect, the benefits side of the equation is 
held constant at some pre-determined standard of service, and various options for providing that 
standard of service are then compared, with the least-cost method identified as the preferred 
option.  This method is distinct from cost-benefit analysis, which assigns a monetary value to the 
measure of effect with the most balanced outcome of costs and effects is identified.  Cost-effective 
and cost-benefit analyses ask two different questions, “is the equation balanced” and “How can I 
achieve my goals in the most effective manner?” 
 
An evaluation of robustness involves a different perspective than does the cost 
effectiveness analysis.  Robustness includes an evaluation of changes to cost-effective 
transmission plans for flexibility as well as incremental cost and benefits.  Metrics of 
robustness may be quantitative and/or qualitative. 

                                                
3 ITP Final Process Document - http://www.spp.org/publications/ITP_Process_Final_20091029.pdf 
4 These FERC principles are coordination, openness, transparency, information exchange, comparability, 

dispute resolution, regional participation, economic planning (congestion) studies, and cost allocation 
for new projects, as described more fully in Order 890, Final Rule, pages 245 – 323. 
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2.2.1 Development of Assumptions 
 
Assumptions used in the ITP will be developed during the first and second year of each 
three-year ITP cycle for the 20-Year and 10-Year Assessments, respectively, and annually 
for the Near-Term Assessment. Assumptions will include those needed for economic 
studies, reliability studies, and futures development.  
 
The ESWG will guide the development of the assumptions used in the economic 
assessments and the TWG will guide the development of the assumptions for the reliability 
impact assessments. 
 
Once developed, staff will present the assumptions within an ITP study scope document for 
approval by the ESWG, TWG, and MOPC (with review from the RSC)as appropriate. The 
scope of each assessment will be revisited at the beginning of each three-year cycle of the 
ITP.  
 
In addition to any assumptions identified by the ESWG and TWG, the analysis must also 
encompass a plausible collection of assumptions for each specific model run including, but 
not limited to, varying levels of the following: 

• Renewable Electricity Standards 
• Load growth 
• Demand response 
• Energy efficiency 
• Fuel prices 
• Environmental and governmental regulations 
• Resource (e.g. generation, transmission, smart grid) Technology 
• Public Policy 
 

 
2.3 Recommendations and Results 
 
A list of projects from the assessments performed throughout the year will be presented to 
stakeholders for discussion and review at an SPP planning summit.  Staff will then make any 
necessary adjustments to the ITP based on stakeholder feedback. The final plan will be included as 
a component of the STEP report and presented to the MOPC and the BOD. 
 

3 Twenty-Year Integrated Transmission Planning 
3.1 Purpose 
 
The first phase of the ITP process is the 20-Year Assessment which will be used to develop an 
EHV backbone network. The value-based planning assessment will use a diverse array of power 
system and economic analysis tools to thoroughly study the transmission system to identify cost-
effective and robust backbone projects needed to provide a grid flexible enough to reasonably 
accommodate possible changes characterized by the various scenarios. Because the degree to 
which the power transmission landscape will change over this time frame is not currently known, 
transmission system expansion will be designed with flexibility (i.e., enables the ability of the 
transmission grid to meet a range of possible resource futures) in mind. The projects identified as a 
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result of the 20-Year Assessment will be expected to provide benefits to the region across multiple 
scenarios. 
 
3.2 Futures Evaluation 
 
Due to the uncertainties involved in forecasting future system conditions, a number of diverse 
futures or scenarios will be considered that take into account multiple variables.  Consideration of 
multiple futures or scenarios will provide for a transmission expansion plan that will evolve as 
economic, environmental, regulatory, public policy, and technological changes arise that affect  
 
the industry.  Initiatives such as plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, smart grid, renewable electricity 
standards, environmental regulations, energy storage and conversion applications, and other future 
technologies will change the way the electric grid is utilized. The futures are defined by the SPP 
Strategic Planning Committee (SPC).  Based on direction of the SPC, the ESWG would further 
develop the assumptions and the inputs for the futures.  
 
3.3 Data Requirements & Assumptions 
 
Each stakeholder will have the opportunity to submit data and review their individual data which is 
being used for the study.  The original data set to be used in the model will be provided by the 
vendor retained by SPP.  That data is then reviewed by the stakeholders who can then provide 
specific updates to non-sensitive data.  Data pertaining to unit costs and heat rate will not be 
updated by stakeholders.  The ESWG will coordinate the submitting and vetting of all data used in 
the economic analysis.  This data includes generating unit information, load, wind profiles, emission 
prices, fuel prices, etc. 

3.3.1 Modeling Footprint 
 
The modeling footprint will include the entire SPP region and nearby areas within the Eastern 
Interconnection.  The non-SPP areas that may be modeled are MAPP, Midwest ISO, and the 
western portions of PJM and SERC. 

3.3.2 Generating Unit Modeling Data 
 
Generating unit modeling data is required to perform a detailed analysis of economic upgrades.  
Stakeholders are asked to review the data inputs for their generating units.  Specific data types will 
be derived from publically available inputs provided by the vendors.  These data types include: 
Variable O&M, Variable O&M Escalation, Fixed O&M, Fixed O&M Escalation, Energy Bid Cost, 
Energy Bid Markup, Spinning Reserve Bid, Spinning Reserve Bid Escalation, Heat Rate, Startup 
Cost Adder, and Startup Cost Adder Escalation.  These specific inputs use publically available data 
to ensure that the model will not contain sensitive data. 
 
Stakeholders will be asked to review and provide updated values (if necessary) for certain data 
items.  These data types include but are not limited to: Maximum MW Output, Minimum MW Output, 
Must-Run status, Minimum Up Time, Minimum Down Time, Ramp Rate, Forced Outage Rate, 
Forced Outage Duration, Maintenance Hours Requirement, Minimum Runtime, Startup Energy 
Requirement, Fuel Type, and Emission Rates.  For the resource planning phase of this study, 
stakeholders will be asked to review and update a smaller set of input data. 
 

3.3.3 Wind Resources 
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Futures may require the modeling of additional wind capacity above what is currently in service at 
the time of the assessment.  The amount of wind which will be modeled is defined in the ITP 
Futures document which is proposed by the ESWG and approved by the appropriate governing 
committee.  The target wind level is then met by including additional wind sites in the modeling 
footprint.  The size and locations of these additional wind farms are approved by the ESWG. 

3.3.4 Load Forecast Assumptions 
 
A base load forecast used for the 20-Year Assessment will be approved by the Model Development 
Working Group (MDWG) and reviewed by the TWG and ESWG.  Sensitivities may be developed for 
the futures.  
 

3.3.5 Fuel and Emission Prices 
 
SPP staff will assist the ESWG to formulate the fuel and emission price forecasts.  These forecasts 
will then be approved by the ESWG for use in the production cost model. 
 

3.3.6 Import/Export Limits 
 
The ITP will focus on benefits to the SPP region.  The interchange between SPP and other regions 
will be kept to a minimum percentage of SPP’s total load and capacity. The imports and exports will 
be set and benchmarked using hurdle rates and expected external system conditions for twenty 
years in the future.  The ESWG will review the hurdle rates and the resulting imports/exports for 
both the resource planning and production cost modeling phases of the study.  Different hurdle 
rates may be used to accommodate import and export scenarios within the futures depending on 
the study scope.  The system representation at seams will be reflective of expected facilities and 
arrangements that are consistent with the SPP futures being modeled.  All of the ties within the SPP 
footprint will be modeled based on historical data.  This historical data will be the most recent year 
available. 
 
3.4 Modeling Methods 

3.4.1 Model Development 
 
As described in the sections below, the models used in the 20-Year Assessment are developed 
based on information accumulated from various sources.  The model building process starts with a 
package utilizing publicly available data.  The economic model is then reviewed by SPP members.  
In addition, the powerflow model is imported into the economic model so that the transmission 
topology is up-to-date.  Other parts of the model development include adding a generation 
expansion plan (resource planning) and developing a list of constraints (flowgate selection).  SPP 
does not use Transmission Operating Guides in its 20-Year Assessment analyses. 
 

3.4.2 Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch 
 
The economic dispatch model will include stakeholder-vetted data. Unit cost related data such as 
costs and heat rates will be taken from publicly available sources. Other data about the physical 
characteristics of generators that are not related to costs and heat rates will be reviewed and 
updated as needed by the members to provide company-specific values.  These data will be used 
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to produce the security-constrained economic dispatch (SCED) solution. The SCED solution 
requires dual optimization processes.  
 
The first process is the security constrained unit commitment (SCUC). Here, the least cost 
combination of units is determined subject to unit-specific operational constraints (e.g., ramping, 
minimum output, min/max runtime, etc.), and some critical location-specific transmission reliability 
constraints (e.g., must-run operational limits); but without explicit consideration of transmission grid 
operational costs. 
 
The second process is the security constrained economic dispatch (SCED) solution of the units 
determined by the SCUC process.  Here, the units are dispatched in a least-cost manner subject to 
various transmission operational constraints (e.g., line thermal limits, voltage support, etc.) and 
transmission reliability constraints (e.g., n- contingencies) to produce an overall least cost solution 
for regional load.     
 

3.4.3 Power System Model for the economic dispatch model 
 
The powerflow used in the 20-Year Assessment will be the latest MDWG model as approved by the 
TWG.  Approved STEP projects as well as other special projects which are known by SPP staff (i.e. 
Entergy, AECI projects or those at other seams) will be added to the latest MDWG model as of the 
beginning of the study.  This powerflow will be uploaded into the economic dispatch model. 
 
(Suggested TWG language:  Typical dynamic models for projected generation will be used for the 
20-Year Assessment in those scenarios in which steady state power transfers indicate minimal 
stability margins.) 
 

3.4.4 Resource Planning Model 
 
The resource planning data will be vetted by stakeholders to ensure that the modeling of 
stakeholder’s generation capacity is accurate.  The stakeholders will have the opportunity to update 
their data to ensure an accurate model.   

3.4.5 Constraint Selection 
 
The current NERC Book of Flowgates will be used as an initial list of constraints. Throughout the 
analysis SPP will define additional constraints which will be vetted and approved by the TWG. 
 
Using a transmission analysis tool, SPP staff will identify additional constraints which should be 
monitored in the economic dispatch model.  The nature of the economic study tools is such that the 
constraints are the only tool in the model which controls the flow on the transmission lines – without 
the constraints there is no adherence to the line or transformer limits, etc.  This is an iterative 
process which will look for the next constraint.  For the purposes of this analysis N-1 and a few 
select PTDF interface constraints will be selected in order to control the flow in key transmission 
corridors.  Not every flow will always be mitigated for every hour.  Overloads can occur.  The 
constraints are selected by performing an N-1 contingency analysis on all hours of the study year.  
All 300 kV and higher voltage facilities will be outaged; all 100 kV and higher voltage facilities in 
SPP will be monitored. 
 
3.5 Twenty-Year ITP Assessment Process 
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3.5.1 Resource Planning 
 
For each future, SPP will complete 20-year forecasts of generating resource additions to balance 
load and capacity reserves for zones throughout the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) based on future 
scenarios designed by the SPP Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG).  Siting locations for the 
new resources for each of the futures will be determined.  The resource additions will be added to 
the SPP database at the sited locations and interconnected in the transmission network model at 
the appropriate locations.   

 
The resource planning will be conducted in three phases as summarized below.  
 
• Phase I.   Develop a resource expansion plan for each future scenario.  The resources will be 

selected using an optimal generation expansion model on a regional basis. The expansion 
plans will be developed from a resource list of generic prototype generators representing 
available future resources.  The optimal generation expansion model will be constrained to 
maintain specified capacity margins, renewable requirements, and other parameters for each 
future.    
 

• Phase II.  The resources will be spatially located within the SPP pricing areas with the aid of 
GIS databases showing locations of transmission lines, natural gas pipelines, railroads, 
waterways, substations, etc.  
 

• Phase III.  The generators will be entered into the SPP database and connected to busses in 
the transmission system. 

3.5.2 Phase I 
 
The data defining the generating characteristics of all existing resources, demand and energy 
forecasts, fuel price forecasts, emission price forecasts, and other factors will be input to an optimal 
generation expansion model to evaluate combinations of candidate resources available to meet 
future peak demand and energy requirements.  In addition generators under construction or far 
enough along in the permitting process shall be considered for inclusion in the existing resource 
data.  Firm retirements, to the extent known, will also be incorporated in the optimal generation 
expansion model. 
 
Additionally, the parameters for each future will be entered into the optimal generation expansion 
model.  The optimal generation expansion model will be used to determine the appropriate 
resources for the 20-year timeframe, maintaining the capacity margins, renewable requirements, 
and other parameters for each future.  
 
Cost and performance estimates for representative generation technologies to be considered as 
generator resource additions will be entered into the optimal generation expansion model.  An 
overall study estimate basis shall be developed to allow all technology costs to be presented on a 
consistent level.  Technologies considered will include simple cycle combustion turbine 
configurations, combined cycle configurations, pulverized coal units, nuclear, integrated gasification 
combined cycle with carbon sequestration (IGCC), and renewable resources.   
 
To capture the diversity of the geographic dispersion of wind generation in SPP’s control region, 
hourly production profiles from several potential sites within the geographic regions that exhibit the 
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best potential for wind installation development will be input to the optimal generation expansion 
model. 

3.5.3 Phase II 
 
After the sets of resources for each future are approved by the ESWG the resources will be 
spatially sited.  A physical spatial location for each generator will be selected based upon the siting 
parameters developed in collaboration with the ESWG and SPP staff.  The siting effort will 
incorporate renewable requirements, and other futures parameters, as well as physical siting 
criteria to determine the proper location for each resource.  This siting effort will be conducted as a 
screening level exercise to identify site areas that generally comply with the approved criteria and 
will not be intended to provide or replace a full scope power plant siting study.  Siting criteria could 
include but not be limited to locating the resources within a certain distance from existing natural 
gas pipelines, existing railways, and/or navigable waterways, etc. 
 
The general siting philosophy will incorporate the following general guidelines: 
 
• Do not use transmission as initial siting factor:  Let geography and existing infrastructure guide 

placement of proxy generation.  Existing transmission used as a weighting factor rather than a 
primary siting factor. 

• Site proxy generation by zone:  Site expansion model generation in zone with highest capacity 
needs.   

• Avoid greenfield siting for NG fired capacity:  NG generation is flexible to site.  Locating 
generally more peaking NG generation near load centers will have tendency to reduce impact 
on transmission system. 

• Limit capacity to 2,400 MW maximum per location:  Limiting total capacity per location 
potentially minimizes impact of contingencies removing large blocks of capacity from service. 

3.5.4 Phase III 
 
After the resource sitings are approved, the resource additions will be input to the SPP database 
with the resource additions at the approved sites so they could be interconnected in the 
transmission network model at the appropriate locations.  The data will be used in subsequent 
analysis by SPP and will allow SPP to connect the resource to specific buses for the transmission 
models. 
 

3.5.5 Screening Analysis 
 
SPP will start the screening analysis using prototypes which are developed based on previous EHV 
plans.  These prototypes will be reviewed by stakeholders who have an opportunity to review the 
prototypes and offer feedback in their design.  SPP will analyze a wide variety of possible 
transmission projects which have been identified by staff or suggested by stakeholders.  The 
purpose of the screening analysis is to identify the grouping of projects which meet the goals of the 
future cost-effectively. 

3.5.6 Security Constrained Unit Commitment and Economic Dispatch Analysis 
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SPP staff will use a security constrained economic dispatch software for the economic and unit 
commitment analysis.  The model will solve using nodal LMPs which will dispatch the generation 
economically based unit characteristics, load information, and transmission constraints. 

3.5.7 Limited Reliability Assessment 
 
SPP staff will perform a limited reliability assessment to identify the impact the 20-Year 
transmission plans may have upon system reliability, in order to provide the most cost-effective, 
versatile backbone.  The purpose of this assessment is to test the robustness of the transmission 
system and is not intended to be a test for NERC Reliability Standards requirements5. 
 
Due to the lack of an available year 20 powerflow model, a year 10 or year 11 powerflow model will 
be substituted as a proxy 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 assess reliability from multiple aspects, the limited reliability assessment will be divided 
into two portions.  The first portion will be performed on the year 20 economic model, simulating the 
20 year load levels and dispatch.  The analysis will consist of a DC (thermal) contingency analysis, 
with and without the identified transmission plans, monitoring the 100 kV and above system while 
considering 300 kV and above contingencies.   
 
The second portion of the analysis will be performed on a year 10 or year 11 powerflow model, 
establishing a more thorough reliability evaluation of the 100 kV and above system.  This analysis 
will consist of an AC (thermal and voltage) contingency analysis, with and without the identified 
transmission plans.  SPP will monitor 100 kV and above facilities while considering 100 kV and 
above contingencies.  In this analysis mitigation plans will be developed for all violations. 
Additionally, a transfer capability (FCITC) will be performed on the year 10 or year 11 powerflow 
model, with and without the identified transmission plans. 
 
A stability screening study will be performed to identify potential areas of instability.  These results 
may influence the selection of projects for the ITP. 6. 
 
Those issues within SPP that are not addressed in this assessment will be passed to the 10-Year 
Assessment for further evaluation.  Based on the results of these analyses, the EHV designs will be 
refined from a reliability perspective.  

3.5.8 Limited Stability Assessment 
SPP staff will perform Aa stability screening study will be performed to identify potential areas of 
voltage instability.  The study will be conducted on the base case with no new transmission and the 
final portfolio to assess the transfer limits (MW) due to transfer of wind west to east across the SPP 
footprint.  The analysis will consist of an N-1 scan of all the 300 kV and above transmission lines 
and transformers to determine if voltage collapse and thermal violations occur before flow limits are 
exceeded.  These results may influence the selection of projects for the ITP. 7. 
 

                                                
5 Adherence to NERC Reliability Standards will continue to be checked through a separate NERC Reliability 

Compliance Assessment. 
6 For the 2010 ITP 20-Year Assessment, this analysis may not be performed. 
7 For the 2010 ITP 20-Year Assessment, this analysis may not be performed. 

109 of 165109 of 165



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Integrated Transmission Planning Manual  16 

Those issues within SPP that are not addressed in this assessment will be passed to the 10-Year 
Assessment for further evaluation.  Based on the results of these analyses, the EHV designs will be 
refined from a reliability perspective.  
 

3.5.83.5.9 Solution Development 
 
During the process of the 20-Year Assessment, SPP staff will review issues that are identified 
during the various phases of the study.  Those issues may include: thermal overloads, voltage 
violations, flowgate congestion, LMP variation and trapped generation.  Staff will present these 
issues to stakeholders and ask for feedback on EHV solutions to those issues.  Those proposed 
solutions will then be evaluated through a screening process to determine which solution sets work 
best.  The solution sets (or portfolios) that result from the screening process will be further 
developed and refined through more detailed analysis which will include evaluation of benefit 
metrics as described in Section III.G of this manual. 
 
3.6 Valuation 
 
Three distinct phases to the transmission plan development will occur.  A transmission least cost 
analysis will create transmission plans that help the SPP system satisfy the requirements of each 
future, a cost-effective analysis will identify common elements found in the multiple future least cost 
plans and begin evaluating project alternatives in order to provide a single base for use in the 
application of the robustness metrics. 
 
 
Each phase of the valuation will rely upon certain metrics as outlined by the ESWG through its work 
with the Metrics Task Force (MTF).  The Metrics for 20-Year ITP document includes a description of 
the metrics proposed to measure both cost-effectiveness and robustness.   

3.6.1 Transmission Least Cost Evaluation 
 
This initial engineering analysis phase will produce a transmission least cost plan for each future.  
The plans will be developed to ensure that the future is met in a manner that minimizes 
transmission construction and maintenance costs.  The principles used to select projects in this 
phase of the valuation include preferences for shorter line lengths, simpler projects and project 
termination into existing substations.  Requirements will be specific to the futures under study and 
in this phase of the study must be completely satisfied by the transmission plan developed for the 
future. 

3.6.2 Cost-Effective Transmission Evaluation 
 
The cost-effective transmission plan will combine the transmission least cost plans into a single 
plan for use as a base in the robustness valuations.  The principles used to select projects in this 
phase include the minimization of the total costs (transmission capacity, generation capacity and 
APC).  A common plan including the projects found in every transmission least cost plan will serve 
as the basis for these calculations.  Additional projects will be added to the common plan in order to 
form the cost-effective plan when the benefit of the project outweighs the costs.  Where multiple 
alternative projects are considered, the best performing project will be selected for inclusion in the 
plan.   
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3.6.3 Robustness Metrics 
The robustness metrics are described in more detail in the ITP 20-Year Assessment Robustness 
Metrics Procedural Manual8.  These 15 metrics are meant to be options which can be used to 
capture additional value provided by projects studied in the 20-Year Assessment.  It is understood 
that all metrics may not be able to be calculated during the 20-Year Assessment in 2010. 

1) Captures added value not previously quantified/qualified in SPP’s traditional planning 
methods. 

 
a) Improvements in reliability (value of improving the ability to keep the lights on) 

 
This metric has three distinct components, or sub-metrics, each addressing a different 
aspect of improved reliability: 

 
1. Value of delaying or eliminating the need for previously approved reliability 

projects; 
2. Value of improved Available Transfer Capabilites (ATCs) of the SPP grid; and 
3. Other values, such as a backstop to a catastrophic event 

 
1) The first sub-metric monetizes the reliability benefit as the avoided cost (or additional 

cost) in dollars of delaying or canceling (or accelerating) previously approved 
reliability projects. 

 
2) The second sub-metric  provides a qualitative (non-monetized) assessment of the 

added flexibility for the potential redirection of power flows within SPP made possible 
by increase ATCs.  The challenge in defining this metric is to develop a meaningful 
weighting structure of ATCs defined for multiple combinations of points of receipt and 
points of delivery. 

 
3) The third sub-metric provides a qualitative assessment of the improved reliability of 

the grid in its ability to withstand the impact of catastrophic events electrically 
expressed as multiple contingencies. 

 
b) Enables efficient location of new generation 
This metric is a quantitative measure of the ability of a transmission project or portfolio to 
provide for the efficient location of new generation capacity.   

 
c) Reduced losses not captured in APC 
Relative to a base case transmission expansion plan, each alternative transmission 
expansion plan will impact total losses in the system.  This metric will serve as a first step in 
the calculation of the metric to calculation the impact on capacity losses and will give SPP 
stakeholders a qualitative measure for evaluating the relationship between a reduction in 
losses and the monetary and physical savings from reduced capacity and capital costs. 

 
d) Increased effective capacity factors 
The value of the capacity factor improvement of resources between the base and change 
cases should be captured.  The capacity factor may change due to a reduction in 
congestion.  This is a measure of the value of adding transmission to reduce congestion on 
curtailed resources. 

 

                                                
8 http://www.spp.org/section.asp?pageID=128 
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e) Ability to reduce cost of capacity held in reserve for regulation.  This metric has not yet 
been developed. 
 

f) Positive impact on capacity losses 
This metric will be used to capture a value for the capacity which may no longer be required 
due to a reduction in losses and capacity margin.  The reduced capacity can be reflected in 
reduced losses and the potential reduction in capacity margins. 

2) Levelization of LMPs 
 

The Levelization of LMPs metric will provide SPP stakeholders a qualitative indicator for the 
impact an alternate transmission topology makes on generation owners’ ability, across the SPP 
footprint, to compete on equal grounds.  In the absence of congestion and losses in the system, 
any generator has the potential to serve any load and there will be one single system price in 
each hour.  A transmission system with no constraints and low losses makes the electricity 
market more contestable as it provides an equal opportunity to all generators with similar costs 
to compete for loads.  Moreover, in such transmission systems the market for new entry will also 
be more contestable.  An increase in congestion and losses places generators at certain 
locations at a disadvantage relative to other similar cost generators which makes the market 
less competitive.  This metric will measure the levelization of LMPs for each transmission 
topology using the standard deviation of LMPs across locations for the SPP footprint.  All else 
being equal, a decrease in the value of this metric indicates an improvement in the 
competitiveness of the SPP market as a whole.    

3) Improved access to economical resources participating in SPP Markets 
 

This metric will provide a qualitative measure of competitiveness across the SPP footprint.  It 
will analyze a generating unit’s ability to compete within its own technology type.  Capacity 
weighted LMPs will be calculated for generating plants of type wind, steam coal, combined 
cycle, and combustion turbine on an hourly basis and then averaged across the 25% of the 
largest hourly standard deviations. 

4) Change in operating reserves 
 

If an alternative transmission topology improves the power transfer across the SPP system, it 
has a potential to reduce the reliability reserve margin in the SPP system and therefore reduce 
the potential installed capacity requirements.  The purpose of this metric is to monetize the 
value that alternative transmission topologies have in reducing the installed capacity 
requirements in the SPP footprint.  This value could be monetized using the savings in capital 
and fixed O&M costs attributed to the corresponding reduction in installed capacity 
requirements. 

5) TLR Reduction – Enabling Market Solutions 
 

This metric is intended to capture the impact of the reduction in Transmission Loading Relief 
(TLR) calls associated with transmission improvements.  It is important to note, however, that 
with the implementation of the Day 2 market in SPP, the need for TLR calls between SPP 
control areas will be eliminated because all congestion will be managed by the economic 
security constrained unit commitment and dispatch.   

6) Limited export/import improvements 
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This metric quantifies the change in available transfer capability (ATC) that corresponds to an 
alternative topology with respect to the cost-effective plan.  There are three categories of ATC 
changes that are of interest and are addressed by this metric: 

 
a) From major generation centers within SPP to key delivery points on the boundary of 

SPP.  This category relates to export capability improvements. 
 

b) From key external receipt points at the boundary of SPP to load centers within SPP.  
This category relates to import capability improvements. 

 
c) From key external receipt points at the boundary of SPP to key delivery points on the 

boundary of SPP.  This category relates to improvements in the ability of SPP to 
accommodate wheel-through transactions. 

 

7) Improved economic market dynamics not measured in the security constrained 
economic dispatch model. 

 
This metric will evaluate the benefit of a proposed transmission topology on reducing the 
potential for market power associated with congestion induced load pockets (e.g. Narrowly 
Constrained Areas).  When an electrical area becomes constrained due to one or more binding 
flowgates, a re-dispatch of certain generators will typically act to relieve this congestion.  
However, if the suppliers owning this generation are pivotal, that is without their assets there 
would not be enough generation available to relieve the congestion, a potential for market 
power arises.  This metric will analyze these potential situations and relative to the Cost 
Effective Topology will calculate the benefit from an alternative transmission topology m in 
reducing the number of instances of pivotal suppliers. The metric is defined as the number of 
such pivotal supplier instances.   

8) Improved economic market dynamics measured in the nodal security constrained 
economic dispatch model 

 
This metric will analyze the effect of transmission expansion on reducing the per MWh marginal 
cost across the SPP footprint.  Absent transmission congestion in an hour, the  
marginal unit is uniquely defined; with congestion, the number of marginal units will equal the 
number of binding constraints plus one.  Among these marginal units, certain units act to relieve 
congestion by balancing other, typically less expensive marginal units’ impact on the binding 
constraints.  A reduction in the overall cost of such units should be considered an improvement 
in market dynamics.   

9) Reduction in market price volatility 
 

The deterministic modeling of a transmission topology using production cost models typically 
understates the volatility of resultant wholesale electricity prices.  Load, fuel prices, generator 
and transmission outages, and allowance prices are all perfectly known.  With an alternate 
transmission topology, the same set of inputs will result in a different dispatch of generating 
units but will not address the potential benefits of transmission projects in reducing price 
volatility due to alternate realizations of energy market economics.  A production cost model 
(PCM) could be considered as a complex input-output model, whose major inputs include 
among other things, forecast of fuel prices, emission allowance prices, electricity demand, hydro 
conditions, and generator and transmission outages.  The outputs among other things include 
locational electricity prices.   
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The volatility of electricity prices addressed by this metric reflects the magnitude of variability of 
electricity prices in response to variability of major inputs.  The volatility must be measured for 
each topology and then compared across topologies.      

10) Reduction of emission rates and values 
 

If an alternative topology, results in a lower fossil fuel burn (or less coal-intensive generation) 
than the Cost-Effective Topology, then SO2, NOX, CO2, and Hg emissions will be lower with the 
alternative topology in place.  APC captures the cost savings associated with reduced SO2, 
NOX, and CO2 emissions because the allowance prices for these pollutants  
 
are inputs to the production cost model simulations.  However, since mercury is not currently a 
pollutant subject to an allowance price, changes in coal generation and the corresponding 
changes in mercury emissions are otherwise not captured in the 20-Year Assessment 
framework.  This metric addresses that analytical deficiency and quantifies the changes in 
mercury emissions.  This metric also quantifies the changes in SO2, NOX, and CO2 emissions 
based on the 20-Year Assessment assumptions.   

 
The mercury emissions from a given simulation can be easily calculated if the mercury content 
of the coal, the coal burn, and the mercury capture efficiencies of the coal units’ pollution 
controls are known.  The production cost tool directly reports the SO2, NOX, and CO2 
emissions.  This metric is calculated simply as the difference between the cost-effective 
topology’s emissions and the alternative topology’s emissions (for each pollutant separately).  
The change in mercury emissions should be quantified in units of lbs/year and the change in 
SO2, NOX, and CO2 emissions should be tons/year.  

11) Transmission corridor utilization 
 

An alternative transmission expansion plan m that effectively utilizes existing right-of-way 
(ROW) is preferable – all else equal - to those that do not.  In addition, a topology that largely 
avoids environmentally sensitive areas is preferable – all else equal – to those that do not.9 

 
This metric is really two sub-metrics.  The first sub-metric measures the proportion of 
transmission expansion plan cost that does not effectively utilize existing ROW.  The second 
sub-metric measures the proportion of transmission expansion plan cost that traverses 
environmentally sensitive areas.  For both sub-metrics the plan costs should be discounted to 
present value (as the plan costs would be staggered over time and require conversion to 
present value). 

12) Ability to reduce cycling of base load units 
 

The purpose of this metric is to evaluate the benefit from reducing cycling of large10 base load 
generating plants.  For the purpose of this metric, a cycle occurs during any start-up to shut-
down period each time a unit’s output crosses or reaches the average output and then goes 

                                                
9 If m largely avoids environmentally sensitive areas by facilitating the location of fossil generation more 

closely to load centers, the avoided environmental cost of the transmission siting can be offset by the 
increased, adverse urban air quality impacts at the load centers (e.g., increases in ground-level 
ozone concentrations).  This tradeoff should be kept in mind when considering the amount of 
transmission (project cost) that traverses environmentally sensitive areas. 

10 The Cutoff for Large units should be set by SPP stakeholders 
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below this average minus a tolerance11.  Relative to the Cost-Effective Topology, a transmission 
project that reduces the total number of cycles for a base load unit will reduce maintenance 
costs and in turn prolong the life span of the unit.  If SPP has data on the relationship between 
the number of cycles and O&M cost or has a dollar value associated with excessive versus 
normal or ideal cycling12, this metric can be monetized to arrive at a value to generators from 
reduced cycling. 

13) Generation Resource Diversity  
 

If an alternative transmission topology m results in a more diverse generation capacity 
expansion plan than the cost-effective transmission expansion plan there would be a benefit to 
ratepayers in that the power system could respond more flexibly to relative fuel price changes.   

 
This metric is a semi-quantitative metric based on the generation mix (energy basis) from the 
production cost model simulation.  For a given future, this metric is simply a comparison  
of the generation mixes (energy basis) from the cost-effective topology and an alternative 
topology.  Both the annual generation mix and the fuel-on-the-margin mix are considered.  Of 
particular interest is whether the gas-fired generation approaches or exceeds X% of the 
generation mix - this is because the level and volatility of gas prices are typically relatively high 
compared to the level and volatility of coal and nuclear fuel prices.13  Excessive dependence 
on gas-fired generation – to the detriment of a more balanced dispatch of gas, oil, coal, and 
nuclear energy - exposes ratepayers to greater fuel price risk.  Note that wind and hydro 
dispatch is fixed for a given future, notwithstanding curtailments. 

14) Ability to serve unexpected new load 
 

This metric measures the ability of an alternative transmission topology, to serve new load at 
levels that are different from those considered in the derivation APC.  The metric tests two 
types of load changes – an overall incremental load in proportion to load forecast used in the 
development of each future and load shifts between major load centers.  

15) Part of Overall EHV Overlay Plan 
 

This metric will not be developed for ITP20, because ITP20 is the process for the development 
of the EHV Overlay Plan. 

 
3.7 Deliverable 
 

3.7.1 Finalize Solution 
 
Prior to developing the final set of projects, SPP staff expects to have a transmission plan 
developed for each future. Those multiple plans will be analyzed to determine which projects or 
combination of projects would be beneficial in all futures.  The results of this analysis will be a single 
EHV transmission plan that is robust, being adaptable for all of the futures considered, and adding 
greater incremental value than incremental cost. 

                                                
11 To account for small modulations in generation, SPP stakeholders should establish a percentage tolerance 

level such that a change in generation within this tolerance would not count as a cycle  
12 Excessive, Normal and Ideal levels of cycling should be defined by SPP stakeholders 
13 Oil prices are also volatile but oil-fired generation is small relative to coal, gas, and nuclear. 
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3.7.2  Report 
 
The deliverable for the 20-Year Assessment will be a single transmission plan including staging and 
timing considerations to convey the appropriate order of implementation.  The results of the 
analysis as outlined in this manual will be included in the 20-Year ITP Report. 
 

4 Ten-Year Integrated Transmission Planning 
 
4.1 Purpose 
 
The second phase of the ITP process is the 10-year planning horizon assessment. This 10-Year 
Assessment (ITP10) is a value-based planning approach that will analyze the Transmission System 
in year 10 and identify 100 kV and above solutions to issues stemming from multiple sources 
including: (a) the issues that are identified in the reliability analysis of the 69 kV and above system, 
and (b) issues identified by the ITP20 process which are appropriate for the ITP10 study.  
 
The ITP10 process will be similar to the ITP20 process. The ITP10 will evaluate the need for the 
ITP20 projects ten years out and integrate them with 100 kV and above facilities that satisfy needs 
such as: a) resolving potential criteria violations; b) mitigating known or foreseen congestion; c) 
improving access to markets; d) staging transmission expansion; and e) improving 
interconnections. In the ITP10, the ITP20 futures will be used as a guide  for development of the 
futures most likely occurring within the 10-year horizon. The focus of the 10-year assessment is to 
determine the need in the horizon year. 
 
Economic and reliability analyses will be utilized as a way to further refine and establish the staging 
of the projects. Economic analysis will aid in determining those projects that are the best project 
alternatives for the 10 year plan. 
 
4.2 Futures Evaluation 
 
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, societal, 
and technological changes arise that affect the industry.   
 
The futures used in the ITP process will be developed by SPP staff and stakeholders with 
endorsement by the Strategic Planning Committee. Consideration of these futures will allow the ITP 
to take into account variability by considering the economic, environmental, regulatory, 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 other future 
technologies will change the way the electric grid is utilized.  

 
4.3 Data Requirements 
 
The starting economic dataset to be used in the model will be a commercially available model 
provided by the software vendor. This data as well as the powerflow dataset will be available to 
SPP stakeholders for review after the appropriate non-disclosure agreements have been signed. 
When possible publicly available data will be used as data for the model runs. This includes data 
sets such as fuel curves, common assumptions or other data designated as not proprietary or 
confidential. 
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4.3.1 Wind Farms 
 
Futures may require the modeling of additional wind capacity above what is currently in service at 
the time of the assessment.  The amount of wind which will be modeled is defined in the ITP 
Futures document that is proposed by the ESWG and approved by the appropriate governing 
committee.  The target wind level is then met by including additional wind sites in the modeling 
footprint.  The size, locations, and profiles of these additional wind farms are approved by the 
ESWG. 

4.3.2 Interaction with ERCOT & WECC 
 
DC ties connect the SPP to the WECC and ERCOT systems.  Sold firm transmission service will be 
used as a basis for modeling the flow levels of the DC ties. The ESWG will evaluate whether 
historical flows are consistent with the service agreements. 14 If there is no sold firm transmission 
service on DC ties, ESWG will consider how to model the DC ties consistent with the developed 
futures 

4.3.3 Working Group Review of Modeling Data 
 
 In general, the ESWG will oversee the development of the economic models. Similarly, the TWG 
will oversee the power flow and stability models used in this analysis and will be developed through 
the existing SPP Planning Model Process via the MDWG.   

4.4 Assumptions 

4.4.1 Load Forecast Assumptions 
 
The Study will require load forecasts for SPP members and non-members within the SPP footprint, 
as well as areas outside of the SPP footprint. SPP staff will use load as represented in the MDWG 
models for the modeling footprint at the review of MDWG. Energy forecasts, unit retirements or 
changes not captured in current models will be provided by the ESWG, TWG and other SPP staff 
contacts.   
  
For load forecasts for entities outside of the SPP footprint, publicly available data will be utilized as 
the source of the 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. 

4.4.2 Resources 
The ESWG will develop a resource plan based upon expected unit retirements, unit derates and 
other factors as part of the development of a resource plan for each future. 
 

4.4.3 Fuel Prices 
 
The price assumptions for fuels will be an important driver for the Study. The ESWG will review and 
approve the fuel prices used in the Study.  

                                                
14 In the 2011 ITP10, SPP used historical DC tie usage profiles as an approximation for the respective power 

flow across the DC tie. 
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4.4.4 Emission Prices 
 
SPP staff will work with the ESWG to formulate the emission price forecasts.  These forecasts will 
then be approved by the ESWG for use in the production cost model. 

4.4.5 Modeling Footprint 
 
The modeling footprint will include the entire SPP region and nearby areas. Other areas may be 
added to the model as described in the study scope. 

4.4.6 Import/Export Limits 
The ITP will focus on benefits to the SPP region.  The imports and exports will be set and 
benchmarked using hurdle rates and expected external system conditions for ten years in the 
future.  The ESWG will review the hurdle rates. 
 
4.5 Modeling Methods 

4.5.1 Steady State Models 
 
Power flow models based on MDWG developed models will be used a starting point incorporating a 
market dispatch developed as part of the security-constrained economic analysis.  These models 
will be developed for SPP system coincident peak load and off-peak load  using output from the 
economic models as a reference for load and generation dispatch. 

4.5.2 Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch Models 
 
The economic dispatch model will include stakeholder-vetted data. Unit cost related data such as 
costs and heat rates will be taken from publicly available sources. Other data about the physical 
characteristics of generators that are not related to costs and heat rates will be reviewed and 
updated as needed by the members to provide company-specific values.  These data will be used 
to produce the security-constrained economic dispatch (SCED) solution. The SCED solution 
requires dual optimization processes.  
 
4.6 Ten-Year ITP Process 

4.6.1 Constraint Selection 
 
Staff will review the existing NERC Book of Flowgates (BoF) and determine what (if any) constraints 
need to be added or deleted from the list of constraints (event file) for the economic model runs. 
The constraint study should determine what additional constraints are needed in the 10 year 
models with the additional load and resources. 
 
TWG will review the constraint selection analysis. 
 

4.6.2 Screening Analysis 
 
The purpose of the screening analysis is to identify transmission projects that  meet the goals of the 
futures. In this step SPP staff will analyze a wide variety of possible transmission solutions. SPP will 
request and accept suggested projects from stakeholders as part of the screening analysis.  
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Part of the data used in this screening analysis will be conceptual cost estimates developed by 
SPP. 
 

4.6.3 Security Constrained Unit Commitment and Economic Dispatch Analysis 
 
SPP staff will use security constrained economic dispatch software for the economic and unit 
commitment analysis.  The model will solve using nodal LMPs which will dispatch the generation 
economically, based on unit characteristics, load information, and transmission constraints. This 
analysis will determine potential issues including congestion, LMP variation and trapped generation. 
 

4.6.4 Reliability Analysis 
 
Using the power flow models developed in Section 4.5.1, SPP Staff will conduct AC contingency 
analysis to determine potential thermal and voltage violations. 

4.6.5 Stability Analysis 
 
Using the power flow models developed in Section 4.5.1, SPP Staff will conduct load pocket 
analysis to determine potential voltage instability. 
 
If any 300 kV and above upgrades are identified as solutions in the portfolio, line-end reactive 
requirements analysis will be performed for the new transmission lines greater than 300 kV system 
to provide an indicative amount of reactor needs before design level studies are completed.  
 

4.6.54.6.6 Solution Development 
 
During the process of the 10-Year Assessment, SPP staff will review issues that are identified 
during the various phases of the study.  Staff will present these issues to stakeholders and ask for 
feedback on solutions to those issues.  Those proposed solutions will then be evaluated to 
determine which solution sets work best.  The resulting solutions will be further developed and 
refined through more detailed analysis which will include evaluation of additional benefit metrics as 
described in this manual. 
 
Proposed projects will be placed in the economic model, and a full economic assessment will be 
performed. Benefit metrics will be used to distinguish the value of one set of projects over another 
and net benefits of the ITP10 plan. The results from the analysis will be used to determine portfolios 
(groups of projects) which have higher benefits based on the benefit metrics used.15 Sensitivities 
will be defined by the ESWG as input to the decision making process in order to identify potential 
variations in benefits. 
 
4.7 Deliverable 

4.7.1 Report 
 

                                                
15 These benefit metrics may be a subset of the metrics used for the ITP20, which will be reviewed by 

appropriate working groups. 
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The results from the 10-Year 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 an annual basis.  

4.7.2 Recommended 10-Year 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 ITP10 scope. 

4.7.3 Staging and timing of project implementation 
 
A project implementation plan will be developed for the recommended transmission plan. The final 
plan will be structured such that each element can be implemented in a staged manner as actual 
system developments approach the assumptions resulting in the need for that element. Each 
element will have an economic or reliability justification. NTCs will be issued for the ITP10 plan 
elements in accordance with the Tariff, Attachment O, Section VI and SPP written procedures (see 
Business Practice 1.1516). ATPs will be issued for the ITP10 plan elements in accordance with SPP 
procedures and business practices. 
 

5 Near-Term Integrated Transmission Planning 
 
The third phase of the ITP process is the annual Near-Term Assessment, which will be performed 
annually on a rolling window to be defined in the ITP study scope document. This assessment will 
analyze the Transmission System for solutions according to NERC Reliability Standards while 
incorporating individual Transmission Owner planning requirements. The assumptions for this 
assessment will be narrowed further than those for the 20-Year and 10-Year Assessments. This 
narrower focus is intended to ensure continuous adherence to NERC Reliability Standards while 
allowing the ITP process as a whole to focus on the creation of a Transmission System that meets 
the ITP planning principles. 
 
5.1 Purpose 
 
The ITP Near-Term Assessment determines the SPP upgrades required to meet reliability in the 
near-term, including those upgrades recommended to the SPP BOD to receive an NTC. 
 
5.2 20-Year and 10-Year ITP Interaction 
 
The ITP 20-Year and 10-Year plans will be incorporated into the Near-Term Assessment annually.  
The plans will serve as part of a pool of solutions from which the Near-Term plans are developed to 
determine the best regional solution for the SPP footprint.   There will also be interaction of the 
plans based on issued ATPs and NTCs.  
5.3 Data Requirements 
 
Per SPP Criteria 3.5, when an entity is in the conceptual planning stages of new facilities that 
impact the interconnected operation of the Transmission System, it shall contact the Transmission 
Provider so that the optimal integration of any new facilities and potentially benefiting parties can be 
identified.  
 
                                                
16 SPP.org > Org Groups > Access SPP’s Governing Documents > OATT Business Practices 
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In preparation for the annual update of transmission planning models for each annual planning 
cycle, SPP Members, Transmission Customers and other stakeholders must provide to the 
Transmission Provider the data specified in Section VII of Attachment O of the OATT.   
 
During the course of the annual planning cycle, if material changes to the data occur, the data 
owners must provide timely written notice to the Transmission Provider.   
 
Instructions to access modeling information are posted on the SPP website.17 
 
5.4 Assumptions 
 
The Near-Term Assessment will be performed on an annual basis.  The study will be performed on 
a shorter planning horizon than the 10-Year assessment and will focus on the reliability of the 
system.  The Near-Term Assessment will take the following into account: 
 

• NERC Reliability Standards; 
• SPP Criteria; 
• Transmission Owner-specific planning criteria as set forth in Section II of Attachment O; 
• Previously identified and approved transmission projects; 
• Zonal Reliability Upgrades developed by Transmission Owners, including those that have 

their own FERC approved local planning process, to meet local area reliability criteria; 
• Long-term firm Transmission Service; 

o Accommodate and reflect the specific long-term firm transmission service requests of 
the Transmission Customers and specific interconnections of Generation 
Interconnection Customers no later than when the relevant Service Agreements and 
interconnection agreements are accepted by the Commission.  

• Load forecasts, including the impact on load of existing and planned demand management 
programs, exclusive of demand response resources; 

• Capacity forecasts, including generation additions and retirements;  
• Existing and planned demand response resources; and 
• In developing the long term capacity forecasts, the studies will reflect generation and 

demand response resources capable of providing any of the functions assessed in the SPP 
planning process, and can be relied upon on a long-term basis. Such demand response 
resources shall be permitted to participate in the planning process on a comparable basis to 
the service provided by comparable generation resources where appropriate. 

 
TWG has oversight of the Near-Term Assessment. 

5.4.1 MDWG Modeling 
 
Staff will use the SPP Model Development Working Group (MDWG) models as a starting point for 
the ITP Near-Term analysis.  The MDWG creates new steady-state and dynamic models annually 
and updates these models throughout the year. 
 
5.5 Near-Term ITP Process 
 
Planning within SPP is a collaborative process with Transmission Owners, users, and other 
stakeholders. This Near-Term Assessment process requires that Transmission Owners continue to 
develop expansion plans to meet the needs of their systems. At the same time, SPP assesses its 

                                                
17 http://www.spp.org/section.asp?pageID=108 
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system for the ability to meet applicable reliability standards and address stakeholder concerns, 
including those of regulators.  
 
The 12-month Near-Term planning process focuses on the system’s reliability needs and the 
commercial and market needs for all the stakeholders in the SPP footprint. This process was 
developed by SPP staff in conjunction with the TWG.  The process is shown in the figure below. 

Finalize 
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(TWG)

SPP Planning 
Model Updates

SPP Model 
Development
Through MDWG

Develop 
Solutions and 

Coordinate with 
AG/GI

Stakeholder/BOD Approvals
TWG,
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Perform 
Applicable 
Reliability 

Assessment
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March
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R
epeats E

ach Y
ear

Local Area 
Planning Meeting

Local Area 
Planning Meeting

Local Area 
Planning Meeting

Local Area 
Planning Meeting

1st Quarter

2nd Quarter

3rd Quarter

4th Quarter

Validate Solutions 
and Check for 

Additional Issues

 
Details regarding key assumptions, models, project data, specific tasks, outstanding issues, 
progress reports, maps, and study results are available on the SPP web site. 

122 of 165122 of 165



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Integrated Transmission Planning Manual  29 

5.5.1 Model Development Process 
 
The steady-state model building begins in January and starts with the SPP MDWG spring case 
topology of that same year of the study. Transmission owners and balancing authorities provide 
generation dispatch and load information for the years to be studied.  
 
Transmission owners enter network changes into MOD at which time the type and status of the 
network upgrades is identified.  The type and status of MOD projects identify into which SPP model 
set the network change will be entered.  Appendix A of this manual provides the listing of the 
description of the types and statuses.  
 
Included in the Near-Term Assessment models (i.e. ITP Reliability models) are all topology changes 
that have a NTC from SPP except projects that have been requested to be removed from the base 
ITP reliability models.  These exceptions must go through a stakeholder review process as 
described below: 
 

1) Stakeholder requests NTC project be removed from the base ITP reliability model along with 
the reason why they would like the project excluded and re-evaluated in the ITP Near Term.   

2) If SPP Tariff Study Group identifies any Transmission Service that may be dependent upon 
the project, SPP Planning Group would identify any concerns in connection with removing 
the project from the base model and re-evaluating the need 

3) The list of NTC projects to be re-evaluated is given to stakeholders for a 15 day review and 
comment window. 
 

Generation interconnection facilities are included in the ITP reliability models if they have an 
executed Interconnection Agreement (IA) and not on suspension.  Generation capacity does not get 
included in the assessment until there is an executed transmission service agreement. 
 
Confirmed Long Term Firm transmission service is included in the ITP reliability models.  In addition 
to Confirmed Firm service mentioned above, the following will also be included: 1) transactions to 
make generation and load match ; 2) proposed generation stations and associated service from 
new generation that has a high probability of going into service; i.e. If a planned generating 
resource does not have a TSR filed service agreement but does have both a high probability of 
going into service and a high probability of obtaining an executed transmission service agreement, 
that new generator’s service can be included in the SPP regional reliability planning models if it 
meets all of the following requirements:  
 

o A formal request has been sent to SPP18 requesting the generation capacity be included 
into the ITP; 

o The generating resource has a FERC-filed IA not on suspension or FERC-filed interim 
IA; 

o The generating resource has acquired the funding for major equipment; 
o The generating resource has entered the Aggregate Study or equivalent; Transmission 

Owner transmission service study publicly posted on OASIS and has a completed facility 
study that is waiting for final results without unmitigated third party impacts19; 

o The generating resource has acquired air and environmental permits where applicable; 
o The generating resource has started construction with major equipment procurement 

contracts awarded; and 

                                                
18 Email sent to planning@spp.org 
19 Eliminates generators that may drop out as a result of changes in study results 

Comment [r1]: Should we reference the MDWG 
manual and remove Appendix A? 
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o The generating resource’s unit(s) must be dispatchable and committable. 
o If a generating resource does not meet all the above requirements, a formal request 

for generation capacity to be included in the ITP Near-Term can be made to TWG on 
a case by case basis.  
 TWG will take into account the following, but not limited to, additional points: 

• An exception to include service from generation that will defer 
transmission expenditure(s) without a TSR filed service agreement and 
without a filed IA or a filed interim IA that have a high probability of going 
into service and also getting both an executed IA and an executed 
transmission service agreement must meet all of the below requirements: 

• A formal request has been sent to SPP14 requesting the generation 
capacity be included into the ITP.  The request should identify which 
transmission upgrades will be deferred 

• The generating resource has a mitigation plan for the deferred 
transmission upgrades until it makes a financial commitment to perform 
the upgrades 

• A Definitive Interconnection System Impact Study Agreement for the 
generating resource has been executed,  an interim IA has been 
requested when the DISIS was posted and a final IA was FERC filed 
when applicable 

• An RFP for the generating resource has been awarded, if applicable 
 

In later years of the Near-Term Assessment analysis when there is a shortfall between interchange, 
generation, and load, the following process will be used to address generation deficiencies20: 
 

1) Exhaust the dispatchable generation of the network customer,  
2) Exhaust the Independent Power Producers (IPP) dispatchable generation in the same 

model area,  
3) Dispatch the remaining unused, dispatchable generation on a pro rata basis within SPP 

footprint. 
 
SPP uses scenarios to evaluate reliability.  The number of scenarios is determined each year and 
approved by the TWG.   
 
Below is a flow chart of the SPP planning modeling process.

                                                
20 Non-dispatchable wind generation or other generation with operating restrictions or forecasted projections 

shall not be used. 
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5.5.2 Inter-Regional Coordination 
SPP is responsible for coordinating transmission planning with each neighboring interconnected 
system. SPP will coordinate any activities and studies based on the agreements listed in 
Addendum 1 to Attachment O of the OATT. As part of the inter-regional coordination process, SPP 
will share system plans with neighboring entities and identify system enhancements on the seams.  

5.5.3 Transmission Operating Guides 
SPP uses Transmission Operating Guides in its Near-Term Assessment analysis.  Appendix B of 
this manual contains the SPP procedure to address use of operating guides in planning studies. 
  

5.5.4 Assessment Methodology 
Each year the assessment’s scope is developed and approved by the TWG.  The scope will 
contain following:  
• The years and seasons to be modeled  
• Treatment of upgrades in the models 
• Scenario cases to be evaluated 
• Description of the contingency analysis and monitored facilities 
• Any new special conditions that are modeled or evaluated for the study 
• Stability analysis may to be performed using 5-6 year models2122 

5.5.5 Solution Development 
After SPP performs the reliability assessment identifying the bulk power problems, SPP will 
present and solicit Transmission Owners and stakeholders for transmission solutions to those 
reliability problems.  SPP solicits stakeholders in several forums including the planning summits 
and working group meetings.  After receiving feedback from stakeholders, SPP will take current 
Aggregate Studies and Generation Interconnection studies into consideration to develop and 
validate the best regional solution for problems.  Then SPP shares the proposed solutions with the 
members and stakeholders at various stakeholder meetings asking for additional feedback on the 
solutions.  This process repeats for several iterations as staff refines the solutions in a set timeline.   
 
Throughout the process, alternative solutions are proposed by stakeholders.  SPP analyzes those 
alternatives in accordance with Section III.8 of Attachment O of the OATT. 
  

                                                
21 This stability analysis will be performed once per ITP cycle (i.e. every three years). 
22  Includes, but is not limited to, load pocket and shunt reactive compensation analyses 
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5.6 Deliverable 
 
The deliverable for the ITP Near-Term Assessment will be a list of 69 kV+ projects that would 
maintain the reliability of the SPP Region in the near term horizon.   
 
In developing the annual STEP report, staff will include a section about the annual Near-Term 
Assessment.  This section will summarize the regional, sub-regional and local transmission needs 
of the SPP Region in the near term horizon which is assessed to meet SPP’s reliability needs.  The 
Near-Term Assessment results will also contain a list of at least the following upgrades: 
 

o Regional upgrades required to maintain reliability in accordance with the NERC 
Reliability Standards and SPP Criteria in the near term horizon; 

 
o Zonal upgrades required to maintain reliability in accordance with more stringent 

individual Transmission Owner planning criteria in the near term horizon; and 
 

o Inter-regional upgrades developed with neighboring Transmission Providers to meet 
inter-regional needs, including results from the coordinated system plans, in the 
near term horizon. 

 

5.6.1 Finalize Solution 
 
Throughout the Near-Term Assessment process, SPP shares, discusses, and refines proposed 
solutions with stakeholders.  The solutions are finalized in the annual STEP report.   

 

6 Issuance of NTCs and ATPs 
Once the ITP is reviewed by the MOPC and approved by the BOD, staff will issue NTC letters for 
approved projects in the 20-Year, 10-Year, and Near-Term Assessments which are within the 
financial window as approved by the BOD.  The NTC is sent to the incumbent Transmission 
Owner(s) for the project.  All other projects approved by the BOD in the ITP will receive an 
Authorization to Plan (ATP).  All of the projects for which an ATP is issued will be posted on the 
SPP website.  ATPS will be included in all future Aggregate Study and Generation Interconnection 
study models. 
 

7 Reporting Requirements 
Staff will inform the appropriate working groups throughout the year of the progress of the ITP 
assessments. SPP will also report on these assessments in its annual STEP report which will 
include a list of projects from those assessments. The STEP report will be presented to the BOD 
for approval. 
 
7.1 Stakeholder Review Process 
 
To show transparency in its planning processes, SPP holds planning summits that allow 
stakeholders opportunity to engage in, develop, and review SPP’s on-going planning assessments 
and their results.  SPP also has working groups meetings as another forum for stakeholders to 
become involved in SPP planning studies. 
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8 Appendix A 

Type Status Description MDWG 
STEP/ 
Tariff 

Special 
Study 

TSR w/NTC (Approved) Projects identified through Aggregate Study with an executed 
Transmission Service Agreement and an issued Notice To Construct 

X X X 

Proposed (No NTC) Proposed projects that do not have an NTC     X 

LGIP 

w/GIP 
Projects identified through the Large or Small Generator Interconnection 
Procedures (LGIP, SGIP) with an executed Large Generator 
Interconnection Agreement and not on suspension 

X X X 

w/GIP on 
Suspension 

Projects identified through the Large or Small Generator Interconnection 
Procedures (LGIP, SGIP) with an executed Large Generator 
Interconnection Agreement and on suspension 

    X 

No GIP Projects without an executed Large or Small Generator Interconnection 
Agreement (LGIP, SGIP) 

    X 

Reliability 

STEP (w/NTC) or  
TO Planned 

Appendix B Projects that have a Notice to Construct or Transmission 
Owner Planning Criteria with an issued Notice To Construct 

X X X 

STEP Proposed  
(No NTC) 

Appendix A Projects and projects that are being studied as part of the 
current STEP process, or are under consideration 

    X 

NERC Standard  
Compliance 

Projects needed to comply with NERC Reliability Standards or SPP Criteria 
that are not part of STEP 

X   X 

Economic 

Approved  
(Sponsored) 

Projects identified through Attachment O identified that have been shown 
to provide regional economic benefit that have a contract that financially 
commits a Project Sponsor 

X X X 

Approved  
(Not Sponsored) 

Projects identified through Attachment O identified that have been shown 
to provide regional economic benefit that have no contract to build 

    X 

Requested 

Stakeholder  
Driven 

Transmission upgrades, requested by a Transmission Customer or other 
entity, which do not meet the definition of any other category of Network 
Upgrades. 

X   X 

Alternative Projects that are alternatives to any TSR, STEP, or Economic Project. i.e. 
differed projects 

      

Network Energized Projects that are in-service from a previous MOD Type & Status. 
Constructed facilities that are in-service. 

X X X 

Network Outage Projects that change network topology status. Constructed facilities that 
are out-of-service or normally open. 

X X X 

Network Update Projects that updates network data X X X 
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9 Appendix B 
SPP Transmission Operating Guides Review Procedure 
 
This procedure documents the process of how a Transmission Operating Guide (TOG) shall be 
included in the ITP and SPP Aggregate Transmission Service Studies (ATSS).  In most cases 
TOGs are not intended to indefinitely defer needed Transmission System upgrades.  Effective 
TOGs shall be utilized in all transmission tariff service functions and OATT planning processes. 
 
For a TOG to be considered for use in the ITP and ATSS as a possible mitigation plan, it shall 
be on file with SPP.  An effective TOG must state the system conditions under which the TOG is 
to be used and describe, in detail, the action the operators will take.  The TOG must be signed 
by someone in charge of operations from the Transmission Owner or transmission operator 
submitting the TOG.    
 
An effective TOG shall continue to be used in evaluation of the ITP and ATSS unless the 
facility-owning Transmission Owner or transmission operator withdraws the TOG.  In cases 
where the TOG is withdrawn before the TOG becomes ineffective, any Transmission System 
Upgrades lie with the Transmission Owner. 
 
A new TOG provided as interim mitigation for an SPP-required project shall automatically be 
withdrawn when the project is completed. 
 
A TOG is considered an effective solution for facilities that are not listed in the TOG if, in the act 
of implementing the TOG for the elements listed, other overloads or voltage violations are 
corrected. 
 
Service Upgrades associated with new Transmission Service Requests or Designated 
Resources that cause a TOG to be ineffective will be classified as Base Plan Upgrades in 
accordance with Attachment J. 
 
Transmission System upgrades that become necessary because a TOG has been identified to 
be ineffective in order to maintain the reliability of the Transmission System shall be categorized 
as Reliability Upgrades, utilizing the procedures of Attachment O of the OATT. 
 
The upgrade(s) proposed to address an ineffective TOG may work towards either eliminating 
the TOG or the ineffectiveness of the TOG. 
 
Effective TOGs 

1. A TOG addressing Transmission System loading must include a short-term emergency 
rating which allows sufficient time to implement the TOG.  

2. A TOG requiring generation redispatch must indicate if generator location is critical and, 
if so, must state in detail which units or plants will be re-dispatched.   Absence of such  
 

3. specificity means location is not critical and generators may be selected from the fleet 
the entity has authority to run. The ramp rate of the generation must be capable of 
relieving the overload or voltage issue within the time allowed as specified in the TOG. 

4. A TOG must not cause a violation elsewhere on the Transmission System. 
5. A TOG addressing a voltage violation must provide for restoring minimum acceptable 

voltage conditions within a time frame so as not to cause permanent equipment damage. 
 
A TOG shall identify the means by which system control is implemented.  That is, if supervisory 
control is utilized it must so state. 
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2013 ITP20 Update

February 13, 2013

Juliano Freitas

jfreitas@spp.org · 501.688.1625

Overview

• December Planning Summit

– Presented reliability and policy projects for Futures 1 – 4 

• Today

– Discuss economic project results

– Present Portfolios for Futures 1 – 4

– Present Draft Consolidated Portfolio

– Discuss Future 5 status

2
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ECONOMIC PROJECTS

3

Future 1 Economic Projects

• 3 projects that are both economic and reliability

– Classified as primarily economic projects

4

Project Mileage Location 40-Year B/C

40-Year Net 

Benefit

2nd 345/161 kV Transformer at 

S3459
- Omaha, NE 65.84 $1.3B

Wolf Creek – Neosho 345 kV line 99 mi Southeast KS 2.94 $366M

Chamber Springs – S Fayetteville 

345 kV line, 345/161 kV 

transformer at S Fayetteville

18 mi Northwest AR 8.59 $414M

Economic Projects 117 mi - 10.89 $1.6B
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3

F2 – F4 Economic Projects

• Futures 2 and 3 have no economic-only projects

• Future 4 has two economic projects

5

F4 Project Location 40-Year B/C

40-Year Net 

Benefit

2nd 345/161 kV Transformer at 

S3459
Omaha, NE 21.49 $416M

Upgrade Tuco – Jones 230 kV to 

345 kV, add 345/230 kV 

transformer at Jones

Lubbock, TX 4.51 $272M

Both Economic Projects - 9.57 $837M

PORTFOLIOS BY FUTURE

6
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4

Future 1

Total Cost: $527M

Reliability Cost: $363M

Policy Cost: $0

Economic Cost: $164M

_____________

40-Year B/C: 10.89

40-Year Net Benefit: $1.6B

_____________

Total Mileage: 408

Reliability Miles: 291

Policy Miles: 0

Economic Miles: 117

_____________

Total Transformers: 6

7

Future 2

Total Cost: $2.4B

Reliability Cost: $742M

Policy Cost: $1.7B

Economic Cost: $0

_____________

Total Mileage: 1,945

Reliability Miles: 620

Policy Miles: 1,325

Economic Miles: 0

_____________

Total Transformers: 10

8
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5

Future 3 C

Total Cost: $9.1B

Reliability Cost: $1.1M

Policy Cost: $8.0M

Economic Cost: $0

_____________

Total Mileage: 6,862

Reliability Miles: 858

Policy Miles: 6,004

Economic Miles: 0

_____________

Total Transformers: 22

9

Future 4

Total Cost: $926M

Reliability Cost: $325M

Policy Cost: $540M

Economic Cost: $61M

_____________

40-Year B/C: 9.57

40-Year Net Benefit: $837M

_____________

Total Mileage: 708

Reliability Miles: 290

Policy Miles: 388

Economic Miles: 30

_____________

Total Transformers: 8

10
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Consolidated Portfolio 1

Total Cost: $527M

Reliability Cost: $363M

Policy Cost: $0

Economic Cost: $164M

_____________

40-Year B/C: 10.89

40-Year Net Benefit: $1.6B

_____________

Total Mileage: 408

Reliability Miles: 291

Policy Miles: 0

Economic Miles: 117

_____________

Total Transformers: 6

11

LaCygne – Morgan 345 kV

• Seams project analyzed as alternative to Wolf Creek –

Neosho 345 kV

12

Wolf Creek -

Neosho 345 kV

LaCygne - Morgan 

345 kV

Estimated Length 99 miles 118 miles

Reliability

Mitigates Paolo - Centennial 

161 ftlo LaCygne - Neosho 345
Y Y

Mitigates Franklin - Litchfield 

161 ftlo LaCygne - Neosho 345
Y Y

Mitigates Morgan - Stockton 

161 ftlo LaCygne - Neosho 345
Y Y

Economic
40-Year B/C 2.94 2.25

40-Year Net Benefit $366M $282M
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7

Future 5 Update

• SPP and MISO Staff collaboration on joint future

– Resource plan completed in January

– Area structure/aggregation finalized

– Constraints have been merged for all regions

• SPP Staff is currently beginning analysis on Future 5

– Reliability, policy, economic needs

– Project solutions

• Future 5 projects will be presented at March ESWG

13

Please continue to provide feedback

14
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What’s next

• Future 5 Analysis and Results

• Metrics additional to APC Savings

• Sensitivities

• Final 40-year analysis

– Zonal results

– Rate Impacts

15
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Future 5 analysis is in progress and results are expected for March ESWG

Please provide any feedback regarding project solutions to planning@spp.org

Notes

All projects solutions are EHV except for Clinton - Truman - N Warsaw 161 kv 

reconductor, which is a seams project
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Upgrade Description Project Type

Upgrade 

Type

Upgrade 

Facility Bus1 Bus2 CircuitID

EHV 

Branch 

Length

New 345/161kV Transformer in Sfayetteville E Add Transformer 599804 506947 1 0

New 345kV line from Chamspr (506945) to Sfaytvl E Add Branch 506945 599804 1 18

New 345/161 kV transformer at Maryville (541197) R Add Transformer 541197 300097 1 0

Nashua increase transformer size to 650/715 Mva R Modify Transformer 542980 543028 11 0

New 345kV line from Keystone (640252) to Red Willow (640325) R Add Branch 640252 640325 1 110

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 1 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 1 23

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 2 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 2 16

Install 2nd 345kV/161 transformer at S3459 E Add Transformer 645459 646209 2 0

New 345kV line from Tolk - Tuco R Add Branch 525549 525832 1 64

2nd 345/115kV Transformer at Holcomb (531449) R Add Transformer 531449 531448 2 0

Install new Auburn 345/115 kV transformer R Add Transformer 599809 533151 2 0

Rebuild Auburn-Swissvale from 230 kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 599809 532774 1 17

Rebuild JEC-Auburn from 230 kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 532766 599809 1 30

Construct New Wolf Creek-Neosho 345 kV line E Add Branch 532797 532793 1 99

Reconductor Clinton - Truman 161 R Modify Branch 300071 505502 1 29

Reconductor Truman - Nwarsaw 161 R Modify Branch 505502 541314 1 2

Consolidated Portfolio

139 of 165139 of 165



Upgrade Description Project Type

Upgrade 

Type

Upgrade 

Facility Bus1 Bus2 CircuitID

EHV 

Branch 

Length

New 345/161kV Transformer in Sfayetteville E Add Transformer 599804 506947 1 0

New 345kV line from Chamspr (506945) to Sfaytvl E Add Branch 506945 599804 1 18

New 345/161 kV transformer at Maryville (541197) R Add Transformer 541197 300097 1 0

Nashua increase transformer size to 650/715 Mva R Modify Transformer 542980 543028 11 0

New 345kV line from Keystone (640252) to Red Willow (640325) R Add Branch 640252 640325 1 110

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 1 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 1 23

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 2 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 2 16

Install 2nd 345kV/161 transformer at S3459 E Add Transformer 645459 646209 2 0

New 345kV line from Tolk - Tuco R Add Branch 525549 525832 1 64

2nd 345/115kV Transformer at Holcomb (531449) R Add Transformer 531449 531448 2 0

Install new Auburn 345/115 kV transformer R Add Transformer 599809 533151 2 0

Rebuild Auburn-Swissvale from 230 kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 599809 532774 1 17

Rebuild JEC-Auburn from 230 kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 532766 599809 1 30

Construct New Wolf Creek-Neosho 345 kV line E Add Branch 532797 532793 1 99

Reconductor Clinton - Truman 161 R Modify Branch 300071 505502 1 29

Reconductor Truman - Nwarsaw 161 R Modify Branch 505502 541314 1 2

Future 1
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Upgrade Description Project Type

Upgrade 

Type

Upgrade 

Facility Bus1 Bus2 CircuitID

EHV Branch 

Length

New 345/161kV Transformer in Sfayetteville R Add Transformer 599804 506947 1 0

New 345kV line from Chamspr (506945) to Sfaytvl R Add Branch 506945 599804 1 18

SVC at Elk City 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 511553 - - 0

New 345/161 kV transformer at Maryville (541197) R Add Transformer 541197 300097 1 0

Nashua increase transformer size to 650/715 Mva R Modify Transformer 542980 543028 11 0

New 345kV from Summit to Post Rock R Add Branch 532773 530583 1 112

New 345/230kV transformer at Rice P Add Transformer 777792 530686 1 0

Rebuild Rice to Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777792 777770 1 40

Rebuild Rice to Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777792 777770 2 40

New 345kV from Rice to Summit ckt 1 P Add Branch 777792 532773 1 60

New 345kV from Rice to Summit ckt 2 P Add Branch 777792 532773 2 60

New 345kV line from Keystone (640252) to Red Willow (640325) R Add Branch 640252 640325 1 110

Replace wavetraps at Cimarron and Draper (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 514901 514934 1 36

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 1 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 1 23

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 2 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 2 16

New 345 kV from Woodward to Woodring ckt 1 P Add Branch 515375 514715 1 102

New 345 kV from Woodward to Woodring ckt 2 P Add Branch 515375 514715 2 102

Install 2nd 345kV/161 transformer at S3459 R Add Transformer 645459 646209 2 0

New 345kV from Potter - Tolk from 2010 ITP 20 R Add Branch 523961 525549 1 111

New 345kV line from Tolk - Tuco R Add Branch 525549 525832 1 64

SVC at Finney 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 523853 - - 0

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 1 P Add Branch 539801 532798 1 45

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 2 P Add Branch 539801 532798 2 45

New 345kV line from Thistle to Flat Ridge P Add Branch 539801 777780 1 5.3

New Flat Ridge 345/138 kV transformer P Add Transformer 777780 539631 1 0

New 345/115kV transformer at North Dodge P Add Transformer 777779 539680 1 0

New 345kV line from Ironwood to North Dodge P Add Branch 539803 777779 1 15

New 345kV from Mingo to Post Rock ckt 1 P Add Branch 531451 530583 1 105

New 345kV from Mingo to Post Rock ckt 2 P Add Branch 531451 530583 2 105

New 345/115 kV transformer at West Dodge P Add Transformer 777793 539699 1 0

New 345kV from West Dodge - North Dodge P Add Branch 777793 777779 1 10

SVC at Mingo 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 531451 - - 0

Construct New Wolf Creek-Neosho 345 kV line R Add Branch 532797 532793 1 99

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Circle P Add Transformer 777770 532871 1 0

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Great Bend P Add Transformer 777771 539679 1 0

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 531469 1 62

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 531469 2 62

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 532771 777770 1 6

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 532771 777770 2 6

New 345kV from Viola to Neosho ckt 1 P Add Branch 532793 532798 1 213

New 345kV from Viola to Neosho ckt 2 P Add Branch 532793 532798 2 213

New 345kV from Great Bend- Rice ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 777792 1 29

New 345kV from Great Bend- Rice ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 777792 2 29

Reconductor Clinton - Truman 161 R Modify Branch 300071 505502 1 29

Reconductor Truman - Nwarsaw 161 R Modify Branch 505502 541314 1 2

Future 2
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Upgrade Description Project Type

Upgrade 

Type

Upgrade 

Facility Bus1 Bus2 CircuitID

EHV 

Branch 

Length

New 345/138 Transformer at Lake Hawkins R Add Transformer 599811 508358 1 0

New 345/161kV Transformer in Sfayetteville R Add Transformer 599804 506947 1 0

New 345kV line from Chamspr (506945) to Sfaytvl R Add Branch 506945 599804 1 18

New 345kV Welsh - Lake Hawkins from ITP 10 R Add Branch 508359 599811 1 55

New 345kV from Wekiwa to Sooner R Add Branch 509755 514803 1 65

Upgrade CT ratios at Lawton Eastside 345 kV.  Increases summer ratings to 1058/1183 MVA. R Modify Branch 511468 515136 1 72

New 345/115 xfmr at Beaver Co (523024) R Add Transformer 599803 523024 1 0

New 345kV line from Woodring - Monett, ckt 1 P Add Branch 514715 547481 1 297

New 345kV line from Woodring - Monett, ckt 2 P Add Branch 514715 547481 2 297

New 345/161 kV transformer at Maryville (541197) R Add Transformer 541197 300097 1 0

Reconductor Clinton - Truman 161 R Modify Branch 300071 505502 1 29

Reconductor Truman - Nwarsaw 161 R Modify Branch 505502 541314 1 2

Nashua increase transformer size to 650/715 Mva R Modify Transformer 542980 543028 11 0

New 345kV from Summit to Post Rock R Add Branch 532773 530583 1 112

New 345/230kV transformer at Rice P Add Transformer 777792 530686 1 0

Rebuild Rice to Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777792 777770 1 40

Rebuild Rice to Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777792 777770 2 40

New 345kV from Rice to Summit ckt 1 P Add Branch 777792 532773 1 60

New 345kV from Rice to Summit ckt 2 P Add Branch 777792 532773 2 60

Reconductor Holt County to Grand Island 345 kV line P Modify Branch 640510 652571 1 85

New 345kV from Holt - Raun, ckt 1 P Add Branch 640510 635200 1 161

New 345kV from Holt - Raun, ckt 2 P Add Branch 640510 635200 2 161

New 345kV from Raun - Hazelton, ckt 1 P Add Branch 635200 631139 1 260

New 345kV from Raun - Hazelton, ckt 2 P Add Branch 635200 631139 2 260

SVC at Cherry Co 345 - 575 MVAR P Add SVC 640500 - - 0

SVC at Holt Co 345 - 825 MVAR P Add SVC 640510 - - 0

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 1 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 1 23

Replace CT on Pecan Creek - Muskogee CKT 2 (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 515224 515235 2 16

Reconductor L.E.S. to Sunnyside 345 P Modify Branch 511468 515136 1 71

New 345kV  2nd ckt from L.E.S. to Sunnyside P Add Branch 511468 515136 2 71

New 345kV from Elk City - Border P Add Branch 511553 515458 1 41

New 345kV 2nd ckt from LES - Gracemont P Add Branch 511468 515800 2 36

New 345kV from Potter - Elk City P Add Branch 523961 511553 1 148

SVC at Woodward 345 - 1500 MVAR P Add SVC 515375 - - 0

SVC at Hitchland 345 - 425 MVAR P Add SVC 523097 - - 0

SVC at Elk City 345 - 850 MVAR P Add SVC 511553 - - 0

New 345 kV from Woodward to Woodring ckt 1 P Add Branch 515375 514715 1 102

New 345 kV from Woodward to Woodring ckt 2 P Add Branch 515375 514715 2 102

SVC at Woodring 345 - 1000 MVAR P Add SVC 514715 - - 0

SVC at Gracemont 345 - 1000 MVAR P Add SVC 515800 - - 0

Install 2nd 345kV/161 transformer at S3459 R Add Transformer 645459 646209 2 0

New 345/161kV transformer at S1399 P Add Transformer 777786 646399 1 0

New 345kV from Hoyt - West Gardner P Add Branch 532765 542965 1 70

New 345kV line from S1399 to Cooper P Add Branch 777786 640139 1 30

New 345kV line from S1399 to Hoyt P Add Branch 777786 532765 1 52

New 345kV from Potter - Tolk from 2010 ITP 20 R Add Branch 523961 525549 1 111

New 345 kV line from Buckner to Beaver Co R Add Branch 531501 599803 1 86

New 345kV line from Tolk - Tuco R Add Branch 525549 525832 1 64

New 345kV line from Eddy Co to Hobbs R Add Branch 527802 527896 1 59

SVC at Finney 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 523853 - - 0

SVC at Conestoga 345 - 425 MVAR P Add SVC 522994 - - 0

SVC at Tuco 345 - 600 MVAR P Add SVC 525832 - - 0

SVC at Beaver Co 345 - 975 MVAR P Add SVC 599802 - - 0

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 1 P Add Branch 539801 532798 1 45

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 2 P Add Branch 539801 532798 2 45

New 345kV line from Thistle to Flat Ridge P Add Branch 539801 777780 1 5

New Flat Ridge 345/138 kV transformer P Add Transformer 777780 539631 1 0

New 345/115kV transformer at North Dodge P Add Transformer 777779 539680 1 0

New 345kV line from Ironwood to North Dodge P Add Branch 539803 777779 1 16

New 345kV from Mingo to Post Rock ckt 1 P Add Branch 531451 530583 1 105

New 345kV from Mingo to Post Rock ckt 2 P Add Branch 531451 530583 2 105

New 345/115 kV transformer at West Dodge P Add Transformer 777793 539699 1 0

New 345kV from West Dodge - North Dodge P Add Branch 777793 777779 1 10

New 345/115kV transformer at Greensburg P Add Transformer 777781 539664 1 0

New 345/115kV transformer at Ingalls P Add Transformer 777783 531407 1 0

Tap Clark Co to Thistle 345 kv ckt 1 at Greensburg Tap P Tap Branch 777782 1 0

Future 3
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Tap Clark Co to Thistle 345 kv ckt 2 at Greensburg Tap P Tap Branch 777782 2 0

New 345kV from Greensburg Tap to Greensburg ckt 1 P Add Branch 777782 777781 1 24

New 345kV from Greensburg Tap to Greensburg ckt 2 P Add Branch 777782 777781 2 24

New 345kV line from Buckner to Ingalls P Add Branch 531501 777783 1 12

New 345/230 kV transformer at Smoky Hills P Add Transformer 777785 530592 1 0

New 345kV from Smoky Hills - Post Rock, ckt 2 P Add Branch 777785 530583 2 73

New 345kV from Summit - Smoky Hills, ckt 2 P Add Branch 532773 777785 2 39

New 765/345kV transformer at Spearville P Add Transformer 777774 531469 1 0

New 765/345kV transformer at St Francois P Add Transformer 777791 345773 1 0

New 765/345kV transformer at W Gardner P Add Transformer 777790 542965 1 0

New 765kV line from Spearville - W Gardner P Add Branch 777774 777790 1 310

New 765kV line from W Gardner - St Francois P Add Branch 777790 777791 1 280

New 345kV from Post Rock - Elm Creek, ckt 1 P Add Branch 530583 539805 1 106

New 345kV from Post Rock - Elm Creek, ckt 2 P Add Branch 530583 539805 2 106

New 345kV from S Maryville - Ottumwa, ckt 1 P Add Branch 541197 631143 1 158

New 345kV from S Maryville - Ottumwa, ckt 2 P Add Branch 541197 631143 2 158

SVC at Mingo 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 531451 - - 0

SVC at Spearville 345 - 1000 MVAR P Add SVC 531469 - - 0

New 345kV from Elm Creek to S1399, ckt 1 P Add Branch 539805 777786 1 119

New 345kV from Elm Creek to S1399, ckt 2 P Add Branch 539805 777786 2 119

New 345kV from S1399 to Maryville, ckt 1 P Add Branch 777786 541197 1 82

New 345kV from S1399 to Maryville, ckt 2 P Add Branch 777786 541197 2 82

Install new Auburn 345/115 kV transformer R Add Transformer 599809 533151 2 0

Rebuild Auburn-Swissvale 230kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 599809 532774 1 17

Rebuild JEC-Auburn 230 kv to 345 kv line R Add Branch 532766 599809 1 30

Construct New Wolf Creek-Neosho 345 kV line R Add Branch 532797 532793 1 99

New 345kV from West Gardner - Wolf Creek P Add Branch 542965 532797 1 75

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Circle P Add Transformer 777770 532871 1 0

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Great Bend P Add Transformer 777771 539679 1 0

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 531469 1 62

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 531469 2 62

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 532771 777770 1 6

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 532771 777770 2 6

New 345kV line from Fletcher - Neosho, ckt 1 P Add Branch 300040 532793 1 288

New 345kV line from Fletcher - Neosho, ckt 2 P Add Branch 300040 532793 2 288

New 345kV line from Fletcher - St. Francois, ckt 1 P Add Branch 300040 300048 1 29

New 345kV line from Fletcher - St. Francois, ckt 2 P Add Branch 300040 300048 2 29

New 345kV line from Neosho - Viola, ckt 1 P Add Branch 532793 532798 1 213

New 345kV line from Neosho - Viola, ckt 2 P Add Branch 532793 532798 2 213

New 345kV from Great Bend- Rice ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 777792 1 29

New 345kV from Great Bend- Rice ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 777792 2 29

New 345/138 transformer at Sooner Wind P Add Transformer 777778 515786 1 0

New 345/138kV transformer at Woodward WFH P Add Transformer 777776 777777 1 0

New 345kV from Woodward - Sooner Wind P Add Branch 515375 777778 1 12

New 345kV from Woodward WFH - Woodward P Add Branch 777776 515375 1 24
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Upgrade Description Project Type

Upgrade 

Type

Upgrade 

Facility Bus1 Bus2 CircuitID

EHV 

Branch 

Length

SVC at Elk City 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 511553 - - 0

Increase transformer size to 650/715 Mva R Modify Transformer 542980 543028 11 0

New 345kV from Summit to Post Rock R Add Branch 532773 530583 1 112

Replace wavetraps at Cimarron and Draper (increase rating to 1195/1195) R Modify Branch 514901 514934 1 36

Install 2nd 345kV/161 transformer at S3459 E Add Transformer 645459 646209 2 0

New 345kV from Potter - Tolk from 2010 ITP 20 R Add Branch 523961 525549 1 111

New 345/230 transformer at Jones E Add Transformer 599820 526338 1 0

SVC at Finney 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 523853 - - 0

Rebuild Tuco - Jones, 345kV E Add Branch 525832 599820 1 30

Tear down Tuco - Jones 230 E Remove Branch 525830 526337 1 0

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 1 P Add Branch 539801 532798 1 45

New 345kV from Thistle to Viola Tap, ckt 2 P Add Branch 539801 532798 2 45

New 345kV line from Thistle to Flat Ridge P Add Branch 539801 777780 1 5

New Flat Ridge 345/138 kV transformer P Add Transformer 777780 539631 1 0

New 345/115kV transformer at North Dodge P Add Transformer 777779 539680 1 0

New 345kV line from Ironwood to North Dodge P Add Branch 539803 777779 1 15.6

New 345/115 kV transformer at West Dodge P Add Transformer 777793 539699 1 0

New 345kV from West Dodge - North Dodge P Add Branch 777793 777779 1 10

SVC at Mingo 345 - 200 MVAR P Add SVC 531451 - - 0

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Circle P Add Transformer 777770 532871 1 0

New 345/230 kV xfmr at Great Bend P Add Transformer 777771 539679 1 0

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 531469 1 61

Rebuild Great Bend- Spearville 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 531469 2 61

Rebuild Great Bend-Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 777771 777770 1 66

Rebuild Great Bend-Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 777771 777770 2 66

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 1 P Add Branch 532771 777770 1 7

Rebuild Reno- Circle 230 kV to 345 kV ckt 2 P Add Branch 532771 777770 2 7

Reconductor Clinton - Truman 161 R Modify Branch 300071 505502 1 29

Reconductor Truman - Nwarsaw 161 R Modify Branch 505502 541314 1 2

Future 4
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2011 ITP10 Inputs, Assumptions & Analyses 1

2015 ITP10 Scope and 

Futures

TWG

February 13, 2013

1

Overview

• Scope Development

• Schedule for scoping

• ESWG and TWG responsibilities

2
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2011 ITP10 Inputs, Assumptions & Analyses 2

Scope – Assumptions

• Futures

• Fuel prices

• ESWG policy survey

• Emissions

• Prototypes for generation

• Powerbase generator data review

• Load forecast

• Etc.

3

Scope

• Develop scope

• ESWG & TWG

• Futures Approval

• MOPC & SPC

Scope Approval/Start 
ITP10

• Scope Approval

• July – MOPC & Board

ESWG Policy Survey

• Develop Survey 

• ESWG

• Complete survey

• members

Model development

4

2015 ITP10 SCHEDULE IN 2013 
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2011 ITP10 Inputs, Assumptions & Analyses 3

ESWG Assignments

• Economic modeling assumptions

• Futures

• Futures resource plan and siting

• Metrics

• Congestion analysis

• Economic model

• ITP report

5

TWG Assignments

• Load forecasts

• Transmission topology inputs to the models

• Constraint review

• Reliability assessment

• Stability analysis

• Transmission plan development

• Seams projects

• ITP report

6
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NERC Planning Committee 
December 12-13, 2012 
SPP RET January 2013 Update Report 

• The PC approved request for section 1600 data request that expands TADS reporting to 
the NERC BOT and the NERC BOT has since approved the request. The changes 
include: 
1. Expansion of reporting requirements from 230 kV and above to all BES elements 

including those below 100 kV. This applies only to BES elements and will include 
automatic outages. The earliest reporting would begin is 2014. Non-automatic 
operational outages will also be included at a later date. 

2. Changing the data collection from annual to quarterly with the first two quarters due 
on September 30, 2013.  

3. Submission of additional transmission inventory data. Element identifier and circuit 
mileage by circuits will be due June 30, 2013. The remainder of the inventory data is 
due February 15, 2014. 

 
• NERC staff presented a plan to begin standard development on Geomagnetic 

Disturbances (GMD). The plan consists of two phases and follows the FERC NOPR.  
o In Phase I, a standard to require an operating procedure will be developed; 
o In Phase II, a standard will be developed that will require vulnerability 

assessments of key transformers and associated mitigation plans. The 
vulnerability assessment may be limited to those transformers with at least one 
winding above 200 kV and one grounded winding.  

They are starting the work before the final rule from FERC is issued because the 
NOPR proposed the first phase be completed within 90 days of the final rule and 
NERC feels the need for more time beyond the 90 days. 

 
• The PC approved recommendations to continue to use the various thresholds included in 

the new BES definition. The BES drafting team had requested that the PC develop 
technical justifications for various thresholds. These thresholds include: 

o 100 kV for transmission 
o 20/75 MVA threshold for generators 
o  Reactive power threshold for reactive devices  
o Amount of power flow out of a local network.  
The subcommittees and working groups were unable to provide a true technical 
justification which is the reason to continue utilizing the existing thresholds in the 
BES definition. For reactive devices, the assigned subcommittee could find no 
justification to exclude any reactive device. The recommended threshold will be 0 
MVAr. Finally, the recommended threshold for the local network is that load shall  
not exceed 300 MW.  

 
• The PC approved the whitepaper and associated SAR to improve the MOD standards. 

The System Analysis and Modeling Subcommittee (SAMS) will submit the SAR which 
proposes to combine MOD-010 through MOD-015.  

 
• SAMS and System Protection and Control Subcommittee (SPCS) presented an update on 

a whitepaper on Special Protection Systems (SPS) and Remedial Actions Schemes 
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NERC Planning Committee 
December 12-13, 2012 
SPP RET January 2013 Update Report 

(RAS). The whitepaper defines what they are and also lists some specific examples that 
are not SPS/RAS. It also proposed to consolidate some of the standards dealing with SPS 
and RAS, to modify other requirements and to propose new requirements where gaps 
have been identified. The new requirements would compel the Reliability Coordinator 
and Planning Coordinator to study the effects of SPS and RAS. The report also includes a 
section on modeling and performing simulations. The Planning Committee will be asked 
to approve the whitepaper at the March meeting. 

 
• The Protection System Misoperations Task Force chair presented interesting trend data 

regarding misoperations covering the period from January 1, 2012 to April 1, 2012. There 
were approximately 2203 reported misoperations.  

o 94% of the misoperations are unnecessary trips which reflect a bias toward 
dependability. 

o  Incorrect settings/logic/design errors, relay failures/malfunctions and 
communication failures accounted for 65% of the misoperations.  

o 66% of misoperations occur on the 100-200 kV transmission system while this 
voltage class only makes up 47% of the total BES circuit miles.  

o Failure rates of electro-mechanical relays and solid state relays are similar while 
the failure rate of micro-processor relays is significantly lower. 
  

• The Standards Committee asked the PC to research the need for a protection system 
commissioning standard in response to an event caused by an incorrect CT ratio. The 
protection system was not adequately tested prior to placing it into service. The SPCS 
determined that a standard could have unintended consequences as most Registered 
Entities currently have rigorous commissioning standards and standard may conflict or 
even relax the standards  The SPCS proposed to address the problem by identifying weak 
commissioning practices through analysis of protection system misoperations and 
through the development of an industry reference document and sharing of lessons 
learned. 

 
• The PC agreed to address some key recommendations from Arizona-Southern California 

Outage. The PC will develop a whitepaper to address technically-based criteria for which 
sub-100 kV elements should be included in models, the base power flow models and 
parameters TOPs should use to conduct simulations and if PRC-023-2 needs to be 
expanded to cover more sub-200 kV relays. 

 
• The PC approved the release of a model validation field trial letter. The letter is directed 

to industry and asks for volunteers to perform a field trial of the procedures in the 
whitepaper “Procedures for Validating Power flow and Dynamics Cases” which was 
approved by the PC in December 2011. 

 
• The Energy Information Administration is updating their EIA Form 411. Updates are 

expected to be final by the end of 2013. 
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Long-Term Firm 

Transmission Rights 

in Organized 

Electricity Markets

Nick Parker

Temujin Roach

Katherine Prewitt

February 12, 2013

2
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2

Agenda

• Long-term firm transmission rights 

• Reason for long-term firm transmission rights 

– Energy Policy Act of 2005

– FERC Order 681

• Guidelines for design and administration of long-term firm 
transmission rights 

� MISO & PJM implementation of guidelines

• Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task Force (LTFCRTF)

– Purpose & scope

– Process flow 

– Timeline

3

Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights 
Temujin Roach - SPP

4
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3

What are Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights?

• A hedge against transmission congestion for a longer 

period of time

– Provides increased certainty regarding congestion cost 

risks of long-term firm transmission service

– Assists with new investments and other long-term 

power supply arrangements

5

Reason for Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights 

• Required by Law from Congress - Energy Policy Act of 

2005

– http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-

109publ58/pdf/PLAW-109publ58.pdf

• Required by FERC Order 681

– http://www.ferc.gov/whats-new/comm-

meet/072006/E-2.pdf

– http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2006-08-01/pdf/06-

6494.pdf (Federal Register)

6
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4

Energy Policy Act of 2005

• Section 1233(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
requirement:

– Implement section 217(b)(4) of the Federal Power Act 
within 1 year

• Federal Power Act 217(b)(4)

– Grants the Commission the right to exercise its 
authority

� To facilitate the planning and expansions of transmission 
facilities

� To satisfy the service obligations of load-serving entities

� Enables load-serving entities to secure long-term firm 
transmission rights 

7

FERC Order No. 681

• FERC Order No. 681

– Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights in Organized 

Electricity Markets

– Issued on July 20, 2006

– Required RTOs to establish long-term firm transmission 

rights 

– Provided for regional flexibility

– Established 7 guidelines that all proposals must follow

� Guidelines specified in the Federal Register, 18 CFR 42.1

8
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Guidelines for Design and Administration 

of Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights

Nick Parker - SPP

9

Summary of FERC Guidelines

1. Source-to-sink instruments

2. Not to be modified

3. Available for capacity from transmission expansions

4. Must offer a term of at least 10-years

5. Priority given to load serving entities 

6. Ability to re-assign when load obligation is transferred

7. Initial allocation shall not require participation in auction

10
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FERC Guidelines

1. Source-to-sink instruments

• Long-term firm transmission rights should specify:

– Source (injection node or nodes)

– Sink (withdrawal node or nodes)

– Quantity (MW)

11

FERC Guidelines

1. Source-to-sink instruments

• MISO Design

– All ARRs, including the Stage 1A (long-term) ARRs, shall be 
specified by source, sink and megawatt quantity

• PJM Design

– Long-term transmission rights (LTTRs) must have a source and 

sink

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Present TCR Process follows this guideline

� Right must have a source and a sink that corresponds to valid 

settlement locations

12
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7

FERC Guidelines
2. Not to be modified 

• Must provide a hedge against day-ahead congestion 

charges for the period covered and quantity specified

• Should not be modified in quantity or price during its 

term (the “full funding” requirement) 

– Except in the case of extraordinary circumstances; or

– Through voluntary agreement

13

FERC Guidelines
2. Not to be modified 

• MISO Design

– Stage 1A ARRs would carry a MW quantity guarantee in the next 
annual allocation to the extent that they are re-nominated

– Stage 1A ARRs will be subject to a simultaneous feasibility test 

� Ensures that payments made by buyers of FTRs in the auction will be at 
least equal to the revenues collected by ARR holders

• PJM Design

– Cannot be modified in quantity or price (not prorated)

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Present TCR Process follows this guideline

� Not modifiable or recallable by SPP or Market Participants (except in the 

case of extraordinary circumstances) 

14
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FERC Guidelines
3. Available for capacity from transmission 

expansions
• Rights available that are made feasible by:

– Transmission upgrades*; or 

– Expansions*

*consistent with prevailing cost allocation methods for upgrades or 

expansions

15

FERC Guidelines
3. Available for capacity from transmission 

expansions
• MISO Design

– MPs that directly fund transmission system upgrades and 

expansions will be eligible to nominate Stage 1A ARRs based 

on the capacity added by such upgrades and expansions

• PJM Design

– Provides incremental rights for the benefit of any entity that 

elects to fund transmission upgrades in exchange for 

incremental ARRs

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Rights will be made available with a valid TSR

– New TSRs can be used in an incremental allocation

16
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FERC Guidelines
4. Must offer a term of at least 10 years

• Rights available with coverage for at least a 10-year period

– Original term; or

– Renewable

� Length of renewals may be different from the original term

17

FERC Guidelines
4. Must offer a term of at least 10-years

• MISO Design

– Ensured through automatic annual rollover of Stage 1A ARRs 
nominated long-term for up to 10-years

• PJM Design

– Rights rollover on an annual basis through the 10-year term

– Rights are protected whether or not the holder nominates 
them each year

– Offers 30-year incremental product

• SPP’s Interpretation

– A right that can exist 10-years as long as the initial 

requirements and qualifications remain in existence

18
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FERC Guidelines
5. Priority given to load serving entities 

• Load serving entities have priority over non-load 

serving entities

• Rights supported by existing capacity

– Reasonable limits can be put on the amount of existing 

capacity used

19

FERC Guidelines
5. Priority given to load serving entities 

• MISO Design

– Three stage allocation

– Stage 1A entitlements registered to LSEs

– Accepted Stage 1A ARRs are the LTTRs

• PJM Design

– Use stage 1A for LTTR allocation to give priority to LSEs

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Load serving entities will have priority or the tie-break over 

other entities

– Allocation will be in multi-tier hierarchy

20
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FERC Guidelines
6. Ability to re-assign when load obligation is 

transferred

• Rights should be re-assignable to another entity that 

acquires that service obligation

21

FERC Guidelines
6. Ability to re-assign when load obligation is 

transferred

• MISO Design

– Stage 1 ARRs will follow the load through any shifts or 
switches in the entity serving such load

• PJM Design

– Permits stage 1A ARRs to migrate with the load 

obligation to which they were assigned

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Present TCR Process follows this guideline

� TSR shifts with the responsibility of load

22
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FERC Guidelines
7. Initial allocation shall not require participation in 

auction
• Initial allocation of rights shall not require participation in 

an auction

23

FERC Guidelines
7. Initial allocation shall not require participation in 

auction
• MISO Design

– LSEs will not be required to submit bids in an auction in order to receive Stage 
1A  ARRs

– MPs will be able to convert Stage 1A ARRs into FTRs by self-scheduling these 
rights

• PJM Design

– Stage 1A ARRs are to be allocated 

– Stage 1A ARRs have the option to convert those rights to FTRs

– Do not need to participate in auction to receive these rights

• SPP’s Interpretation

– Present TCR Process follows this guideline

� Rights will be allocated initially

� Option to self convert ARRs to TCRs

24
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Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task Force 

(LTFCRTF) 
Katherine Prewitt - SPP

25

Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task Force 

(LTFCRTF) 
• Purpose

– Develop long-term firm transmission rights policies

– Design and allocation methodology

• Scope

– Develop and recommend changes

� Business Practices

� Protocols

� Tariff

– Represent perspectives

� Members

� Transmission customers

26
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Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task Force 

(LTFCRTF) 

• Joint MWG/CAWG Task Force

– Co-Chaired by MWG and CAWG

• Representation

– 2 MWG members

– 2 CAWG members

– 1 ESWG

– 1 TWG

– 1 Liaison from RSC

• Duration – End of 2013

27

Flow of Approvals for LTFCRTF to FERC Filing

CAWG

RTWG

RSC

MOPC

BOD

FERC

MWG

Allocation

Method

Approved

Allocation

Method

Filing 

Sept 2014

Recommendation of 

Design and Tariff

Taskforce

MWG
2 Members

CAWG
2 Members

ESWG
1 Members

TWG
1 Members

RSC
1 Liaison

ORWG

Design and 

Tariff 

Language

28
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SPP Long-Term Firm Congestion Rights Task 

Force Plan

• Estimate 5 task force face-to-face meetings

– March through July 2013

– Additional conference calls as necessary

• Working Group/Committee Updates

– Task Force members update their corresponding 

Working Group

– MOPC/RSC/BOD status update in July 2013

• Develop Protocol and Tariff language simultaneously

29

SPP Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights 

Timeline

• Market Design complete October 2013

– MWG/CAWG approval August 2013

– RTWG/ORWG approval September 2013

– MOPC/RSC/BOD approval October 2013

• Compliance Filing due no later than September 2014

30
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