
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

February 13th, 2014 

Double Tree near the Galleria, Dallas, TX 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. ESWG will have a conference call on February 19th. 
2. ESWG members approved the ESWG Meeting January 16th, 2014 minutes. 
3. ESWG members approved the ESWG Conference Call January 23rd, 2014 minutes. 
4. SPP Staff will post the 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking model on February 13th. 
5. SPP Staff is seeking for Benchmarking and Must-run units approvals on February 19th 

during the conference call. 
6. SPP Staff will check the effect of forced outage rates on LMP curves. 
7. SPP Staff will compile the information created during the Strategic Plan discussion and 

present to the group on the next ESWG face to face meeting on March 13th. 
8. SPP Staff will update the ESWG members about the IPSAC in a regular basis. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

February 13th, 2014 

Double Tree near the Galleria, Dallas, TX 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 8:31 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 22 in person participants and 45 web conference participants representing 10 of 11 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) reviewed proxy statements. Two proxies were identified: Greg Sweet (Empire 
District) proxy to Barry Warren (Empire District) and Kip Fox (AEP-Transource) proxy to Wayman Smith 
(AEP).  (Attachment 2 – Proxies) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the agenda as amended was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and 
seconded by Al Tamimi (SEPC).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) recapped the pending action item list and asked for additional updates or 
changes (Attachment 4 – Action Items).  No updates or changes were requested. 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The Consent Agenda included the following items: 

a. Approval of Meetings Minutes – January 16th, 2013   (Attachment 5 – ESWG 1.16.14 Minutes 

& Attachments) 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – January 23rd, 2013  (Attachment 6 – ESWG 1.23.14 Minutes & 

Attachments) 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) asked if there were any Consent Agenda Items to be removed, 
changed, or added. The consent agenda was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) updated ESWG members about the 2015 ITP10 Schedule. In order to finish 
the 2015 ITP10 Economic Model SPP Staff proposed to include HPILS reliability projects staged by 2017 
and reliability projects that have lead times indicating construction beginning before 2018. Integrated 
System was brought up as well during the Schedule discussion.  Staff recommended removing the hurdle 
rates due to the expectation that IS will be a member.  Staff seeking ESWG feedback on IS hurdle rates 
on February 19th conference call.  ESWG members questioned what are the next steps in the right 
direction for the IS post the hurdle rates decision.  Should IS be included in projects, constraint 
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assessment, etc.?  Antoine indicated that next steps are dependent upon SPP leadership direction in how 
to proceed with IS membership. Staff seeking ESWG feedback on IS hurdle rates on February 19th 
conference call (Attachment 7 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 
 
Agenda Item 5 – 2010 Strategic Plan 

Michael Desselle (SPP Staff) presented the 2010 Strategic Plan. His focus was on the three foundational 
strategies, more specifically how to build a robust transmission plan. During the presentation, Michael 
used the following questions to guide the discussion and also requested feedback from members by 
March/April, before the MOPC meeting in April. 

Assessment of where we are today (2014) 

• Where are we now? 
• What do you expect the future to look like (i.e., scenarios)? 
• What are the risks and challenges for meeting the future scenarios? 
• What are SPP’s strengths and weaknesses? 
• Assessment of where we want to go (5-10 year horizon) 
• Based on the future scenarios (which could include probabilities); 

- What are the threats? 
- What are the opportunities? 

• How can SPP: 
- Help avoid the threats? 
- Capture opportunities? 

The attendance provided the following feedback: 

• Put a framework together today as of where we need to go with the strategic plan 
• There are rapid changes 
• Implementation of ITP and Priority Projects 
• EMDE - allows us to look at the ITP10 process. Do we need an ITP20? How do we need to 

massage everything? How to conform better with our neighbor's plan so there’s continuity  
• SPP Staff - ESWG doesn’t have the same constraints as TWG. 

- ITC Great Plains - Do we need to do an ITP20 every 3 years if nothing comes out of it?  
BOD chair does like researching these different scenarios.  How many resources are you 
willing to spend for this kind of effort?  These are questions we need to be addressing 

- How do we use these strategic scenarios? Especially if we're using them to get NTC's.  
How do we unlock the value of strategic scenarios? 

- Member-what generators do we need to build? Where is the right area to build?   
• SPP Staff - When draft charter was presented, some items are above the ESWG and TWG level 

and are more policy.  Who would be the one to review? SPC? What is the best technical 
approach? 

• ITC Great Plains - ESWG wants to ensure approaches are consistent 
• SPP Staff - Members concerned that ITP10 should be a subset of ITP20.  Maybe not completely 

change from one study to another but each study does have different assumptions. 
• Nebraska Power Review Board - We're going into an economy focusing on a renewable 

standpoint.  Why do we have only 1 fuel in the future?  All regions outside of SPP are looking at 
single fuel system as well.  How do we deal with this long-term threat with a one-fuel system.  Will 
fuel-cells, wind, etc. be sufficient for reliability purposes? 

- Desselle -SPP putting our eggs in one basket 
- Wind Coalition - clearly there is a hole when you don’t have the ability to see what's being 

done in the various state IRP processes.  It makes it hard to appropriately align what 
we're doing in the generation build in the ITP processes.   We could do a better job of co-
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optimizing generation and planning processes if there was a closer knit between the two 
entities. 

- How is the Integrated Market going to affect adding capacity? 
• ITC Great Plains -comments falling in two initiative buckets: 

- IRP discussion, use of strategic scenarios, study cycles, etc 
- Regional optimization with our neighbors 

ESWG will provide additional feedback for the next face-to-face meeting in March. (Attachment 8 – 2010 
Strategic Plan). 
 
Agenda Item 6 – EPA Rule 111 

Michael Desselle (SPP Staff) presented the CO2 rule to be implemented July of 2015. The ISO/RTO 
Council (IRC) is interested in working with EPA, the States and all interested parties to implement a 
CO2rule that respects electric system reliability and is compatible with efficient dispatch of the electric 
grid. The proposals discussed below are intended to support this outcome. 

- “Reliability Safety Valve” – a proposal to ensure that any federal CO2 rule or related State 
Implementation Plan (“SIP”) includes a process to assess, and , as relevant, to mitigate, electric 
system reliability impacts resulting from related environmental compliance actions. 

- “Regional Compliance Measurement” – a proposal for EPA to consider allowing states through 
their SIPs to adopt a regional measurement mechanism for determining compliance with CO2 
rule obligations 
 

These are preliminary concepts intended to promote further dialogue among policymakers, RTOs/ISOs 
and interested stakeholders; if adopted, the implementation details would have to be further developed. 
(Attachment 9 – EPA Rule 111) 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Load Forecast Workshop 

Michael Desselle (SPP Staff) presented some scenarios that could impact the SPP load forecast; this 
action has a strategic importance to SPP’s future. To that end discussions were held and a decision was 
made to host a workshop for load serving entities in SPP’s footprint to discuss current issues and trends 
associated with the development of their respective load forecasts.  A workshop will be scheduled to 
occur sometime during the spring of 2014. Michael wants to coordinate with state commissions, RTO, and 
EPA and trying to figure out the right working group work out these plans from the reliability perspective. 
According Allan Myers, ESWG would have an analysis and data input to the process but would not be the 
point working group, ESWG would not reach out the noted agencies. (Attachment 10 – Load Forecasting 
Workshop) 

Agenda Item 8 – New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the proposed methodology to address the potential overloading of 
new generator outlet facilities near the point of interconnection. New facilities can create reliability needs 
when connecting new generation, potentially increases congestion in the region and also skew the B/C 
ratio of economic projects. SPP already has a well-defined process (Generation Interconnection Studies) 
to address problems caused by new generation; also several members do not support the issuance of 
NTCs and paying for projects generated by non firm generation. The process is divided in three phases: 
1) Constraint Assessment; 2) Pre-Reliability Assessment and 3) Reliability Assessment (for more details 
see Attachment 11 – New Interconnection Local-Regional Impacts). 

A motion to approve the Generation Outlet and Load Facilities methodology was made by Leon 
Howell (OGE) and seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD). The motion was approved. Bennie Weeks 
(Xcel Energy) abstained her vote. 

Agenda Item 9 - 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking 
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Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking results. SPP Staff compared the 
results of a benchmarking model generated based on the 2015 ITP10 model (year 2024, with 2013 
assumptions) against the 2013 operations data. The main information benchmarked was: average system 
LMPs by area, annual generation by area, annual generation cost by area, average energy costs by unit 
type ($/MWh) and annual capacity factors by unit type. Since last ESWG meeting in January (01/13/2014) 
SPP Staff made some adjustments to the model in order to better mimic the model outputs and historical 
data. The LMP and LIP are not the same and LMP is spiking during summer months because of higher 
congestion, also LIP prices have less volatility. The system operating reserve and spinning reserves have 
a good representation, SPP Staff fixed the problems presented at the last meeting in January adjusting 
the operational reserves in the PROMOD model, spinning units set at 16% and quick start units set at 
100%. Many members expressed concern with not being able to see what is in the benchmarking model, 
requested SPP Staff post the model on 02/13/2014 and potentially approve the 2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking on 02/19/2014 during the ESWG conference call. (Attachment 12 – 2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking) 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will post the 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking model on February 13th. 

Agenda Item 10 - 2015 ITP10 Hurdle Rates 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the hurdle rates proposed to be adopted during the 2015 ITP10 
Study. SPP Staff used the Benchmarking model to test various hurdle rates in order to compare it with 
historical tie lines flows from SPP Operations. Each external region has hourly interchange profile, the 
values from operations and PROMOD runs were sorted from largest to smallest and plotted together, the 
hurdle rate curve most similar to historical was chosen as recommendation. The timeframe analyzed was 
September 2012 through August 2013.  SPP Staff was not sure why there is a gap between simulated 
data and historical data, although many factors have been checked like congestion, forced outages, SPP 
having competitive costs and heat rates, dump and emergency energy. (Attachment 13 – 2015 ITP10 
Hurdle Rates) 

A motion to approve the Hurdle Rates was made by Leon Howell (OGE) and seconded by Tim 
Owens (NPPD). The motion was approved. Wayman Smith (AEP) abstained his vote - because the 
SPP benchmark model used to determine the hurdle rates has not been posted for review.  Based 
on the counter-intuitive interchange comparison, I feel the need to review the model before 
approving the resulting hurdle rates. 

Agenda Item 11 - 2015 ITP10 Must Run Units 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the main issues involving the Must-Run units and also asked 
members to define a formal process for modeling Must-Run requirements. SPP Staff recommendation 
was: 

- Units expected to be offered into the SPP Integrated Marketplace should not be specified as 
must-run regardless of current obligations 

-  Units expected to not be offered into the SPP Integrated marketplace may be specified as must-
run as determined by each member 

ESWG members will potentially try to approve the SPP Staff recommendation on February 19th 
conference call. (Attachment 14 – 2015 ITP10 Must Run Units) 

Agenda Item 12 - Interregional Planning Activities 

Brett Hooton (SPP Staff) reviewed SPP’s requirements for interregional studies. There will be two studies 
underway in 2014. The first is the SPP-MISO Coordinated System Plan study. Stakeholders are 
encouraged to participate in the study through the SPP-MISO Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee (IPSAC). The second is the SPP-AECI Joint Coordinated System Plan study. 
Stakeholders are encouraged to participate in the study through the SPP-AECI IPSAC. (Attachment 15 – 
Interregional Planning Activities) 

Agenda Item 13 - BPR050 
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Brett Hooton (SPP Staff) reviewed Business Practice Revision (BPR) 050. This BPR is the second BPR 
addressing the Detailed Project Proposals (DPP) process in the Transmission Owner Selection Process. 
The BPR primarily discusses how a determination is made if a project submitted via a DPP is the same as 
or similar to a project in an approved ITP portfolio. ESWG stakeholders discussed the criteria that will be 
used to make this determination. There was a suggestion from stakeholders that the percentage 
bandwidth for equipment rating and impedance change from 50% to 25%. There were other comments 
from stakeholders that SPP staff recorded. Brett Hooton stated that staff would compile the feedback from 
the ESWG and TWG and revise the BPR as needed. The BPR will be brought back to the ESWG and 
TWG in March (Attachment 16 – BPR 050 DPP Project Correlation) 

Agenda Item 14 - 2015 ITP10 Constraint Assessment 

Kirk Hall (SPP Staff) described the methodology used by staff to identify additional constraints for the 
2015 ITP10. Kirk reminded the group that the list of constraints for Future 1 and Future 2 had been 
posted for review, and feedback should be provided back to staff by February 21st. He also told the group 
that an additional constraint assessment needed to be completed for changes to the model related to 
Hurdle Rates, HPILS NTCs, and identification of Must-Run units. Members also asked that facilities that 
were no longer seen as Flowgates be removed from the list. (Attachment 17 – 2015 ITP10 Constraint 
Assessment) 
 

Agenda Item 15 – Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:52 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas 

ESWG Secretary 
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NAME ATTENDANCE
Al Tamimi In Person
Alan Myers In Person
Amber Greb Webex
Antoine Lucas In Person
Bary Warren In Person
Bennie Weeks In Person
Bill Leung (NPRB) Webex
Brad Schwarz (Hunt Power) Webex
Brett Hooton In Person
Bruce Walkup (AECC) Webex
Caitlin Shank Webex
Cindy Ireland (AR PSC) Webex
Clayton Mayfield Webex
Dan Jones, SPP Webex
David Linton Webex
Don Le In Person
english cook Webex
Gayle Freier (SPP) Webex
Gimod Olapurayil In Person
Jason Schmidt Webex
Jason Speer Webex
Jason Standing Webex
Jay Caspary Webex
Jenell Katheiser Webex
Jeremy Harris (Westar) Webex
jim jacoby Webex
Jim Krajecki (Customized Energy Solutions) Webex
Jody Holland In Person
Jon Iverson Webex
Jon Shipman (OPPD) Webex
Jonathan Abebe Webex
Josh Ross Webex
Juliano Freitas In Person
Justin Radl (Xcel) Webex
Katherine Prewitt Webex
Kaustubh Deshmukh Webex
Kelsey Allen In Person
Kip Fox (AEP - Transource) Webex
Kirk Hall In Person
Kurt Stradley In Person
Lanny Nickell In Person
Leon Howell In Person
Liz Coffield (SPP) Webex
Matt Lind In Person
Meena Thomas In Person
Michael Hutson (RES Americas) Webex
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Michael Odom In Person
Mike Collins, Guernsey Webex
Mike Knapp (OCC) Webex
Mitchell L Williams WFEC Webex
nghomsi Webex
Noman Williams In Person
Noumvi Ghomsi Webex
Olu Fagbemiro (BMcD) Webex
Pat McCool In Person
Paul Dietz Webex
Randy Collier (CUS) Webex
Rosemary Mittal Webex
Sandeep Baidwan Webex
Sharma Webex
Sherri Maxey Webex
Steve Gaw Webex
Tim Owens In Person
Tim Soles In Person
Tom DeBaun (KCC) Webex
Vince V - SPRM Webex
Wayman Smith (AEP) Webex
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Greg Sweet (Empire District) proxy to Barry Warren (Empire District) 

 

Kip Fox (AEP-Transource) proxy to Wayman Smith (AEP) 
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

February 13, 2014 
Double Tree near the Galleria, Dallas, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

8:30 am – 3:00 pm 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................. Juliano Freitas (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................. Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

2. Review of Past Action Items ........................................................................ Juliano Freitas (10 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes) 

a. Approval of Meetings Minutes – January 16th, 2014 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – January 23rd, 2013 

4. 2015 ITP10 Schedule ................................................................................... Antoine Lucas (15 minutes) 

5. 2010 Strategic Plan .................................................................................. Michael Desselle (40 minutes) 

6. EPA Rule 111 ........................................................................................... Michael Desselle (15 minutes) 

7. Load Forecast Workshop ......................................................................... Michael Desselle (15 minutes) 

8. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts (Approval Item) ................... Juliano Freitas (40 minutes) 

9. 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking (Approval Item) ................................................ Juliano Freitas (40 minutes) 

10. 2015 ITP10 Hurdle Rates (Approval Item) ...................................................... Kelsey Allen (40 minutes) 

11. 2015 ITP10 Must Run Units (Approval Item) ................................................... Kelsey Allen (40 minutes) 

12. Interregional Planning Activities ...................................................................... Brett Hooton (15 minutes) 

13. BPR050 ........................................................................................................... Brett Hooton (45 minutes) 

14. 2015 ITP10 Constraint Assessment .......................................................................Kirk Hall (20 minutes) 

THE ITEMS BELOW WILL BE ADRESSED IN A FUTURE CONFERENCE CALL (TBD) 

15. Metrics Review ......................................................................................................... SPP Staff (2 Hours) 

16. Adding vs Combining Multiple Benefits ..................................................................Mike Proctor (1 Hour) 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 
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17. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 

i Background Materials Included 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 

 

February 13th, 2014 

 

ID Action Item Date 
Originated 

Status Comments 

057 SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or 
portion of the ITP manual that deals with 
conventional and wind generation planning 
and siting within the ITP process. The 
process should be in place by the Spring of 
2013. 

Aug 23, 2012 
ESWG 

In Progress 
Staff 

Staff will provide a 
draft report in 
November 2014. 
Staff recommends a 
discussion during 
the ESWG meetings 
in the previous 
months.  

076 ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies 
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for 
transmission service request 

May 16, 2013 In Progress ESWG 
Members 

Item on hold, wait 
for Aggregate 
Studies new results  

082 SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates 
between SPP and 1st tier RTOs using MISO 
data 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Staff will review 
hurdle rates during 
the benchmarking 
process scheduled 
for January 2014 
completion. 

083 SPP Staff will propose a methodology to 
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 
Study (Must Run units – Economic Aspect) 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Needed by 1st 
quarter 2014. 

087 ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare 
the generation resources in the different 
models used in the SPP studies processes 

August 13, 

2013 
In Progress  

101 ESWG to provide wording for Solutions 
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 
MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

102 ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & 
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

104 ESWG members will provide feedback 
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 
2014 

November 
21, 2013 

In progress  

105 SPP Staff will investigate developing a 
regular process for economic model 
development and review. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  
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106 SPP Staff will provide the proof of concept 
analysis completed to support the new 
interconnection local/regional impacts 
proposal to stakeholders for informational 
purposes. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

107 SPP Staff will develop a detailed draft of the 
transmission project selection process in the 
ITP for inclusion in the scope. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

108 SPP Staff will draft “extraordinary 
circumstances” language for inclusion of 
projects in the project selection process that 
do not meet portfolio consolidation criteria. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

110 SPP Staff will review unused metrics 
developed by the Metrics Task Force (MTF) 
and bring back background information to the 
group. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

111 SPP Staff will provide calculation examples 
to aid in metrics review. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

112 SPP Staff will compile the information 
created during the Strategic Plan discussion 
and present to the group on the next ESWG 
face to face meeting on March 13th. 

February 25, 
2014 

In progress  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

January 16th, 2014 

AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. On January 14th Mike Swearingen officially resigned his ESWG membership as 
Transmission Using member, SPP Staff will seek to replace him in February 2014. 

2. The February 13th ESWG meeting will start at 8:30 AM instead of usual 9:30 AM. 
3. ESWG members approved the Joint Conference call with TWG December 9th, 2013 

minutes. 
4. ESWG members approved the ESWG Meeting December 19th, 2013 minutes. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

January 16th, 2014 

AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:34 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 22 in person participants and 29 web conference participants representing 9 of 11 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) reviewed proxy statements. One proxy was identified: Greg Sweet (Empire 
District) proxy to Barry Warren (Empire District).  (Attachment 2 – Proxy) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections.  Members asked to change the agenda in order to have specific attendees available during 
the meeting; the new order is based on Agenda Items below. The main change was to start with 
Integrated System in the 2015 ITP10 instead of Metrics Review; this item was moved to second place. 
(Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the agenda as amended was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and 
seconded by Paul Dietz (Westar).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) recapped the pending action item list and asked for additional updates or 
changes (Attachment 4 – Action Items).  No updates or changes were requested. 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The Consent Agenda included the following items: 

a. Approval of Meetings Minutes – Joint Conference call with TWG December 9th, 2013   

(Attachment 5 – Joint ESWG-TWG 12/9/13 Minutes & Attachments ) 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – December 19th, 2013  (Attachment 6 – ESWG 12/19/13 

Minutes & Attachments) 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) asked if there were any Consent Agenda Items to be removed, 
changed, or added. The consent agenda was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – Integrated System in 2015 ITP10 Study 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) presented the impact of including the Integrated System data in the 2015 
ITP10 Study Models, as well the proposed schedule regarding load and generation review, resource and 
siting plans. ESWG members expressed some concern about the hydro generation in the WAPA area 
being treated as renewable generation, during the discussion this issue was clarified by WAPA Staff, only 
the small hydro units are classified as renewable resources.  
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A motion to approve the Integrated System schedule was made by Kip Fox (AEP-
Transource) and seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES). The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

Antoine Lucas asked for IS Renewable Survey and Renewable Resource Plan approvals, ESWG 
members asked to not include base hydro generation as renewable resource. (Attachment 7 – Integrated 
System in the 2015 ITP10) 

A motion to approve the Integrated System schedule was made by Kip Fox (AEP-
Transource) and seconded by Paul Dietz (Westar). The motion was approved unanimously. 

 

Agenda Item 5 – Metrics Review 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) continued the discussion of metrics that have been developed previously, the 
focus of his presentation was on the calculation of metrics that have received more attention from 
stakeholders during ITP and the previous RCAR. Antoine Lucas recapped five metrics: adjusted 
production cost (APC) savings, reduction of emission rates and values, savings due to lower ancillary 
service needs and production costs, avoided or delayed reliability projects and capacity cost savings due 
to reduced on-peak transmission losses. However, during his presentation the focus was on benefit 
allocation regarding three metrics: mitigation of transmission outage costs, assumed benefit of mandated 
reliability projects and public policy benefits. 

A motion to approve the methodology to calculate and allocate benefits regarding: 
adjusted production cost (APC) savings, reduction of emission rates and values, savings 
due to lower ancillary service needs and production costs, avoided or delayed reliability 
projects and capacity cost savings due to reduced on-peak transmission losses was made 
by Tim Owens (NPPD) and seconded by Paul Dietz (Westar). The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

Antoine Lucas presented in detail the mitigation of transmission outage costs, assumed benefit of 
mandated reliability projects and public policy benefits metrics, giving some conceptual examples how to 
allocate the benefits utilizing the proposed new methodologies for each one of the metrics. ESWG 
members were not ready to approve the new methodology, and requested more time to analyze the 
information provided by Staff. Also, SPP Staff will provide numerical examples on actual projects to better 
exemplify the impacts of the new methodology. ESWG members were encouraged also to provide new 
ideas and feedback. .  (Attachment 8 – Metrics Review) 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will gather more details about LES proposal. 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will provide numerical examples on actual projects regarding Mitigation 
of Transmission Outage Costs, Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects, and Public 
Policy Benefits metrics. 

Agenda Item 6 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) presented the updated 2015 ITP10 Schedule showing members the reviewing 
times and possible risks of not finishing/not getting feedback on time. At this point, the major risk in the 
schedule is the new topology proposed by HPILS (High Priority Incremental Load Study), it will be 
evaluated for approval by the BOD on April 29th, 2014, potentially major changes in topology due to 
BOD’s decision can cause severe delay in the schedule, SPP Staff will provide an alternative to mitigate 
possible issues. (Attachment 9 - 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 7 – 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the preliminary 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking results. SPP Staff 
compared the results of a benchmarking model generated based on the 2015 ITP10 model (year 2024, 
with 2013 assumptions) against the 2013 operations data. The main information benchmarked was: 
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average system LMPs by area, annual generation by area, annual generation cost by area, average 
energy costs by unit type ($/MWh) and annual capacity factors by unit type. The results are preliminary at 
this point, but SPP Staff identified issues related to operational reserve and also some discrepancies 
regarding LMPs and LIPs. Staff is seeking for approval on February 13th, data provided for the 
aforementioned meeting will also include the proposed hurdle rates to be applied in the 2015 ITP10 
Study. (Attachment 10 - 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking) 

Agenda Item 8 – New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts 

This item will be presented on a conference call on January 23rd. (Attachment 11 - 2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking) 

Agenda Item 9 - Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:58 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas 

ESWG Secretary 
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Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

January 16th, 2013 
AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

9:30 pm – 3:30 pm 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................. Juliano Freitas (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. Review of Past Action Items ........................................................................ Juliano Freitas (10 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes) 

a. Approval of Meetings Minutes – Joint Conference call with TWG December 9th, 2013 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – December 19th, 2013 

4. Metrics Review ...................................................................................................... SPP Staff (2.5 Hours) 

5. Integrated System in 2015 ITP10 Study ....................................................... Antoine Lucas (30 Minutes) 

6. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts .................................................... Juliano Freitas (1 Hour) 

7. 2015 ITP10 Schedule ................................................................................... Antoine Lucas (30 minutes) 

8. 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking .......................................................................... Juliano Freitas (30 minutes) 

9. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 

                                                 
i Background Materials Included 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 

 

January 16th, 2014 

 

ID Action Item Date 
Originated 

Status Comments 

057 SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or 
portion of the ITP manual that deals with 
conventional and wind generation planning 
and siting within the ITP process. The 
process should be in place by the Spring of 
2013. 

Aug 23, 2012 
ESWG 

In Progress 
Staff 

Staff will provide a 
draft report in 
November 2014. 
Staff recommends a 
discussion during 
the ESWG meetings 
in the previous 
months.  

076 ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies 
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for 
transmission service request 

May 16, 2013 In Progress ESWG 
Members 

Item on hold, wait 
for Aggregate 
Studies new results  

082 SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates 
between SPP and 1st tier RTOs using MISO 
data 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Staff will review 
hurdle rates during 
the benchmarking 
process scheduled 
for January 2014 
completion. 

083 SPP Staff will propose a methodology to 
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 
Study (Must Run units – Economic Aspect) 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Needed by 1st 
quarter 2014. 

086 SPP Staff will update the 2015 ITP10 
schedule to differentiate between data 
collection and member review periods with 
each study milestone. 

August 13, 
2013 

Complete In 
Progress 

 

087 ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare 
the generation resources in the different 
models used in the SPP studies processes 

August 13, 

2013 
In Progress  

098 SPP staff will provide more details about the 
needs and projects assessment timeline 

September 
17, 2013 

Complete In 
progress 

 

100 ESWG members will re-evaluate the 
benchmarking process 

November 4, 
2013 

Complete  

101 ESWG to provide wording for Solutions 
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 
MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  
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102 ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & 
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

103 SPP Staff will refine the methodology 
proposed for the Increased Input Prices 
sensitivity analysis 

November 
21, 2013 

Complete  

104 ESWG members will provide feedback 
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 
2014 

November 
21, 2013 

In progress  

105 SPP Staff will investigate developing a 
regular process for economic model 
development and review. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

106 SPP Staff will provide the proof of concept 
analysis completed to support the new 
interconnection local/regional impacts 
proposal to stakeholders for informational 
purposes. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

107 SPP Staff will develop a detailed draft of the 
transmission project selection process in the 
ITP for inclusion in the scope. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

108 SPP Staff will draft “extraordinary 
circumstances” language for inclusion of 
projects in the project selection process that 
do not meet portfolio consolidation criteria. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

109 SPP Staff will develop an outline of metrics 
issues, calculations, and concept proposals 
for the January 16th meeting. 

December 
19, 2013 

Complete In 
progress 

 

110 SPP Staff will review unused metrics 
developed by the Metrics Task Force (MTF) 
and bring back background information to the 
group. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  

111 SPP Staff will provide calculation examples 
to aid in metrics review. 

December 
19, 2013 

In progress  
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Southwest Power Pool 

JOINT TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP/ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP MEETING 

December 9, 2013 

Conference Call 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. ESWG approved 3 component sensitivity method for 2015 ITP10 useful information. 

2. TWG approved 3 component sensitivity method for 2015 ITP10 useful information. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

JOINT TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP/ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP MEETING 

December 9, 2013 

Conference Call 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Administrative Items 

TWG Chair Noman Williams called the meeting to order at 8:35 a.m. The following members were in 
attendance or represented by proxy (Attachment 1a – Attendance) (Attachment 1b – Proxies): 

 
TWG members present: 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Harold Wyble, KCPL 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates 
Jeff Stebbins, Tri-County Electric Cooperative proxy for Michael Swearingen, Tri-County Electric 
Cooperative 
Jim McAvoy, OMPA 
John Boshears, SPRM 
John Fulton, Xcel Energy 
John Payne, KEPCo 
Kurt Stradley, LES (proxy for Scott Benson, LES) 
Michael Mueller, AECC 
Mo Awad, Westar 
Noman Williams, SUNC 
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD 
Travis Hyde, OKGE 
 
ESWG members present: 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Bennie Weeks, Xcel Energy 
Bruce Walkup, AECC 
Greg Sweet, EDE 
Kip Fox, AEP (Wayman Smith, AEP, also held Kip Fox’s proxy during portions of the meeting) 
Kurt Stradley, LES 
Leon Howell, OGE 
Michael Watt, OMPA 
Paul Dietz, Westar 
Randy Collier, CUS 
Tim Owens, NPPD 
 
Others present: 
Antoine Lucas, SPP Staff 
Amber Greb, SPP Staff 
Alex Watkins, SPP Staff 
Ben Roubique, PWR Solutions 
Bill Leung, NPRB 
Bob Burner, Duke Energy 
Bob Lux, SPP Staff 
Bob Reynolds, SPP RE Staff 
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Brett Hooton, SPP Staff 
Charles Panicker, OCC 
Clayton Mayfield, SPP Staff 
Dennis Reed, Westar 
Gimod Olapurayil, ITC 
James Sanderson, KCC 
Jason Speer, SPP Staff 
Jerry Bradshaw, SPRM 
Jim Jacoby, AEP 
Jim Krajecki, CES 
Jody Holland, SPP Staff  
John Kopinski, ITC Holdings 
Jon Iverson, OPPD 
Jon Shipman, OPPD 
Jonathan Abebe, Clean Line 
Josh Ross, SPP Staff 
Josh Verzal, OPPD 
Josie Daggett, WAPA 
Juliano Freitas, SPP Staff  
Katherine Prewitt, SPP Staff 
Kirk Hall, SPP Staff 
Kyle Watson, Entergy 
Liz Coffield, SPP Staff 
Martin Green, GRDA 
Matt McGee, AEP 
Matt Gomes, Nextera Energy 
Michael Hutson, RES Americas 
Michael Odom, SPP Staff 
Mike Collins, GuernseyMike Knapp, OCC 
Mitch Williams, WFEC 
Noumvi Ghomsi, PSC 
Olu Fagbemiro, Burns and McDonald 
Pat Hayes, Ameren 
Pat McCool, KCPL 
Patrick West, SWPA 
Robert Safuto, CES 
Sandeep Baidwan, LS Power 
Sherri Maxey, SPP Staff 
Steve Gaw, Wind Coalition  
Steve Hardebeck, OGE 
Wayman Smith, AEP 

 
Jody Holland, SPP staff, informed the chair there was a quorum. 

Agenda Item 1 – Order 1000 Business Practice 

BPR 048 – QRP  
Ben Bright, SPP Staff, presented the QRP Business Practice (Attachment 2a – BPR-048 – QRP) to the 
group. It was requested that the ESWG and TWG review the document and return any suggestions within 
a week. There was discussion about the posting timeline as well as what information will be kept 
confidential. Ben informed the group that the initial posting will take place on September 30th, and that the 
company name, contact name, and contact information will be posted. All financial information will be kept 
confidential. There was continued discussion on the application timeline and requirements. It was noted 
that all QRP communications need to go through QRP applications@spp.org email address and that all 
comments need to be submitted by Tuesday, December 17, 2013. 
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Action Item: Ben Bright to check with SPP Legal department to determine who qualifies as 
an authorized officer for an applicant company 

 
BPR 049 – DPP Submission Draft 
Brett Hooton, SPP Staff, presented the Detailed Project Proposal business practice (Attachment 2b – 
BPR-049 – DPP Process). 
 
At 9:30 a.m. Kip Fox left the meeting. Wayman Smith, AEP, received Kip’s proxy. 
 
Discussion continued regarding the timeline for modeling and submission deadlines.  
  

Action Item: Brett Hooton to research what was intended by “configurations” in the 
business practice language 
 

Noman Williams left meeting. Travis Hyde led the meeting. 
 
BRP 050 – DPP Project Correlation 
Brett Hooton, SPP Staff, presented the DPP Project Correlation business practice (Attachment 2c – BPR-
050 – DPP Project Correlation). The group discussed the range for impedance in the business practice. 
Dialogue continued on how projects will be compared. Nuances were discussed, such as only segments 
of projects being selected. It was asked that the group return any comments by Tuesday December 17, 
2013.  

Agenda Item 2 – 2015 ITP10 

Jody Holland, SPP Staff, started the discussion about useful information (Attachment 3a, 3b – Increased 
Input Prices Sensitivity) from future 3. Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains, informed the group on MOPC’s 
concerns about future 3. The discussion continued on the methods of gaining useful information as well 
as staff time necessary for options.  It was also noted that the 2015 ITP10 Scope had already approved a 
wind transfer analysis that was not shown as part of the discussion.  Staff presented 3 different options 
corresponding with different amounts of staff time needed as well as the incremental amount of useful 
information for each option.   
  

Leon Howell motioned to proceed with column C (3 Component Sensitivity), which 
Wayman Smith seconded. The motion passed 10 votes in favor and 1 vote against. Alan 
Myers voted against the motion.  
 
Mo Awad motioned to proceed with column C (3 Component Sensitivity), which Travis 
Hyde seconded. The motion passed with 14 votes in favor and vote 1 against. Alan Myers 
voted against the motion. 
 
Alan Myers later informed staff that his ‘no’ vote was cast because he believed the 3 
component sensitivity did not fully achieve the BOD’s objective and believed that the 
compromise discussed during the call would have provided a significant enhancement to 
the exercise for a relatively modest expenditure of internal resources.   
 

The joint portion of the TWG/ESWG ended, and the TWG continued on with Agenda Item #3.   
 

 
Seeing no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:42 a.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Juliano Freitas 
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Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
JOINT TWG/ESWG MEETING 

December 9, 2013 
Net Conference – Little Rock, Arkansas 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
8:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. 

 
1. Order 1000 Business Practice ................................................................ Ben Bright/Brett Hooton (2 hrs) 

a. BPR-048 – QRP  
b. BPR-049 – DPP Submission Draft 
c. BPR-050 – DPP Project Correlation  

 
 
2. 2015 ITP10 ......................................................................................................................... Staff (45 min) 

a. Future 3 Useful Information 
b. Consolidation Methodology 

 
3. Ironwood NTC ................................................................................................... Charles Hendrix (15 min) 
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Alan Myers amyers@itcgreatplains.com
Amber (SPP) agreb@spp.org
Ben Roubique (PWR Solutions) broubique@pwrsol.biz
Bennie Weeks bennie.weeks@xcelenergy.com
Bill Leung (NPRB) bleung@bjleung.com
Bob Burner g.burner@duke-energy.com
Bob Lux blux@spp.org
Bob Reynolds bdreynolds.re@spp.org
Brett Hooton bhooton@spp.org
Bruce Walkup (AECC) bruce.walkup@aecc.com
Charles Panicker (OCC) c.panicker@occemail.com
Clayton Mayfield cmayfield@spp.org
Dan Lenihan djlenihan@oppd.com
Dennis Reed dennis.l.reed@westarenergy.com
Gimod Olapurayil (ITC) golapurayil@itctransco.com
Greg Sweet  (EDE) gsweet@empiredistrict.com
Harold Wyble (KCPL) harold.wyble@kcpl.com
James Sanderson j.sanderson@kcc.ks.gov
Jason Shook (GDS/ETEC) jason.shook@gdsassociates.com
Jason Speer jspeer@spp.org
Jeff Stebbins (TCEC) jstebbins@tcec.coop
Jerry Bradshaw (SPRM) jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net
jim jacoby jwjacoby@aep.com
Jim Krajecki (CES) jkraejcki@ces-ltd.com
Jim McAvoy jmcavoy@ompa.com
John Boshears (SPRM) john.boshears@cityutilities.net
John Fulton john.fulton@xcelenergy.com
John Kopinski jkopinski@processresults.com
John Payne (KEPCo) jpayne@kepco.org
Jon Iverson jiverson@oppd.com
Jon Shipman (OPPD) jeshipman@oppd.com
Jonathan Abebe jabebe@cleanlineenergy.com
Josh Ross jross@spp.org
Josh Verzal jverzal@oppd.com
Josie Daggett (WAPA) daggett@wapa.gov
katherime prewitt kprewitt@spp.org
Kip Fox (AEP - Transource) iphone_test@webex.com
Kurt Stradley kstradley@les.com
Kyle Watson (Entergy) kwatso2@entergy.com
Leon Howell howelllc@oge.com
Liz Coffield lcoffield@spp.org
Martin Green mgreen@grda.com
Matt McGee mcmcgee@aep.com
MattGomes matthew.gomes@nexteraenergy.com
Michael Hutson michael.hutson@res-americas.com
Michael Mueller michael.mueller@aecc.com
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Michael Swearingen mswearingen@tcec.coop
Michael Watt - OMPA mwatt@ompa.com
Mike Collins michael.collins@guernsey.us
Mike Knapp (OCC) m.knapp@occemail.com
mitch williams (WFEC) m_williams@wfec.com
Mo Awad (Westar) mo.awad@westarenergy.com
Noman Williams nlwilliams@sunflower.net
noumvi ghomsi noumvi.ghomsi@psc.mo.gov
Olu Fagbemiro ofagbemiro@burnsmcd.com
Pat Hayes phayes@ameren.com
Pat McCool patrick.mccool@kcpl.com
Patrick West patrick.west@swpa.gov
Paul Dietz paul.dietz@westarenergy.com
Randy Collier (CUS) randy.collier@cityutilities.net
Randy Lindstrom rrlinds@nppd.com
Robert Safuto (Customized Energy Solutions) rsafuto@ces-ltd.com
Sandeep Baidwan sbaidwan@lspower.com
Sherri Maxey smaxey@spp.org
Steve Gaw rsgaw1@gmail.com
Steve Hardebeck hardebsm@oge.com
Tim Owens (NPPD) tjowens@nppd.com
Tim Soles tim_soles@oxy.com
Tony Green tgreen@spp.org
Travis Hyde hydetd@oge.com
Wayman Smith wlsmith1@aep.com
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Kirk, 
 
I give my proxy to Jeff Stebbins for the Joint TWG/ESWG Meeting on December 9 and for the TWG 
Net Conference on December 18. 
 
Mike Swearingen  
Manager, NERC Compliance 
Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
302 E. Glaydas | Hooker | Oklahoma | 73942 
T: 800.522.3315 x804 | F: 580.652.3151 | D: 580.652.3804 
MSwearingen@tcec.coop 

 
Confidentiality Notice:  The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential 
and/or privileged. If you are not the addressee indicated in this e-mail (or responsible for delivery 
of this e-mail to such person), you should not copy, deliver or distribute this e-mail and/or the any 
attachments to anyone or make use of the information contained herein. Any person who receives 
this communication in error should notify the sender at Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc. by 
telephone at 580.652.2418 and permanently destroy this e-mail and attachments.  

 
Privacy Notice: 
Tri-County Electric Cooperative reserves the right to review all e-mail. 
Your receipt and sending of e-mail is consent for Tri-County Electric Cooperative to review 
the content of your e-mail.  

 
 
Kirk, 
  
I will be in training on 12/09/13, so I will be unable to attend our joint ESWG/TWG net conference.  
Please set Kurt Stradley, LES’s representative on the ESWG, as my TWG proxy. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Scott J. Benson, P.E. | Manager, Resource & Transmission Planning 
Lincoln Electric System 
Phone: 402-473-3390 
Fax: 402-473-3208 
Email: sbenson@les.com 
1040 O St.  
PO Box 80869 
Lincoln, NE  68501-0869 
www.les.com 
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BPR 
Number BPR048 BPR 

Title Qualified RFP Participant (QRP) 

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

N/A 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) No 
Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent.  Expected process start date in April 1, 2014. 

Revision Description 
 
This new business practice adds the process for the Order 1000 
Qualified RFP Participant (QRP) application and qualification. 

Reason for Revision 
 
New process. 
 
  

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

Yes.  Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff is new and pending before 
FERC. 

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) 

Yes.  The tariff language includes specific Financial Criteria that 
must be met for application process. 

Working 
Group/Committee 
Review and Results 

BPWG –  
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  
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Sponsor 
Name Michael Desselle 
E-mail Address mdesselle@spp.org 
Company SPP 
Company Address 201 Worthen Drive Little Rock, AR 72223 
Phone Number 501-614-3206 
Fax Number  

 
Proposed Business Practice  Language Revision 

 
The process and timeline for application and qualification for the TOSP for 
Competitive Upgrades is detailed in Attachment Y, Section III.1 of the SPP 
OATT.   
 
Each interested party will be required to submit the Southwest Power Pool 
Qualified RFP Participant Application. See Exhibit 1 
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Southwest Power Pool Qualified RFP Participant (“QRP”) 

Application 

Instructions: Please complete this form and submit it and related attachments to 
QRPApplications@spp.org.   All materials must be received no later than June 30th. 

Applicant Information 
 
Company name:  Company point of contact:  
Street:  Street:  
City:  City:  
State:  State:  
Zip:  Zip:  
Website:  Office phone:  
  Mobile phone:  
  Email:  

  

Other information 

Is the Applicant an SPP member?  No  Yes 

If not currently an SPP Member; do you certify that the Applicant meets or will 
meet the requirements of SPP Membership and will be willing to execute the SPP 
Membership Agreement as a Transmission Owner if selected by SPP to construct a 
Competitive Upgrade as defined in the SPP Tariff? 

 No  Yes 

“Membership in SPP is voluntary and is open to any electric utility, Federal power marketing agency, transmission service 
provider, any entity engaged in the business of producing, selling and/or purchasing electric energy for resale, and any 
entity willing to meet the membership requirements, including execution of the Membership Agreement. Membership 
also is open to any entity eligible to take service under the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT).” 

Is the Applicant publicly traded?  No  Yes 

Symbol: 
_______ 

 

All information following this page of the document will be treated as confidential.  
It will not be posted publicly. 

 

Financial information:  
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 Financial criteria to qualify as a QRP are fully described in Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff.  Please 
provide complete responses to the questions below and provide any documentation necessary to 
satisfy one of the financial criteria detailed in Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff. 

Important Note: The Applicant must answer “Yes” to at least one of the following four questions to 
satisfy the financial criteria in the SPP Tariff to become a QRP.  Please review Attachment Y of the SPP 
Tariff for additional information regarding the required supporting materials and requirements that 
must be satisfied. 

1. Does the Applicant possess a senior unsecured investment grade rating or an 
issuer rating of BBB- or equivalent from a “nationally recognized statistical 
rating organization” as defined in Attachment X of the SPP Tariff? 

 Yes  No 

2. Does the Applicant have a parent or affiliated organization that possesses an 
investment grade rating or an issuer rating of BBB- or equivalent from a 
“nationally recognized statistical rating organization” as defined in Attachment 
X of the SPP Tariff that will provide a Guaranty consistent with Attachments X 
and Y of the SPP Tariff? 

 Yes  No 

3. Has the Applicant submitted a formal letter of reference from a commercial 
bank evidencing an existing line of credit from commercial banks (or access to 
an existing line of credit through Inter-company agreements with a Parent or 
Affiliate), or bonding indication letter from an insurance or surety company, 
either of which satisfies the requirements set forth in Attachment Y of the SPP 
Tariff and indicates a willingness to extend credit to the Applicant in an 
amount of at least $25,000,000 (for bank) or willingness to provide a surety 
bond in the amount of at least $25,000,000 (for an insurance or surety 
company)? 

 Yes  No 

4.  If the Applicant is a municipality, a cooperative, or other Not-For-Profit entity, 
the Applicant may satisfy the financial criteria requirement by providing 
evidence of direct rate-setting authority or taxing authority.  The Applicant 
must possess this authority and cannot rely on an affiliation with another 
entity that possesses rate-setting or taxing authority.  Has the Applicant 
provided evidence of such authority? 

 Yes  No 

 

. 

 

Managerial information:   
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Please describe and attach supporting documentation that demonstrates your company’s capability, experience, 
and processes in each of the following areas: 

Important Note: Please review Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff for additional information regarding the 
required supporting materials and requirements that must be satisfied. 

Transmission Project 
Development 

Transmission Operations 

 

 

 

Transmission Maintenance 

 Commissioning of New Facilities Control Center Operations Crew Training 
Construction Crew Training Maintenance Plans for Completed 

Facilities 
Contractor Safety Programs Equipment   NERC Compliance Process and 

Compliance History 

  
Eminent Domain NERC Compliance Process and 

Compliance History 
Past Maintenance Performance 
Record 

Engineering Design Registration or the Ability to 
Register for Compliance with 
Applicable NERC Reliability 
Standards 

Staffing 

Environmental Operating Plans for Completed 
Facilities  

Transmission Facility and 
Equipment Maintenance 

Equipment and Material 
Procurement 

Reliability Performance Record  

Internal Safety Programs Staffing  
New or Emerging Technologies Storm/Outage Response and 

Restoration Plans 
 

Permitting   
Project Management (including 
cost control, scope, and schedule 

 

  

Real Estate Acquisition (including 
obtaining easements) 

  

Rights of Way   
Routing   

Safety Performance Record and 
Program Execution 

  

Surveying   
Other 

Please provide detailed overview of capabilities, experience and processes related to compliance with: 
Good Utility Practice Industry Standards 
SPP Criteria Ability to comply with or demonstration of how the 

Applicant plans to be able to comply with NERC 
Reliability Standards 
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The Applicant may also provide any other relevant project development experience that the Applicant believes 
may demonstrate its expertise in any of the above areas. 

Note: If the Applicant plans to rely on an alternate party (either by corporate affiliation or contractual 
relationship) to satisfy the managerial criteria above (“Alternate Qualifying Entity), the Applicant must submit: 

1. Materials demonstrating to SPP’s satisfaction that the Alternate Qualifying Entity satisfies the 
managerial criteria  
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 Application fee information:   

An application fee in the amount of $6000 must be paid at the time the application is submitted for those 
Applicants that are not current SPP members or SPP members that are not current on payment of the SPP 
annual membership dues. 
 
Funds should be mailed to: 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Attention: QRP Applications 
201 Worthen Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72223 

 

Acknowledgments: 

By submitting this application, Applicant understands and acknowledges that any application fee 
submitted to SPP in this process is nonrefundable and will be used to defray the costs of reviewing the 
application.  Applicant further acknowledges that neither Applicant's submission of an application nor 
SPP's receipt of an application implies or creates any relationship between Applicant and SPP, including 
without limitation employer-employee, partnership, or principal-agent.  Applicant further 
acknowledges that provision of any false information in this application is grounds for SPP to reject the 
application and/or terminate the Applicant’s QRP status at any time.  Applicant further acknowledges 
that Applicant must inform SPP of any change to the information provided in this Application within 
seven (7) calendar days of such change, and that failure to inform SPP of such change within seven (7) 
calendar days is grounds for rejection of the application and/or termination of QRP status.  Applicant 
agrees to abide by all provisions and requirements set forth in the SPP Tariff governing the application 
and qualification process. 

The individual signing below warrants and represents he or she has authority to execute this document 
on behalf of the Applicant, and certifies that the information submitted to SPP herein is true and 
correct to the best of his or her knowledge.  

 

Signature:  ____________________________________________________  

Title:  ____________________________________________________ 

Date:  ____________________________________________________  
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Order 1000 Qualified 
RFP Participant 
 
TWG/ESWG Joint Call 

December 9, 2013 
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Transmission Owner (TO) Selection Process 

• Competitive solicitation approach for TO selection 

o Qualified RFP Participants (QRP) Selection 

o Detailed Project Proposals (DPP) Submission 

o Industry Expert Pool Selection and Board of Directors Approval 

o Requests for Proposals (RFP) Issued 

o Industry Expert Panel (IEP) Selection and Board of Director 
Approval 

o Industry Expert Panel independently evaluates of proposals 

o Board of Directors selection TOs 

2 
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Order 1000 TOSP Business Practice Work Plan 

Business Practice Expected Process 
Start Date 

BPWG Initial 
Review Date 

Required BP 
MOPC Approval 

Date 

Qualified RFP Participant (QRP) April 2014 November 2013 January 2014 

Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) April 2014 November 2013 January 2014 

Industry Expert Panel (IEP) Selection June 2014 February 2014 April 2014 

Request For Proposal (RFP) February 2015 June 2014 October 2014 

RFP Evaluation and Scoring May 2015 November 2014 January 2015 

SPP Order 1000 filings currently pending FERC approval.  Dates could change.  
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QUALIFIED RFP PARTICIPANT 
BUSINESS PRACTICE 

Ben Bright 
bbright@spp.org 
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Transmission Owner (TO) Selection Process 

• Competitive solicitation approach for TO selection 

o Qualified RFP Participants (QRP) Selection 

o Detailed Project Proposals (DPP) Submission 

o Industry Expert Pool Selection and Board of Directors Approval 

o Requests for Proposals (RFP) Issued 

o Industry Expert Panel Selection and Board of Director Approval 

o Industry Expert Panel independently evaluates of proposals 

o Board of Directors selection TOs 

5 
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Qualified RFP Participant 
• Qualified RFP Participant (“QRP”): An entity that has been determined 

by SPP to satisfy the qualification criteria set forth in the Order. 

• Any entity can qualify to be a QRP and participate in the Transmission 
Owner Selection Process. 

• Every applicant must complete an application and submit an 
application fee with the application equal to the amount of the SPP 
annual membership fee.   

– Current members of SPP, who wish to participate are not required to 
submit an application fee unless their membership dues are not current. 

– Note: Fee applicability is subject to the November 15 Compliance filing. 

• Open Enrollment period for QRPs:  April 1st- June 30th. 
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How does an Entity Qualify for QRP Status? 

• Each Applicant must demonstrate that they meet qualification criteria 
in order to be approved as a QRP. 

• The qualification is based on categories detailed in Attachment Y:   

 Membership Criteria 

 Financial Criteria 

 Managerial Criteria 

• Applications for QRP will be evaluated by SPP to assess if the Applicant 
meets the qualification criteria and will make the final approval. 

• By December 31st of each year SPP will post on its website all QRPs 
able to participate in the Transmission Owner Selection Process for the 
following year. 
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Annual Recertification Required 

• By June 30 of each year, each QRP must submit to  SPP a notarized 
letter signed by an authorized officer of the QRP certifying that the 
QRP continues to meet the current qualification criteria or indicating 
any material changes to the information provided in its application.  

• The QRP shall pay an annual certification fee equal to the amount of 
the SPP annual membership fee. If the QRP is a Member of SPP and is 
current in payment of its annual membership fee, then no certification 
fee will be required. 

–  Note: Fee applicability is subject to the November 15 Compliance filing. 
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Annual Recertification Required 
• If at any time there is a change to the information provided in the 

original application, a QRP shall be required to inform the Transmission 
Provider within seven (7) calendar days of such change so that the 
Transmission Provider may determine whether the QRP continues to 
satisfy the qualification criteria.   

• SPP will then have the option to:  

(a) determine that the change does not affect the QRP’s status;  

(b) suspend the QRP’s eligibility to participate in the Transmission 
Owner Selection Process until the QRP has cured any deficiency in 
its qualifications to the Transmission Provider’s satisfaction;  

(c) allow the QRP to continue to participate in the Transmission 
Owner Selection Process for a limited time period, as specified by 
the transmission Provider, while the QRP cures the deficiency to 
the Transmission Provider’s satisfaction; or  

(d) terminate the QRP status   
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QRP Process for 2015 NTCs 

2014 2015 

Staff determination 
of applicant 
qualifications 

Optional time for 
application 
clarification and  
dispute resolution, 
if needed. 

Open Enrollment 
for interested 
parties to apply for 
QRP status 

Approved QRPs 
must re-certify 
status each year; 
new applicants can 
apply for QRP 
status 
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QRP Annual Process Flow 

Annual Open 
Enrollment 

period for new 
QRP applicants Engineering 

analyzes and 
makes decision 

Finance analyzes 
and makes 

decision SPP Notifies  
QRPs  and posts 

Selected on 
SPP.org 

RFPs Issued 
 

QRP’s Respond   

Annual 
recertification 
period for all 

QRPs 

April – June July - December January June 

Approved? 

• Annual open enrollment begins in April and ends in June. 

• SPP make qualification determination. 

• SPP posts approved QRPs. 

• RFPs are issued the next calendar year. 

• QRPs must recertify each year in June.  In the 5th year, they must reapply again. 
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BPR Number BPR047B
PR0## BPR Title Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Process 

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

TBD 

Impact Analysis Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent 

Revision Description 
This business practice describes the submission and treatment of 
Detailed Project Proposals outlined in Section III.8.b of Attachment 
O of the Tariff during the ITP study process. 

Reason for Revision This is a new process resulting from SPP’s tariff revisions made to 
comply with FERC Order 1000. 

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 
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Working 
Group/Committee Review 
and Results 

BPWG – Reviewed 11/19/2013 
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  
SPCTF Order 1000 

 

Sponsor 
Name Lanny Nickell 

E-mail Address lnickell@spp.org 

Company SPP 

Company Address 201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223 

Phone Number 501-614-3232 

Fax Number  

  

 
 

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision 
 
 

 

Business Practice  
The purpose of this Business Practice is to describe the process for submission and treatment of 
Detailed Project Proposals (DPPs) during the Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) study process as 
outlined in Attachment O of the SPP Tariff. After the applicable ITP study scope has been approved, 
and the needs assessment has been performed, SPP staff shall notify stakeholders of the identified 
transmission needs and provide a transmission planning response window of thirty (30) days during 
which any stakeholder may submit a Detailed Project Proposal (“DPP”). The information supplied by 
the stakeholder in the DPP must be sufficient to allow SPP staff to evaluate the project described by 
the DPP pursuant to Section III.8.b of Attachment O of the Tariff.  

If the project described in a DPP is selected and approved for construction as a Competitive Upgrade, 
the submitting stakeholder may be eligible to receive incentive points pursuant to the eligibility 
requirements described in Section III.2.f.iv of Attachment Y of the Tariff. 
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NOTIFICATION OF OPEN WINDOW FOR DPP SUBMITTAL 
SPP will provide notification via the SPP website and email exploder when transmission needs have 
been posted for a specific ITP study and the DPP 30-day transmission planning response window has 
begun.  Requirements for the submission of a DPP are contained in Section III.8.b of Attachment O of 
the Tariff. 

 

DPP SUBMITTAL 
To submit a DPP, stakeholder(s), hereinafter referred to as “Submitter,” shall submit the necessary 
information to SPP via an email link provided by SPP.  The DPP must be submitted within the 
prescribed 30-day transmission planning response window for DPP submittal in order to be evaluated 
as a potential solution to the posted needs.  The information required for a DPP submittal is included in 
the DPP Submittal Form that is found in Exhibit A. The DPP Submittal Form must be used when 
submitting the DPP to SPP staff. SPP shall treat DPP information as confidential until all Submitters 
have been notified after the close of the transmission planning response window. 

 
DPP RECEIPT AND RESPONSE 
Upon receipt of the DPP submittal, SPP will verify that the DPP was received within the 30-day DPP 
transmission planning response window, based on the time and date of the email containing the DPP 
submittal, and verify that the DPP is complete.  If a DPP submittal was received outside of the 30-day 
transmission planning response window, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email that its DPP has been 
disqualified for consideration for incentive points.   

 

NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF INCOMPLETE DPP 
If SPP staff determines a DPP submittal is incomplete, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email and 
request missing information.  The notification will specify what is lacking in the DPP submittal. The 
notification will be sent to the Submitter no later than 10 business days after the close of the 
transmission planning response window. 

The Submitter is permitted to remedy the deficiencies by the latest date of the following: 

• The end of the transmission planning response window; or  

• 10 days after SPP issues the notification using the date stamp of the issued email.  

If the additional information is not received within the timeframe provided, or if the DPP is still 
incomplete, the DPP submittal will be disqualified for consideration for incentive points.  

 
NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF ACCEPTED OR DISQUALIFIED DPP  
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SPP will notify the Submitter via email of the acceptance of a DPP or the disqualification of a DPP. After 
all Submitters have been notified, all accepted DPPs will be posted publicly. 
A stakeholder that submits a DPP equivalent to a DPP or Transmission Provider identified project 
submitted in an assessment during the previous three years shall not be eligible for incentive points 
unless the stakeholder is the original Submitter. 
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Exhibit A (Draft) 

Detailed Project Proposal (DPP)     DPP # ______________ 

Submittal Form Study:   ITPNT    ITP10   
This form must be completed for each DPP that is submitted to SPP in accordance 
with Section III.8.b. of Attachment O of the SPP Tariff and SPP Business Practice 
_____.  A completed DPP is valid for three (3) years; however, the DPP must be 
received within the 30-day DPP open window during the ITP process in order to be 
eligible for the Transmission Owner Selection Process (TOSP) incentive points.  If 
previously submitted, the DPP would have to be resubmitted during the DPP open 
window to remain eligible for TOSP Incentive Points. 

Submitter Company:______________________________________________ 
 
 Contact Name:______________________________________________ 
 
 Contact Phone/Email:________________________________________ 

 
DPP INFORMATION 
The information supplied by the Submitter must be sufficient to allow SPP to evaluate the project 
described in the DPP.  At a minimum, the DPP must include the information below. 

General Project Information 
Description of the Project:       

Supporting Documentation 
provided: 

One-line diagram(s):                    Yes     No 

Configuration(s):                         Yes     No 

PSS/E version ## IDEV:               Yes     No 

Proposed line routing:       

Preliminary transmission line 
engineering and design data: 

      

Preliminary substation 
engineering and design data: 
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ITP Need(s) Addressed 
Describe the need(s) including 
need by date(s), applicable ITP 

future identified in the ITP 
process that this upgrade will 

address: 

      

Proposed Project Schedule 
Proposed project schedule 

including, at a minimum 
timelines for completing 
regulatory, right-of-way, 

environmental, engineering, 
procurement, construction 
activities, and expected in-

service date: 

      

Risk(s) Identification 
Describe any known or 

anticipated risk(s) to the project 
schedule: 

  None 

      

For any risk listed, please 
provide the recommended 

mitigation plan: 

  None 
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Environmental Impact(s) 
Describe any known or 

anticipated environmental 
impact(s): 

  None 

      

Engineering and Modeling Data Required 
Engineering and modeling data 

required by SPP: 

(termination points, bus 
numbers, voltage levels, MVA 
and MW rating, transformers) 

      

Changes to Modeling Assumptions 
Were any modeling assumptions 
modified from those used in the 

current ITP process? 

 
  Yes     No 

For any modifications to 
modeling assumptions made, 

please provide the identification 
and justification for the 

change(s): 
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Transmission Economic or Reliability Analysis 
Provide the results of any 
transmission economic or 

reliability analysis, if applicable: 

  N/A     Results provided (i.e., PSSE IDEV or PROMOD 
                   analysis provided with accompanying narrative)  

      

Other Information 
Other information provided 

(please list): 
      

 
 
Received by:______________________________________________  
 
 
Date/Time Received: _______________________________________ 
 

 
DPP Valid through (3 years from date received): _________________* 
*DPP must be resubmitted during ITP open window to be eligible to receive incentive points. 
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BPR Number BPR047B
PR0## BPR Title Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Process 

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

TBD 

Impact Analysis Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent 

Revision Description 

This business practice describes the submission and treatment of 
Detailed Project Proposals outlined in Section III.8.b of Attachment 
O of the Tariff during the ITP study process.process that will be 
used to determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP 
correlates to a transmission project being proposed to the SPP 
Board of Directors. 

Reason for Revision This is a new process resulting from SPP’s tariff revisions made to 
comply with FERC Order 1000. 

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 
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Working 
Group/Committee Review 
and Results 

BPWG – Reviewed 11/19/2013 
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  
SPCTF Order 1000 

 

Sponsor 
Name Lanny Nickell 

E-mail Address lnickell@spp.org 

Company SPP 

Company Address 201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223 

Phone Number 501-614-3232 

Fax Number  

  

 
 

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision 
 
 

 

Business Practice  
The purpose of this Business Practice is to describe the process for submission and treatment of 
Detailed Project Proposals (DPPs) during the Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) study process as 
outlined in Attachment O of the SPP Tariff. After the applicable ITP study scope has been approved, 
and the needs assessment has been performed, SPP staff shall notify stakeholders of the identified 
transmission needs and provide a transmission planning response window of thirty (30) days during 
which any stakeholder may submit a Detailed Project Proposal (“DPP”). The information supplied by 
the stakeholder in the DPP must be sufficient to allow SPP staff to evaluate the project described by 
the DPP pursuant to Section III.8.b of Attachment O of the Tariff. This revision will be a part of the 
Business Practiced created by BPR ## and is being added to describe the process that will be used to 
determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP correlates to a transmission project being 
proposed to the SPP Board of Directors. 
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If the project described in a DPP is selected and approved for construction as a Competitive Upgrade, 
the submitting stakeholder may be eligible to receive incentive points pursuant to the eligibility 
requirements described in Section III.2.f.iv of Attachment Y of the Tariff. 

 

NOTIFICATION OF OPEN WINDOW FOR DPP SUBMITTAL 
SPP will provide notification via the SPP website and email exploder when transmission needs have 
been posted for a specific ITP study and the DPP 30-day transmission planning response window has 
begun.  Requirements for the submission of a DPP are contained in Section III.8.b of Attachment O of 
the Tariff. 

 

DPP SUBMITTAL 
To submit a DPP, stakeholder(s), hereinafter referred to as “Submitter,” shall submit the necessary 
information to SPP via an email link provided by SPP.  The DPP must be submitted within the 
prescribed 30-day transmission planning response window for DPP submittal in order to be evaluated 
as a potential solution to the posted needs.  The information required for a DPP submittal is included in 
the DPP Submittal Form that is found in Exhibit A. The DPP Submittal Form must be used when 
submitting the DPP to SPP staff. SPP shall treat DPP information as confidential until all Submitters 
have been notified after the close of the transmission planning response window. 

 
DPP RECEIPT AND RESPONSE 
Upon receipt of the DPP submittal, SPP will verify that the DPP was received within the 30-day DPP 
transmission planning response window, based on the time and date of the email containing the DPP 
submittal, and verify that the DPP is complete.  If a DPP submittal was received outside of the 30-day 
transmission planning response window, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email that its DPP has been 
disqualified for consideration for incentive points.   

 

NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF INCOMPLETE DPP 
If SPP staff determines a DPP submittal is incomplete, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email and 
request missing information.  The notification will specify what is lacking in the DPP submittal. The 
notification will be sent to the Submitter no later than 10 business days after the close of the 
transmission planning response window. 

The Submitter is permitted to remedy the deficiencies by the latest date of the following: 

• The end of the transmission planning response window; or  

• 10 days after SPP issues the notification using the date stamp of the issued email.  

If the additional information is not received within the timeframe provided, or if the DPP is still 
incomplete, the DPP submittal will be disqualified for consideration for incentive points.  
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NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF ACCEPTED OR DISQUALIFIED DPP  
SPP will notify the Submitter via email of the acceptance of a DPP or the disqualification of a DPP. After 
all Submitters have been notified, all accepted DPPs will be posted publicly. 
A stakeholder that submits a DPP equivalent to a DPP or Transmission Provider identified project 
submitted in an assessment during the previous three years shall not be eligible for incentive points 
unless the stakeholder is the original Submitter. 

  

DPP SELECTION 
The final report1 of the applicable ITP assessment will identify which of the projects in the 
recommended portfolio were proposed via a DPP. This identification will include the name of the 
Submitter. 

SPP staff will use the following criteria to determine when a DPP submittal is the same as a 
transmission project in the recommended portfolio.  

• Transmission line voltage (same) 

• Termination points including transformers (same or similar and electrically equivalent2) 

• Equipment rating (within +50%) 

• Impedance (range -50/+50%) 

• (Placeholder for WG Input on other items) 

1 The final report is identified as the report submitted to the MOPC requesting their recommendation of approval to the 
SPP Board of Directors. 
2 Electrically equivalence determined by the listed range for impedance. Similar termination points determined if they are 
located within 15 miles. 
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Exhibit A (Draft) 

Detailed Project Proposal (DPP)     DPP # ______________ 

Submittal Form Study:   ITPNT    ITP10   
This form must be completed for each DPP that is submitted to SPP in 
accordance with Section III.8.b. of Attachment O of the SPP Tariff and 
SPP Business Practice _____.  A completed DPP is valid for three (3) 
years; however, the DPP must be received within the 30-day DPP open 
window during the ITP process in order to be eligible for the Transmission 
Owner Selection Process (TOSP) incentive points.  If previously 
submitted, the DPP would have to be resubmitted during the DPP open 
window to remain eligible for TOSP Incentive Points. 
SUBMITTER COMPANY:______________________________________________ 

 
 Contact 
Name:______________________________________________ 
 

 Contact 
Phone/Email:________________________________________ 

 
DPP Information 

The information supplied by the Submitter must be sufficient to allow SPP 
to evaluate the project described in the DPP.  At a minimum, the DPP 
must include the information below. 

General Project Information 

Description of the 
Project: 

      

Supporting 
Documentation 
provided: 

One-line diagram(s):                    Yes     
No 

Configuration(s):                         Yes     
No 

PSS/E version ## IDEV:               Yes     
No 

Proposed line routing:       
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Preliminary 
transmission line 
engineering and design 
data: 

      

Preliminary substation 
engineering and design 
data: 

      

ITP Need(s) Addressed 

Describe the need(s) 
including need by 
date(s), applicable ITP 
future identified in the 
ITP process that this 
upgrade will address: 

      

Proposed Project Schedule 

Proposed project 
schedule including, at a 
minimum timelines for 
completing regulatory, 
right-of-way, 
environmental, 
engineering, 
procurement, 
construction activities, 
and expected in-service 
date: 

      

Risk(s) Identification 

Describe any known or 
anticipated risk(s) to 
the project schedule: 

  None 
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For any risk listed, 
please provide the 
recommended 
mitigation plan: 

  None 

      

Environmental Impact(s) 

Describe any known or 
anticipated 
environmental 
impact(s): 

  None 

      

Engineering and Modeling Data Required 

Engineering and 
modeling data required 
by SPP: 
(termination points, bus 
numbers, voltage 
levels, MVA and MW 
rating, transformers) 

      

Changes to Modeling Assumptions 

Were any modeling 
assumptions modified 
from those used in the 
current ITP process? 

 
  Yes     No 
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For any modifications to 
modeling assumptions 
made, please provide 
the identification and 
justification for the 
change(s): 

      

Transmission Economic or Reliability Analysis 

Provide the results of 
any transmission 
economic or reliability 
analysis, if applicable: 

  N/A     Results provided (i.e., PSSE IDEV 
or PROMOD 
                   analysis provided with 
accompanying narrative)  
      

Other Information 

Other information 
provided (please list): 

      

 
 
Received by:______________________________________________  
 
 
Date/Time Received: _______________________________________ 
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DPP Valid through (3 years from date received): _________________* 
*DPP must be resubmitted during ITP open window to be eligible to receive incentive 
points. 

 
 
 

Formatted: Heading 1, Indent: Left:  0"
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2015 ITP10 
Increased Input 
Prices Sensitivity 

December 9th, 2013 
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State of 2015 ITP10 Futures 

• BOD Direction 
– Approved the MOPC recommended scope for ITP10 and 

directed staff to develop, with stakeholders, an 
analytical approach that will yield useful information to 
be included in the ITP10 report that provides a measure 
of the ability of the recommended portfolio to 
accommodate Future 3 assumptions and needs 
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Task Hours
3 Component 
Sensitivity**

3 Component 
Sensitivity + Gas 
Price Tipping 
Point**

Future 3 
Resource 
Plan/DC**

SPP F3 Resource/Siting Plan* 200 x
Incremental Strategist Runs* 80 x
External F3 Resource/Siting Plan 150 x
Model Development (F3 RP)* 200 x
Model Development (F1 RP) 20 x x
Constraint Assessment* 175 x
DC/AC Conversion* 270
Needs: Economic 25 x
Needs: Policy 25 x
Needs: Reliability 100 x
Metrics (APC, Emissions) 20 x x x
   Total Hours 40 120 895
   FTE (6 months) 0.05 0.14 1.08
*Stakeholder Impacts
**Includes Wind Transfer Analysis
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Future 3 
Resource 
Plan/AC**

x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

1165
1.40

49 of 4960 of 25273 of 364



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

December 19, 2013 

AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will investigate developing a regular process for economic model development 
and review. 

2. SPP Staff will provide the proof of concept analysis completed to support the new 
interconnection local/regional impacts proposal to stakeholders for informational 
purposes. 

3. SPP Staff will develop a detailed draft of the transmission project selection process in the 
ITP for inclusion in the scope. 

4. SPP Staff will draft “extraordinary circumstances” language for inclusion of projects in the 
project selection process that do not meet portfolio consolidation criteria. 

5. SPP Staff will develop an outline of metrics issues, calculations, and concept proposals 
for the January 16th meeting. 

6. SPP Staff will review unused metrics developed by the Metrics Task Force (MTF) and 
bring back background information to the group. 

7. SPP Staff will provide calculation examples to aid in metrics review. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

December 19, 2013 

AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:34 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 17 in person participants and 34 web conference participants representing 10 of 12 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) reviewed proxy statements. Three proxies were identified: Greg Sweet (Empire 
District) proxy to Barry Warren (Empire District), Tim Owens (NPPD) proxy to Kurt Stradley (OPPD), and 
Kip Fox (AEP-Transource) proxy to Wayman Smith (AEP).  (Attachment 2 – Proxies) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The minutes from the December 9th joint conference call with the TWG were removed from 
the consent agenda as they were not yet available.  The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 
3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the agenda as amended was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and 
seconded by Bennie Weeks (Xcel Energy).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) recapped the pending action item list and asked for additional updates or 
changes (Attachment 4 – Action Items).  No updates or changes were requested. 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The Consent Agenda included the following items: 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – November 21st, 2013  (Attachment 5 - ESWG 11.21.13 

Minutes & Attachments) 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – December 4th, 2013  (Attachment 6 - ESWG 12.4.13 Minutes 

& Attachments) 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) asked if there were any Consent Agenda Items to be removed, 
changed, or added. The consent agenda was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 schedule including milestones, member 
review/feedback and also the ESWG approval dates. Staff is finalizing the 2014 schedule, more accurate 
dates will depend on projects to be developed in parallel with the 2015 ITP10 (RCAR2, FERC Order 
1000, potential Integrated System Integration, HPILS) as well as the 2014 meeting schedule to be 
discussed in Agenda Item 7.  The current major milestone is the development of the economic model.  
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Staff is still on schedule to post a preliminary model for review on December 23rd.  Jon Iverson (OPPD) 
asked Staff about the status of the analysis done for the new interconnection local/regional impacts and if 
it would be available for stakeholders to review to aid in decisions during development of the process. 
Antoine Lucas explained that the work Staff completed was very preliminary and was only intended to be 
a proof of concept, but could be shared under this understanding. (Attachment 7 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 5 – Order 1000 Business Practice 

Brett Hooton (SPP Staff) presented on 3 business practices currently in development related to FERC 
Order 1000, and was seeking endorsement of each BP as it relates to the impact on SPP planning 
processes.  The first was BPR-048, QRP, which has been endorsed by RTWG, TWG, and ORWG.  Some 
concerns were raised about deficient submittals and how those would be handled by Staff, as well as any 
dispute resolution.  Brett referred to the Tariff for guidance.  (Attachment 8 - BPR 048 - QRP 120513 
final_RTWG) 

A motion to endorse BPR-048 as it relates to the impact on the SPP planning process was 
made by Wayman Smith (AEP) and seconded Tim Owens (NPPD). The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

The next business practiced discussed was BPR-049, DPP Submission.  The RTWG has reviewed this 
draft, but not yet approved.  The ESWG members expressed concern about the short timeline and curing 
period outlined in the practice, noting that model changes could affect or require updates to already 
submitted DPPs; Staff and Stakeholders must work to design flexibility in the ITP schedule to be able to 
accommodate this BPR.  (Attachment 9 - Revised BPR 049 DPP  Submission Draft 12-12-2013_RTWG) 

A motion to make a qualifying endorsement of BPR-049 as it relates to the impact on the 
SPP planning process, noting the concerns of timing and data acquisition, was made by 
Tim Owens (NPPD) and seconded Kurt Stradley (LES), with the understanding that Staff 
would work to address these concerns. The motion was approved with one abstention, 
Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC). 

The final business practice discussed was BPR-050, DPP Project Correlation.  Brett started discussion on 
the criteria laid out in this BPR.  The ESWG had concerns about the situational nature of the mileage 
criteria and the range of the impedance criteria.  This BPR is not on the same strict timeline as the others 
discussed.  Brett requested that the members take some time to review the criteria and provide additional 
feedback before discussed again in the future.  (Attachment 10 - Revised BPR 049 DPP  Submission 
Draft 12-12-2013_RTWG) 

Agenda Item 6 – 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented a Staff proposal on consolidation criteria to determine the final 
recommended portfolio of the 2015 ITP10.  Considering the two current futures defined in the scope and 
the previous direction of Stakeholders to put more weight on the Business as Usual (BAU) future, Staff 
proposed an engineering based approach that would consider all projects from the BAU and a subset of 
projects from the Decreased Base Load Capacity future.  This was broken down into criteria for 
Economic, Policy, and Reliability denoted projects, the first two of which were discussed by the ESWG.  
The members’ main concern was related to the inability of any strict criteria that would be explicitly 
defined in the scope to be able to include projects that may be valid candidates under certain 
“extraordinary circumstances”.  Staff was urged to develop language for the scope document that could 
address this concern, while staying aware of the impacts this might cause to the Order 1000 processes. 
(Attachment 11 - 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology) 

Agenda Item 7 – 2014 ESWG Meeting Schedule 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the proposed meeting schedule for 2014.  He mentioned Staff’s 
efforts to determine efficiency across different stakeholder groups by forming an internal group of 
engineering staff secretaries.  The first task tackled by the group was to better coordinate schedules and 
meeting locations to achieve cost savings in the stakeholder process.  The group discussed and made 
edits to the Staff proposed meeting schedule (Attachment 12 - 2014 ESWG Meeting Schedule). 
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Agenda Item 8 – 2015 ITP10 Metrics Review 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) presented on benefit metrics review.  The MOPC has tasked the ESWG with 
reviewing the metrics developed by the Metrics Task Force to assess their use in future ITP and RCAR 
studies and the calculations and allocations of  those metrics.  The goal is to assess consistency of 
metrics methodology between different studies (ITP, RCAR, RITF efforts) and the appropriateness of 
applying lessons learned from all previous efforts. 

The intent of the discussion today was to focus on the calculation of metrics that have received the most 
attention during previous ITP and RCAR analyses: Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects, 
Public Policy Benefits, and Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs.  The major concern regarding the 
Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects metric is the method of benefits allocation by load ratio 
share and the accuracy of this approach in reflecting true beneficiaries.  Wayman Smith (AEP) presented 
slides on a flow-based calculation methodology using transmission distribution factor analysis to address 
this concern (Attachment 13 - Flow-Based Allocation of Reliability Benefits).  The major concern regarding 
the Public Policy Benefits metric is in the allocation of benefits.  Bary Warren (Empire) suggested that the 
factors driving public policy projects should be where the benefits are allocated, and thus it would seem 
reasonable to allocate these benefits on a state level.  The major concern regarding the Mitigation of 
Transmission Outage Costs metric is the allocation of benefits by load ratio share.  Pat McCool (KCPL) 
suggested allocating benefits based on applying the same percentages calculated for zonal APC benefits. 

There was also general concern about the double counting of benefits regarding the calculation 
methodology and SPP Staff’s intent to label projects as each category they may fall under, possibly 
resulting in multiple labels (Economic, Policy, Reliability). 

At the end of the discussion, the group agreed to continue with a goal-focused approach to metrics in 
future meetings.  This includes approval of methodology for the metrics to be used in the 2015 ITP10, a 
limited focus on calculation methodologies, and a larger focus on allocation methodologies.  There was 
some consensus on the accuracy of the additional 5 metrics used in the RCAR analysis and approved for 
the 2015 ITP10 that were not discussed today (APC Savings, Value of Replacing Previously Approved 
Projects, Reduced Losses, Reduced Capacity Costs, Reduction of Emissions Rates and Values), but the 
ESWG will also revisit these in future meetings.  (Attachment 14 - 2015 ITP10 Metrics Proposal) 

Agenda Item 9 – New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts 

This item was removed from the agenda due to time constraints.  

Agenda Item 10 - Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:36 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kelsey Allen, 

SPP Staff 
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Name Attendance
Adam McKinnie Webex
Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) In Person
Amber Greb (SPP) Webex
Antoine Lucas (SPP) In Person
Barry Huddleston Webex
Barry Warren (Empire) In Person
Ben Robique (PWR Solutions) In Person
Bennie Weeks (XCEL/SPS) In Person
Bernie Liu Webex
Bill Leung (NPRB) Webex
Brett Hooton Webex
Bruce Walkup (AECC) Webex
Clayton Elwood Mayfield Webex
Don Le Webex
Jason Shook (GDS/ETEC) Webex
Jeremy Harris Webex
Jim Jacoby Webex
Jim Sanderson (KCC) In Person
Joe Lang (LES) In Person
John Allen Webex
Jon Iverson (OPPD) In Person
Jon Shipman (OPPD) Webex
Josh Ross (SPP) In Person
Kelsey Allen (SPP) In Person
Kip Fox (AEP - Transource) Webex
Kirk hall Webex
Kurt Stradley (LES) In Person
L Brown Webex
Leon Howell (OGE) In Person
Liz Coffield (SPP) Webex
Lloyd Kolb (GSEC) In Person
Matt Lind (BMcD) Webex
Michael Odom (SPP) Webex
Michael Watt - OMPA Webex
Mike Collins Webex
Mike Knapp (OCC) Webex
Mike Proctor Webex
mitch williams (WFEC) Webex
Nathan McNeil Webex
Pat McCool (KCPL) In Person
Paul Dietz Webex
Randy Collier (CUS) Webex
Rosemary Mittal Webex
Sharma Webex
Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) In Person
Ted Bell, SPP Webex
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Tim Owens (NPPD) Webex
Tim Soles (Occidental) In Person
Todd Tadych  (DATC) Webex
Tom DeBaun Webex
Wayman Smith (AEP) In Person
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AEP – Kip Fox proxy to Wayman Smith 

 

Empire – Greg Sweet proxy to Bary Warren 

 

NPPD – Tim Owens proxy to Kurt Stradley 
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

December 19th, 2013 
AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

9:30 pm – 3:30 pm 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .................................................................................. Kelsey Allen (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. Review of Past Action Items ............................................................................ Kelsey Allen (10 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes) 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – November 21st, 2013 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – December 4th, 2013 

4. 2015 ITP10 Schedule ................................................................................... Antoine Lucas (10 minutes) 

5. Order 1000 Business Practice (Approval Item) .................................... Brett Hooton/Ben Bright (1 Hour) 

a. BPR-048 – QRP  
b. BPR-049 – DPP Submission Draft 
c. BPR-050 – DPP Project Correlation 

 
6. 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology .................................................................... SPP Staff (1 Hour) 

7. 2014 ESWG Meeting Schedule (Approval Item) ............................................. Kelsey Allen (30 minutes) 

8. 2015 ITP10 Metrics Review ........................................................................... ESWG Members (2 Hours) 

9. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts .............................................. Antoine Lucas (30 Minutes) 

10. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 

i Background Materials Included 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 

 

November 21st, 2013 

 

ID Action Item Date 
Originated 

Status Comments 

057 SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or 
portion of the ITP manual that deals with 
conventional and wind generation planning 
and siting within the ITP process. The 
process should be in place by the Spring of 
2013. 

Aug 23, 2012 
ESWG 

In Progress 
Staff 

Staff will provide a 
draft report in 
November 2014. 
Staff recommends a 
discussion during 
the ESWG meetings 
in the previous 
months.  

076 ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies 
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for 
transmission service request 

May 16, 2013 In Progress ESWG 
Members 

Item on hold, wait 
for Aggregate 
Studies new results  

082 SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates 
between SPP and 1st tier RTOs using MISO 
data 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Staff will review 
hurdle rates during 
the benchmarking 
process scheduled 
for end-of-
yearJanuary 2014 
completion. 

083 SPP Staff will propose a methodology to 
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 
Study (Must Run units – Economic Aspect) 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Needed by 1st 
quarter 2014. 

086 SPP Staff will update the 2015 ITP10 
schedule to differentiate between data 
collection and member review periods with 
each study milestone. 

August 13, 
2013 

In Progress  

087 ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare 
the generation resources in the different 
models used in the SPP studies processes 

August 13, 

2013 
In Progress  

091 SPP Staff will setup a meeting with Alan 
Myers and Noman Williams to coordinate 
ESWG and TWG schedules. 

August 13, 
2013 

Complete  
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094 Send members a list of generators being 
affected by drought based on 1934 and 2012 
Palmer Index, coal units with less than 200 
MW and hydro units with 20% output 
reduction. This list will be used in Future 2  to 
determine the base load unit’s capacity 
reduction 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  

095 ESWG members will review the RCAR 
benefits for reliability and public policy 
projects 

September 5, 
2013 

Combined with 
Item 102 

 

096 Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) will provide a 
new capital cost for wind. This cost will be 
used in the levelized cost list of resource 
prototypes in the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  

097 SPP Staff will provide more details regarding 
the difference between consolidation of 
projects and consolidation of needs. 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  

098 SPP staff will provide more details about the 
needs and projects assessment timeline 

September 
17, 2013 

In progress  

099 SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including 
the base load unit reductions for Future 2 

October 2, 
2013 

Complete  

100 ESWG members will re-evaluate the 
benchmarking process 

November 4, 
2013 

In 
progressComplete 

 

101 ESWG to provide wording for Solutions 
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 
MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

102 ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & 
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

103 SPP Staff will refine the methodology 
proposed for the Increased Input Prices 
sensitivity analysis 

November 
21, 2013 

In 
progressComplete 

 

104 ESWG members will provide feedback 
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 
2014 

November 
21, 2013 

In progress  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

November 21, 2013 

SPP Campus 

Little Rock, AR 

 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will send an email to members to decide the date and time for the next 
conference call. 

2. ESWG and TWG members will have a joint conference call to develop the FERC Order 
1000 Detailed Project Proposal (DPP). 

3. ESWG members will provide feedback by March 2014 regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan. 
4. SPP Staff will develop a “useful information data set” regarding the Increased Input 

Prices. 
5. SPP members will provide feedback regarding the Siting/Resource Plan by November 

26th. The approval date is December 4th    
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

November 21, 2013 

SPP Campus 

Little Rock, AR 

 

 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 8:31 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 24 in person participants and 28 web conference participants representing 10 of 11 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. One proxy was identified, Randy Collier proxy to 
Kenny Hale (City Utilities of Springfield). (Attachment 2 – Proxies) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the proposed agenda was made by Paul Dietz (Westar) and 
seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES). 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) recapped the pending action item list and asked for updates or changes 
(Attachment 4 – Action Items).  No updates or changes were requested. 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The Consent Agenda included the following requested Actions: 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 2, 2013 (Attachment 5 – ESWG 10.2.2013 Minutes) 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 10, 2013 (Attachment 6 – ESWG 10.10.2013 
Minutes) 

c. Approval of Meeting Minutes – November 4, 2013 (Attachment 7 – ESWG 11.4.2013 
Minutes) 

Tim Owens (NPPD) asked SPP Staff to make two changes: 

- On the October 2nd minutes Agenda Item 4, replace the statement: “The main concern with the 
results was that the Future 3 results included two scrubbed coal units at 1.3GW each”, with “The 
main concern with the results was that the Future 3 results included two scrubbed coal units 
without CCS at 1.3 GW each”. 

- On the November 4th minutes Agenda Item 1c – Review Agenda, correct Tim Owens’ company 
replacing LES by NPPD. 
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Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) asked if there were any Consent Agenda Items to be removed, 
changed, or added. The consent agenda was approved unanimously. 

A motion to approve the consent agenda was made by Kip Fox (AEP-Transource) 
and seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES). 

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 schedule including milestones, member 
review/feedback and also the ESWG approval dates. Members asked Staff to provide thirty days to 
review the assessments to provide solutions. The time period should start at the end of the assessments. 
Staff is finalizing the 2014 schedule, more accurate dates will depend on projects to be developed in 
parallel with the 2015 ITP10 (RCAR2, FERC Order 1000, potential Integrated System Integration, 
HPILS).(Attachment 8 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 5 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan for Futures 1 and 2, explaining the 
methodology applied to site the new conventional and renewable generating resources and also the 
maps associated with the plan. Due to some changes requested by members, the ESWG did not approve 
the 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan. Staff was directed to incorporate the requested changes and also contact 
members that participated in the Policy Survey and Generation review that do not have ESWG 
representation. The new deadlines are: 11/26 – Members will submit final data; 12/04 – ESWG members 
will vote to approve the Siting Plan. After December 4th any changes in the Resource Plan/Siting Plan will 
have severe impacts in the 2015 ITP10 Study. (Attachment 9 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan) 

A motion to adjust the Resource Plan/Siting Plan contacting members to provide 
changes (if needed) was made by Kip Fox (AEP-Transource) and seconded by 
Bennie Weeks (Xcel Energy).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 6 – 2015 ITP10 External Resource/Siting Plan 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the External Resource and Siting Plans. During the process SPP 
Staff contacted all the external entities listed in the presentation except TVA (Ventyx Market Vision data 
used). In the first part of the presentation Juliano explained how Staff obtained the Load, Generation 
(including retirements) and capacity margin for MISO, AECI, WAPA and TVA. All of the assumptions used 
for the SPP region (Future 1 & 2) also were applied to the external regions. MISO was the only region 
providing its own resource and siting plan. As shown on slides 8 and 9 we can see solar and wind 
capacity added (8% and 13% accreditation respectively). For other regions, EIA prototypes were utilized 
(400 MW CC and 210 MW CT). The resource plan was determined manually using the load, generation 
and capacity margin submitted by each region as opposed to utilizing the Strategist software application 
as Staff did for the SPP region. The main concern was about the Siting Plan and the impact of locating 
the new units in external areas far away from the SPP border or distributing them in those areas. Without 
knowledge of the locations that external areas will utilize to site new generation, SPP Staff proposed to 
distribute the resources in external areas in order to represent a more likely outcome and also to capture 
possible seams issues. After a round of discussion, the group decided to adopt the SPP Staff 
suggestion.The ESWG members decided to approve the External Resource/Siting Plans in two steps, 
first the resource plan and second the siting plan. (Attachment 10 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan) 

A motion to approve the External Resource Plan for tier 1 entities was made by Leon 
Howell (OGE) and seconded by Kip Fox (AEP - Transource).  The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

A motion to approve the External Siting Plan for tier 1 entities was made by Leon Howell 
(OGE) and seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD).  The motion was approved. Kip Fox (AEP – 
Transource) abstained his vote for the following reason: “AEP abstained on the siting 
issue due the fact we did not clearly understand how the siting outside the SPP footprint 
has taken place. In the excel spreadsheet provide as part of the meeting materials, there 
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was questions on why additional units at Messick, Hartsburg, ISES, which are not in 
Entergy Construction plan are in future 2 siting plan. Additionally, MISO announced on 
November 21, that there was 3.6 GW of surplus generation in MISO South as a result of 
their independent resource adequacy analysis.” 

Bennie Weeks (Xcel Energy) opposed to the motion for the following reason: 
“MISO provided their best guess for future generation and that is OK. The others are 
purely speculation and the seams process is too complex, third party impacts to name 
only one, to expend valuable time on such speculation. It would be far better to model the 
economic market across the seam but if that can't be done, at the very least, when siting 
the remaining capacity, it should not be close to the borders” 

 

Agenda Item 7 – Regional Review Methodology 

Brett Hooton (SPP Staff) presented and requested feedback regarding the process being developed to 
evaluate interregional projects on a regional level. FERC Order No. 1000 included requirements for 
regional planning, regional cost allocation, removal of a federal right of first refusal, interregional 
coordination, and interregional cost allocation. Specifically regarding interregional coordination, the Order 
requires SPP to develop procedures for the joint evaluation of interregional projects that may be more 
efficient or cost-effective than regional projects. For the purposes of this methodology paper, an 
interregional project can be either a project that interconnects two planning regions or a project that is 
completely within one region but provides benefits to both regions. Additionally the order requires that an 
interregional cost allocation methodology be developed and agreed to between neighboring regions. 
More information regarding interregional coordination and interregional cost allocation can be found in 
Attachment O of the SPP Tariff. (Attachment 11 – Regional Review Methodology) 

A motion to approve the Interregional Process: Regional Review Methodology was made 
by Kip Fox (AEP - Transource) and seconded by Paul Dietz (Westar). The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 8 – Increased Prices Input Sensitivities 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) recapped the Board of Directors (BOD) direction on how to approach the 
Increased Input Prices future in the 2015 ITP10. The BOD recommended developing an analytical 
approach that will yield useful information to be included in the 2015 ITP10 Report that provides a 
measure of the ability of the recommended portfolio to accommodate Future 3 assumptions and needs. In 
order to meet this direction, SPP Staff recommended inclusion of Future 3 assumptions in the BAU model 
(high gas price, carbon tax, load growth reduction), identify wind additions as a proxy for Future 3 
resource plan results (perform analysis to determine maximum wind capability of the footprint (VSAT)) 
and develop a list of remaining needs in the hybrid model after the final portfolio has been developed. The 
ESWG members wanted to determine what kind of “useful information” we want to get out of the 
sensitivity analysis. SPP Staff agreed to develop a proposal showing how the results can be used in a 
constructive way. (Attachment 12 – Increased Prices Input Sensitivities) 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will refine the methodology proposed for the Increased Input Prices 
sensitivity analysis. 

Agenda Item 9 – 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology 

This item was moved to our next conference call, date to be decided. 

Agenda Item 10 – 2010 Strategic Plan 

Michael Desselle (SPP Staff) presented the three foundational strategies necessary to attend demand 
and connect generation resources using a reliable and efficient transmission system. Also, the goal is to 
develop an efficient market process. In order to add more benefits to the next Strategic Plan, it is 
essential to incorporate new scenarios and member’s feedback is the key to succeed. Michael listed the 
three main benefits of adding new scenarios: 
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- The articulation of a robust Expected Case will provide the strategic foundation for any strategic 
initiatives 

- The scenarios will provide very specific tests for the robustness of the strategic initiatives 
articulated in the plan 

- The scenarios will provide the context for identifying signposts to departure from the Expected 
Case and developing potential alternative strategies should different outcomes actually unfold 

The Strategic Planning Committee is asking members to engage now and provide feedback by March 
2014 to consolidate the ideas from other Working Groups, stakeholders and the Board of Directors. 
(Attachment 13 – 2010 Strategic Plan) 

ACTION ITEM: ESWG members will provide feedback by March 2014 regarding the 2010 Strategic 
Plan. 

Agenda Item 11 – 2015 ITP10 Metrics Review 

ESWG members started the discussion about metrics review in order to accomplish MOPC Action Item 
222: ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio analysis and 
bring back to April 2014 MOPC. The ESWG members mainly talked about four topics: 

- Match RCAR metrics with ITP10 metrics 
- Develop Task Force or handle in ESWG 
- Review all previously utilized metrics or most notable only 
- Review all metrics including those developed by MTF, but not used in the RCAR 

The ESWG members decided to handle the topic but not to compose the Metrics Task Force again, the 
group will review in detail all the metrics developed by the task force in 2012. Also, the CAWG members 
were encouraged to participate and help to review the metrics. The group will start reviewing the 2015 
ITP10 Metrics; the second step is to review the RCAR metrics calculation and benefits allocation. 
(Attachment 14 – 2015 Metrics Review) 

Agenda Item 12 – 2015 ITP10 Benchmark 

This item was moved to our next conference call, date to be decided. 

Agenda Item 13 – New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts 

This item was moved to our next conference call, date to be decided. 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers ((ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:35 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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NAME ATTENDANCE
Adam McKinnie In Person
Alan Myers In Person
Amber Greb Webex
Antoine Lucas In Person
Ben Roubique Webex
Bennie Weeks Webex
Bill Leung In Person
Bruce Walkup In Person
Cindy Ireland In Person
Clayton Mayfield Webex
David Kidd In Person
Don Le Webex
english cook Webex
G Sweet  (EDE) Webex
Gimod Olapurayil In Person
James Sanderson Webex
Jason Shook In Person
Jason Speer Webex
Jay Caspary Webex
Jenell Katheiser Webex
Jeremy Harris (Westar) Webex
Jim Jacoby In Person
John Allen Webex
John Kopinski In Person
Jon Iverson Webex
Jon Shipman (OPPD) Webex
Josh Ross Webex
Juliano Freitas In Person
Katherine Prewitt In Person
Kaustubh Deshmukh Webex
Kelsey Allen In Person
Kenny Hale CU Webex
Kevin Demeny In Person
Kip Fox In Person
Kurt Stradley In Person
Leon Howell In Person
Liz Coffield Webex
Meena Thomas In Person
Michael Odom In Person
Michael Watt - OMPA Webex
Mike Knapp (OCC) Webex
Nathan McNeil Webex
Noumvi Ghomsi Webex
Pat McCool Webex
Paul Dietz In Person
Randy Collier (CUS) Webex
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Roy Boyer In Person
Sharma Webex
Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto Webex
Tim Owens In Person
Tim Soles Webex
Wayman Smith In Person
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Proxy from Randy Collier (City Utilities of Springfield). 
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

November 21st, 2013 
SPP Campus, Little Rock, AR 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

8:30 pm – 2:30 pm 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................. Juliano Freitas (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. Review of Past Action Items ........................................................................ Juliano Freitas (10 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes) 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 2nd, 2013 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 10th, 2013 

c. Approval of Meetings Minutes – November 4th, 2013 

4. 2015 ITP10 Schedule ................................................................................... Antoine Lucas (10 minutes) 

5. 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan (Approval Item) ...................................................... Juliano Freitas (30 minutes) 

6. 2015 ITP10 External Resource/Siting Plan (Approval Item) ....................... Juliano Freitas (45 minutes) 

7. Regional Review Methodology (Approval Item) .............................................. Brett Hooton (15 Minutes) 

8. Increased Input Prices Sensitivity........................................................................ SPP Staff (30 minutes) 

9. 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology ......................................................... Kelsey Allen (30 minutes) 

10. 2010 Strategic Plan .................................................................................. Michael Desselle (30 minutes) 

11. 2015 ITP10 Metrics Review ...................................................................... ESWG Members (30 Minutes) 

12. 2015 ITP10 Benchmark ................................................................................ Antoine Lucas (30 Minutes) 

13. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts .............................................. Antoine Lucas (45 Minutes) 

14. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 

i Background Materials Included 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 

 

November 21st, 2013 

 

ID Action Item Date 
Originated 

Status Comments 

057 SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or 
portion of the ITP manual that deals with 
conventional and wind generation planning 
and siting within the ITP process. The 
process should be in place by the Spring of 
2013. 

Aug 23, 2012 
ESWG 

In Progress 
Staff 

Staff will provide a 
draft report in 
November 2014. 
Staff recommends a 
discussion during 
the ESWG meetings 
in the previous 
months.  

076 ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies 
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for 
transmission service request 

May 16, 2013 In Progress ESWG 
Members 

Item on hold, wait 
for Aggregate 
Studies new results  

082 SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates 
between SPP and 1st tier RTOs using MISO 
data 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Staff will review 
hurdle rates during 
the benchmarking 
process scheduled 
for end-of-year 
completion. 

083 SPP Staff will propose a methodology to 
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 
Study (Must Run units – Economic Aspect) 

July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff Needed by 1st 
quarter 2014. 

086 SPP Staff will update the 2015 ITP10 
schedule to differentiate between data 
collection and member review periods with 
each study milestone. 

August 13, 
2013 

In Progress  

087 ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare 
the generation resources in the different 
models used in the SPP studies processes 

August 13, 

2013 
In Progress  

091 SPP Staff will setup a meeting with Alan 
Myers and Noman Williams to coordinate 
ESWG and TWG schedules. 

August 13, 
2013 

Complete  

094 Send members a list of generators being 
affected by drought based on 1934 and 2012 
Palmer Index, coal units with less than 200 
MW and hydro units with 20% output 
reduction. This list will be used in Future 2  to 
determine the base load unit’s capacity 
reduction 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  
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095 ESWG members will review the RCAR 
benefits for reliability and public policy 
projects 

September 5, 
2013 

Combined with 
Item 102 

 

096 Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) will provide a 
new capital cost for wind. This cost will be 
used in the levelized cost list of resource 
prototypes in the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  

097 SPP Staff will provide more details regarding 
the difference between consolidation of 
projects and consolidation of needs. 

September 5, 
2013 

Complete  

098 SPP staff will provide more details about the 
needs and projects assessment timeline 

September 
17, 2013 

In progress  

099 SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including 
the base load unit reductions for Future 2 

October 2, 
2013 

Complete  

100 ESWG members will re-evaluate the 
benchmarking process 

November 4, 
2013 

In progress  

101 ESWG to provide wording for Solutions 
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 
MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

102 ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & 
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC 

October 15-
16, 2013 
MOPC 

In progress  

103 SPP Staff will refine the methodology 
proposed for the Increased Input Prices 
sensitivity analysis 

November 
21, 2013 

In progress  

104 ESWG members will provide feedback 
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 
2014 

November 
21, 2013 

In progress  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

October 2, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including the base load unit reductions for Future 2. 
2. SPP Staff will add a new column to the Post-Approval edits tab (check 4b. 20131002 

2015 ITP10 Resource Plan Reference.xlsx in the background materials) showing who 
suggested the resource plan modifications. 

3. The new deadline to submit Resource Plan feedback is 12PM October 7th, SPP Staff will 
seek for approval by October 10th . 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

October 2, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:03 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 39 web conference participants representing 10 of 12 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. One proxy was identified, Kip Fox proxy to 
Wayman Smith (AEP) for the last 2 hours of the meeting. (Attachment 2 – Proxy) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

Agenda Item 2 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 schedule including milestones, member 
review/feedback and also the ESWG approval dates. The intention of this presentation was to show 
members the impact of the Resource Planning milestone on the 2015 ITP10 Study schedule. The ESWG 
members approved moving the Siting Plan approval from October 24th to the end of the month, day to be 
decided at the October 10th meeting. (Attachment 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 3 – 2015 ITP10 Scope 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented and asked members to approve the 2015 ITP10 Scope. Based on 
ESWG member feedback, primarily related to economic seams projects and the calculation methodology 
of benefit metrics, SPP Staff received a request to modify two items:  

1) Solutions Development (Page 20): the following language was added, “To the extent remedies 
are recommended as a result of the Regional Cost Allocation Review, project remedies will be 
evaluated as part of the 2015 ITP10 analysis as appropriate”. 

2) Benefit Metric Development and Usage (Page 23): the following language was added, “To the 
extent that any adjustments or changes to these Benefit Metrics are recommended by the 
Regional Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF), these changes will be considered by ESWG”. 

A motion to approve the 2015 ITP10 Scope was made by Tim Owens (NPPD) and 
seconded by Randy Collier (City Utility of Springfield).  The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan 

Juliano Freitas and Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan results. The 
presentation was divided in two parts: Renewable and Conventional Resource Plan. The Renewable 
Resource Plan is based on the 2015 Policy Survey approved by the ESWG on 08/20/2013; the plan was 
developed to address unmet renewable policy survey requirements. The Conventional Resource Plan is 
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based on the 2015 Load and Generation Review as well the Renewable Resource Plan. The 
Conventional Resource Plan was developed to address the zonal capacity margin requirement of 12%. 
The alternatives to meet the Conventional Resource Plan requirements are based on the EIA 2013 
Prototypes, with an exception for wind.  The wind prototype was modified per ESWG request to reflect 
more appropriate capital and fixed O&M costs. Also, PTCs are included in the calculation, but phased out 
over a ten year period by beginning at a value of 100% in 2015 and gradually reduced by 10% of the 
original value annually until completely removed in 2024. The final results are in the Attachment 6. The 
main concern with the results was that the Future 3 results included two scrubbed coal units at 1.3GW 
each. The main concern with the results was that the Future 3 results included two scrubbed coal units 
without CCS at 1.3GW each According to members, this technology will not be feasible in the future due 
to regulatory pressures and asked SPP Staff to not consider this prototype as an option. Members asked 
for more time to review the results and provide feedback. The new deadline to submit feedback is 12PM 
October 7th. SPP Staff will seek approval by October 10th.   (Attachment 5 – 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan) 

A motion to approve the changes made in the 2015 Policy Survey was made by Greg 
Sweet (EMDE) and seconded by Randy Collier (City Utility of Springfield).  The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

Stakeholders requested more information regarding the base load unit reductions in order to have more 
details about the specific units being affected. 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including the base load unit reductions for 
Future 2 

Also, stakeholders asked for SPP Staff to document all the changes requested by members in order to 
create a list of actions related to base load unit reductions. 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will add a new column to the Post-Approval edits tab (check 4b. 
20131002 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan Reference.xlsx in the background materials) showing who 
suggested the resource plan modifications 

 

Agenda Item 5 – HPILS Economic Load Assumptions 

SPP Staff asked ESWG members to review the load factor proposed for the incremental loads. Originally 
the load factor for incremental loads without a load shape provided by members was 100%. A decision 
point was made, for any member that did not supply a load factor or load shape with their 
submission of HPILS loads through the ITP10 HPILS data request, SPP will utilize a 90% load 
factor and a generic shape that assumes a drop off of demand 840 hours out of the year, roughly 
weekend nights. 

 
Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:14 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

October 10, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will run the resource plan models to apply corrected WAPA/Nebraska 
transactions. 

2. Staff will propose new dates for next meetings in October (web conference) and the face-
to-face meeting in December. The members will vote via email. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

October 10, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:05 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 45 web conference participants representing 10 of 12 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. One proxy was identified, Kip Fox proxy to 
Wayman Smith (AEP). (Attachment 2 – Proxy) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the proposed agenda was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and seconded 
by Leon Howell (OGE).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 schedule including milestones, member 
review/feedback and also the ESWG approval dates. The intention of this presentation was to show 
members the impact of the Resource Planning and Siting Plan milestones on the 2015 ITP10 Study 
schedule. The ESWG members approved moving the Siting Plan approval from October 24th to the end of 
the month, day to be decided on the October 10th meeting. The members will approve the Resource Plan 
on October 15th prior the MOPC meeting (Attachment 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 3 – 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan results. This was the second pass 
for the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan, the deadline to submit feedback was 12PM October 7th. The main 
changes comparing pass 1 and pass 2 are: 

- Corrected Future 3 carbon tax setup: in pass 1 we only had the cost rate but not the dispatch 
rate, this way we did not have the impact on the dispatch order for “dirty” vs. “clean” units. 

- Corrected max capacities of some units, consistent with Generation Review: SPP Staff fixed the 
partial ownerships associated with SPP and external areas, seasonal capacities and also 
duplicated units in the Strategist model. 

- Some wind units were adding unexpected energy onto system in Pass 1.  Setup changed 
(commission date) to correct the issue. 

The main impact in the results after fixing the items mentioned above is listed below: 

- F1 KSMO 
o Pass 1:  8 CTs, 3 CCs 
o Pass 2:  14 CTs, no CCs 
o Pass 1 simulations had setup error limiting the number of CTs that could be added 
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- F3 KSMO and South 
o Minor decrease in CTs 
o Minor increase in CCs 
o Significant increase in wind 
o Driven by correct implementation of carbon tax 

Nebraska’s entities are concerned about the transactions involving Nebraska and WAPA, according to 
the members, the model is not correctly capturing the energy dispatched throughout the yearand is 
adding more energy than expected. It will not change the capacity needed but potentially can change the 
resource mix proposed for the sub-region. 

OGE expressed concerns about the load increase in the SPP region. In past ESWG meetings, OGE 
opposed including HPILS load in the ITP10 models, but also noted that without consideration of the 
HPILS load, the ITP10 system loads seem to be above their expectation. (Attachment 5 – 2015 ITP10 
Resource Plan) 

. A motion to approve the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan conditionally was made by Tim Owens 
(NPPD) and seconded by Wayman Smith (AEP). In the next three business days following 
the meeting SPP Staff will run Strategist to implement the changes proposed by LES, 
OPPD and NPPD. Also, companies are allowed to submit changes regarding the resource 
mix proposed by SPP Staff. The final results will be approved by email vote before the 
MOPC meeting on October 15th.  The motion was approved unanimously. 

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will run the resource plan models to apply the right WAPA/Nebraska 
transactions.  

ACTION ITEM: SPP Staff will propose new dates for next meetings in October (web conference) 
and the face-to-face meeting in December. The members will vote via email.  

SPP Staff, asked for guidance in order to complete the external resource plan, the main issue was about 
assumptions to be used in order to accomplish the task. The ESWG decided to use the same resource 
plan assumptions for SPP and external areas for Futures 1 and 3. For Future 2, SPP Staff was 
recommended to reduce hydro unit’s maximum capacity by 20%, retire coal units under 200MW 
and reduced base load unit’s capacity by 10%. 

        

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 1st Draft. The siting plan proposed by 
SPP Staff was based on HPLIS and 2013 ITP20 sites. The methodology was based on the following 
assumptions: 

- Utilized siting plans from the following studies: 
o HPILS 
o 2013 ITP20 

- Resource additions matched to the aforementioned siting plans by: 
o Technology 
o Zone 
o Capacity 

- If capacity was the binding factor, ITP20 capacities were increased 
- If no matches, resource additions were sited with an available site from a  geographically 

adjacent zone 
- HPILS Resources sited below 100kV were stepped up to the higher kV bus 
- Future 3 wind siting based on ITP20 Future 2 wind sites 

The members will provide feedback by October 17th. Final approval date will be at October 23rd. 
(Attachment 6 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan) 

Agenda Item 5 – Coincident demand for LOLE Studies 
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Michael Odom (SPP Staff) proposed to move from SPP Non-Coincident (BA peak) to an SPP Coincident 
peak demand forecast for the Loss-Of-Load Expectation (LOLE) studies: Capacity Margin LOLE study 
and NERC Probabilistic Assessment. The reasons for the proposed changes are (Attachment 7 – 
Coincident Demand for LOLE Studies): 

- Moving to a Consolidated Balancing Authority in 2014 
o Look at demand from an SPP CBA perspective 

- Capacity Margin will be based on demand level at SPP peak 
o Could lower the amount of capacity necessary to meet the Capacity Margin requirement 

in the SPP Criteria 
- NERC prefers Coincident peak forecasts for assessments 

A motion to approve the coincident demand for LOLE studies changes was made by Paul 
Dietz (Westar) and seconded by Bruce Walkup (AECC).  The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

 
Agenda Item 6 – Transmission Project Classification, Assignment of Benefits 

ESWG members will further discuss this issue in the upcoming meetings, potentially calling the Metrics 
Task Force (MTF) in order to approach the way benefits are calculated in the 2015 ITP10 Study. 
 
Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:19 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

November 4, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. The ESWG members decided to start the next meeting on November 21st at 8:30 AM and 
finish at 2:30 PM. SPP Staff will updated the website. 

2. ESWG members will re-evaluate the benchmarking process. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

November 4, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:05 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 47 web conference participants representing 9 of 12 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. One proxy was identified, Bennie Weeks proxy to 
Roy Boyer (Xcel Energy). (Attachment 2 – Proxy) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. SPP Staff proposed to remove item 4 from the agenda. This topic will be presented in the 
next ESWG meeting on November 21st. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – 
Agenda) 

A motion to approve the proposed agenda was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and seconded 
by Tim Owens (LESNPPD).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule 

Antoine Lucas (SPP staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 schedule including milestones, member 
review/feedback and also the ESWG approval dates. The intention of this presentation was to show 
members the impact of the Siting and Economic Model Development milestone on the 2015 ITP10 Study 
schedule. Also, the upcoming Benchmarking milestone was discussed.  SPP Staff proposed to remove 
the benchmarking process from the 2015 ITP10, because from the comparison between the EIS market 
(17 balancing authorities) to a simulated CBA market (1 balancing authority), may not produce a 
reasonable comparison for the 2015 ITP10 Model. ESWG members requested more time to analyze the 
proposed idea; with the main concern being how to evaluate hurdle rates to be used in the 2015 ITP10. 
(Attachment 4 – 2015 ITP10 Schedule) 

Agenda Item 3 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan Futures 1 & 2 

Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan for Futures 1 and 2, explaining the 
methodology applied to site the new conventional and renewable generating resources and also the 
maps associated with the plan. ESWG members requested more time to verify the Siting Plan and also 
provided more feedback requesting minor changes. SPP Staff extended the feedback window until 
November 11th, seeking approval at the November 21st meeting. (Attachment 5 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 
Futures 1 & 2)     

Agenda Item 5 – Interregional Process: Regional Review Whitepaper 

Brett Hooton (SPP Staff) presented and asked feedback regarding the process being developed  evaluate 
interregional projects on a regional level. FERC Order No. 1000 included requirements for regional 
planning, regional cost allocation, removal of a federal right of first refusal, interregional coordination, and 
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interregional cost allocation. Specifically regarding interregional coordination, the Order requires SPP to 
develop procedures for the joint evaluation of interregional projects that may be more efficient or cost-
effective than regional projects. For the purposes of this methodology paper, an interregional project can 
be either a project that interconnects two planning regions or a project that is completely within one region 
but provides benefits to both regions. Additionally the order requires that an interregional cost allocation 
methodology be developed and agreed to between neighboring regions. More information regarding 
interregional coordination and interregional cost allocation can be found in Attachment O of the SPP 
Tariff.  

The Order is clear that a region cannot force another region to approve for or pay for a project. The 
project must be approved by each planning region. The Regional Review Methodology document 
included in the background materials describes how SPP will regionally review, analyze, and approve an 
interregional transmission project. Brett Hooton asked that edits to the document be provided to him 
within one week. The paper will be edited and discussed at the next ESWG meeting where the ESWG will 
be asked to approve the methodology. (Attachment 6 – Interregional Process: Regional Review 
Whitepaper) 

 
Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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2015 ITP10 
Schedule 

November 21st, 2013 
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APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013) 

Scoping (Complete) 
17 wks 

2 

Policy Survey (Complete) 
9 wks 

Load & Gen Review (Complete) 
10 wks 20

13
 

Economic Model Development 
Above 

Milestones 

Resource Plan (√) 10 
4 wks 

2 wks 
Siting Plan 11/21 

20 

5 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 34 of 15494 of 252107 of 364



NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY 

20
14

 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-May 2014) 

20
13

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Economic Assessment Econ Sols. 
30 days 

Benchmarking 

Econ Model  
4wks 

Policy Sols. Policy Assessment 

Constraint Assessment DC to AC Conversion  
2wks 

Stability Assessment 
Above 

Milestones 

Pr
oj

ec
t G

ro
up

in
g 

Reliability Assessment Rel. Sols. 

30 days 

2wks 

30 days 
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JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014) 

20
14

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Refinements & MOPC Approval 

Stability Analysis 

Project Grouping 
1 wk 

Consolidate Projects  

Project Staging  

Draft Report 
3 wks 

Final Assessment 

Benefit Calculation 
3 wks 

ALL 
Milestones 
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary 
 Task Name  Start  Finish Member Feedback  ESWG Approval 
 Scoping  April  October 17 weeks 10/2 
 Policy Survey   May  August 9 weeks 8/20 
 Load and Generation Review   May  September 10 weeks 9/5 
 Resource Plan   August  October 3 weeks 10/15 
 Siting Plan   September  October 2 weeks 11/21 
 Economic Model development  June  December 4 weeks Mid-Jan ‘14 
 Benchmarking   November  January ’14 
 Constraint assessment - TWG Approval  November  January ’14 2 weeks 
 DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours   January  April 2 weeks 
 Reliability Assessment   March  April 

30 days  Reliability Solutions   April  May 
 Economic assessment  February  April 

30 days  Economic Solutions  April  May 
 Policy Assessment  February  April 

30 days  Policy Solutions  April  May 
 Stability Assessment   April  June 
 Project Grouping  June  June 1 week 
 Consolidate Projects  June  July TBD 
 Project Staging   July  August TBD 
 Draft Report  July  October 3 weeks TBD 
 Final Assessment  July  September 
 Benefit Calculation   July  September 3 weeks TBD 
 Refinements and MOPC Presentation  October  January ’15 

20
13

 
20

14
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2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 

Juliano Freitas 
11/21/2013 
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2015 ITP10 Siting Plan 

• Developed to identify sites for resource additions 
resulting from the Conventional and Renewable 
Resource Plans 

• Serves as input to the economic model used for 
transmission analysis 

• Siting plan for Futures 1 & 2 
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Methodology 
• Utilized siting plans from the following studies: 

– HPILS 

– 2013 ITP20 

– Member feedback 

• Resource additions matched to the aforementioned siting 
plans by: 

– Technology 

– Zone 

– Capacity 

• If capacity was the binding factor, ITP20 capacities were 
increased  
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Methodology 
• If no matches, resource additions were sited with an 

available site from a  geographically adjacent zone 

• HPILS Resources sited below 100kV were stepped up to 
the higher kV bus 
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2024 CONVENTIONAL AND RENEWABLE 
SITING PLANS 
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Future 1 

Unit Additions 

Combine Cycle: 11 
Combustion Turbine: 43 
Wind (from Survey): 17 
Solar (from Survey): 2 

_____________ 
MW Additions 

Combine Cycle: 4,400 
Combustion Turbine: 9,030 
Wind (from Survey): 2,690 

Solar (from Survey): 20 
_____________ 

Totals 

Units: 73 
MW: 16,140 

_____________ 
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Future 2 

Unit Additions 

Combine Cycle: 16 
Combustion Turbine: 59  
Wind (from Survey): 17 
Solar (from Survey): 2 

_____________ 
MW Additions 

Combine Cycle: 6,400 
Combustion Turbine: 12,390 
Wind (from Survey): 2,690 

Solar (from Survey): 20 
_____________ 

Totals 

Units: 94 
MW: 21,500 

_____________ 
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2015 ITP10 
External Resource 
Plan 

November 21, 2013 
Juliano Freitas 
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External Resource Planning 

• Regions Included: 
– AECI 

– MISO 

– WAPA 

– TVA 

• Coordinated data exchange with AECI, MISO, and 
WAPA 
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Generation and Load Information Received 

• MISO 
– Generation and load data from current MTEP13 model 

– No information for Entergy or CLECO 

• AECI 
– Generation and load updates as requested 

– Includes new units and updated retirement dates 

• WAPA 
– Generation for Basin, Heartland, and WAPA 

– Load data for Heartland and WAPA 
 MRO powerflow models used for updating load for Basin, 

Corn Belt, and others 
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Additional Generation and Load Data 

• Ventyx MarketVision data used for recent generation 
additions 
– Entergy 

– CLECO 

– TVA 

– Small WAPA entities 

• Entergy 2012 Annual Report used to calculate load 

• EIA data from CLECO used to calculate load 
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Future 2 Assumptions 

• Future 2 ESWG approved criteria: 
– 20% capacity reduction for all hydro units 

– Retirement of all coal units under 200 MW 

– 10% capacity reduction of all base load units 
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Capacity Margin Assumptions 

• A request for resource plan and/or assumptions to use 
was sent to all Tier 1 regions 
– WAPA, AECI each sent their capacity margin assumption 

– MISO sent resource plan for MTEP13 

• TVA uses 13.05% capacity margin 
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Selection of Prototypes 

• WAPA, AECI, TVA 
– Added CC and CT prototype units that are based on EIA 

data to meet reserve margin requirements 

• MISO 
– Utilized MTEP13 resource plan provided by MISO 
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Future 1 Results 
Region 

CC 
Capacity 
Added 

CT 
Capacity 
Added 

Solar 
Capacity 
Added 

Wind 
Capacity 
Added 

Total 
Capacity 
Added 

Accredited 
Capacity 
Added 

AECI 0 420 0 0 420 420 

MISO* 0 3,000 850 3,000 6,850 3,467 

TVA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WAPA 400 420 0 0 820 820 

Total 400 3,840 850 3,000 8,090 4,707 

20
19

 
20

24
 

Region 
CC 

Capacity 
Added 

CT 
Capacity 
Added 

Solar 
Capacity 
Added 

Wind 
Capacity 
Added 

Total 
Capacity 
Added 

Accredited 
Capacity 
Added 

AECI 400 420 0 0 820 820 

MISO* 1,600 7,410 1700 3,900 14,610 9,665 

TVA 2,000 1,470 0 0 3,470 3,470 

WAPA 800 630 0 0 1,430 1,430 

Total 4,800 9,930 1,700 3,900 20,330 15,385 
Note: 2024 results are cumulative.  
*Additions based on MISO prototypes 
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Future 2 Results 
Region 

CC 
Capacity 
Added 

CT 
Capacity 
Added 

Solar 
Capacity 
Added 

Wind 
Capacity 
Added 

Total 
Capacity 
Added 

Accredited 
Capacity 
Added 

AECI 400 630 0 0 1,030 1,030 

MISO* 2,400 8,400 1,700 7,800 20,300 11,973 

TVA 2,800 3,150 0 0 5,950 5,950 

WAPA 1,200 840 0 0 2,040 2,040 

Total 6,800 13,020 1,700 7,800 29,320 20,993 

20
19

 
20

24
 

Region 
CC 

Capacity 
Added 

CT 
Capacity 
Added 

Solar 
Capacity 
Added 

Wind 
Capacity 
Added 

Total 
Capacity 
Added 

Accredited 
Capacity 
Added 

AECI 800 630 0 0 1,430 1,430 

MISO* 5,200 15,690 3,400 7,800 32,090 22,199 

TVA 6,400 4,410 0 0 10,810 10,810 

WAPA 1,600 840 0 0 2,440 2,440 

Total 14,000 21,570 3,400 7,800 46,770 36,879 
Note: 2024 results are cumulative.  
*Additions based on MISO prototypes 
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Siting 

• AECI, TVA, WAPA, and Entergy 
– 2013 ITP20 sites as starting point 

– Additional sites at high voltage buses 

• MISO 
– Utilized sites provided by MISO 
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Approval 

• SPP Staff recommends the ESWG approve the 2015 
ITP10 external resource plans for Futures 1 and 2 for 
the AECI, TVA, WAPA, and MISO regions. 
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Regional Review Methodology 

Introduction 
In 2011 FERC issued Order No. 1000 (the Order). The Order included requirements for regional planning, 
regional cost allocation, removal of a federal right of first refusal, interregional coordination, and 
interregional cost allocation. Specifically regarding interregional coordination, the Order requires SPP to 
develop procedures for the joint evaluation of interregional projects that may be more efficient or cost-
effective than regional projects. For the purposes of this methodology paper, an interregional project 
can be either a project that interconnects two planning regions or a project that is completely within 
one region but provides benefits to both regions. Additionally the order requires that an interregional 
cost allocation methodology be developed and agreed to between neighboring regions. More 
information regarding interregional coordination and interregional cost allocation can be found in 
Attachment O of the SPP Tariff.  

The Order is clear that a region cannot force another region to approve for or pay for a project. The 
project must be approved by each planning region. The methodology described in this paper is meant to 
describe how SPP will regionally review, analyze, and approve an interregional transmission project. 

Overview of the Interregional Compliance with Order 1000 
The Order requires SPP to coordinate with the public utility providers in neighboring transmission 
planning regions. SPP has three Order 1000 neighboring planning regions: 1. Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator (MISO), 2. Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP), and 3. Southeastern Regional 
Transmission Planning region (SERTP). 

MISO 
The MISO region includes the MISO RTO members, including the transmission owners who are in the 
process of joining MISO such as Entergy and Cleco. More information regarding the MISO region is 
available on the MISO website.1 SPP is interconnected with the following MISO members (or future 
members): Entergy, Cleco, Ameren Missouri, and MidAmerican Energy Company. 

SPP and MISO filed interregional coordination and cost allocation procedures with FERC on July 10, 
2013.2 While SPP and MISO were not in complete agreement on what kind of projects can qualify as an 
interregional project or on the allocation of costs for an interregional project, there was agreement on 
interregional coordination and the evaluation of an interregional project. 

Interregional coordination between SPP and MISO and the evaluation of interregional projects is defined 
in the draft SPP-MISO JOA contained in the SPP and MISO’s filings. 

1 www.misoenergy.org 
2 SPP FERC filing docket numbers ER13-1939 & ER13-1937. MISO FERC filing docket numbers ER13-1945 & ER13-
1938  

Field Code Changed

56 of 154116 of 252129 of 364



MAPP 
The MAPP region includes the transmission owners who are members of the MAPP Planning Authority. 
More information regarding the MAPP region can be found on MAPP’s website.3 SPP is interconnected 
to MAPP through the Integrated System (IS)4 which is comprised of WAPA Upper Great Plains Region5, 
Basin Electric6, and Heartland Rural Electric Cooperative7. 

SPP and MAPP each filed for an extension of the compliance deadline for the interregional requirements 
of the Order. On July 8, 2013 FERC granted the request for an extension of time.8 However, SPP and 
MAPP have generally agreed to a coordination and evaluation of interregional projects process. This 
process is similar to what was agreed to between SPP and MISO. Since SPP and MAPP were granted an 
extension language governing this process has not yet been filed with FERC. 

SERTP 
The SERTP region includes the transmission owning sponsors of SERTP. More information on the SERTP 
region, including a full list of the sponsoring transmission owning sponsors can be found on the SERTP 
website.9 SPP is interconnected to the SERTP region through Associated Electric Cooperative (AECI)10. 

SPP and SERTP filed interregional coordination and cost allocation procedures on July 10, 2013.11 SPP 
and SERTP are not in complete agreement on what projects can be considered as an interregional 
project. 

Interregional Project Description 
An approved interregional project is defined as a project that is evaluated through an Order 1000 
compliant interregional process and is approved by both regions. SPP’s agreement with each neighbor 
identifies the types of projects that can qualify as an interregional project. 

With MISO, SPP has agreed that an interregional project can be both a project that interconnects the 
two planning regions, and also a project that is completely within one region but provides benefits to 
both regions. SPP and MISO disagree on additional criteria. MISO also requires that a transmission 
project be at a voltage greater than 300 kV. SPP does not have a voltage requirement. Additionally, 
MISO is limiting interregional transmission projects to those that address economic issues.  SPP does not 
limit interregional transmission projects based on the types of transmission issues that are being 
addressed. These items are currently being reviewed by FERC in the compliance filings. 

3 www.mappcor.org 
4 http://www.basinelectric.com/Electricity/Transmission/Integrated_System/index.html 
5 http://www.wapa.gov/ugp/ 
6 http://www.basinelectric.com/ 
7 http://www.heartland-rec.com/ 
8 FERC docket number RM10-23-000 
9 http://www.southeasternrtp.com/ 
10 http://www.aeci.org/ 
11 SPP filing FERC docket number ER13-1939. SERTP filing FERC docket numbers ER13-1928, ER13-1930, ER13-1940, 
ER13-1941. 

Field Code Changed
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With MAPP, SPP and MAPP agree on what projects can be considered as an interregional project. Both 
projects that interconnect SPP and MAPP, and projects completely in one planning region but provide 
benefits to both regions, can qualify as an interregional project. Neither MAPP nor SPP have voltage 
criterion. 

With SERTP only projects that interconnect the SPP and SERTP regions can qualify as an interregional 
project. Additionally, SERTP requires additional criteria with which SPP does not agree.12 

Regional Review Objectives 
The interregional transmission process developed with all of SPP’s neighbors each contain a distinct 
interregional and regional evaluation phase. Each process also requires that both SPP and the applicable 
neighboring region approve the interregional transmission project in their regional process. This 
methodology paper reviews how SPP will evaluate and approve an interregional transmission project. 
The primary objectives of the regional review are as follows: 

• Evaluate an interregional project using SPP developed assumptions and analyses 
• SPP stakeholder review through the applicable stakeholder groups 
• Provide for an approval process 

Scope Development 
A unique study scope will be developed for each evaluation of an interregional project or group of 
projects. The scope must include at a minimum the following sections: 

• Assumptions: planning horizon, dispatch scenarios, load forecasts, capacity forecasts, modeling 
footprint, etc. 

• Models 
• Analyses 
• Stakeholder process 

The study scope will be approved by the Transmission Working Group (TWG) for the evaluation of 
interregional projects that address reliability issues. The study scope will be approved by the Economic 
Studies Working Group (ESWG) for interregional projects addressing economic issues. If an interregional 
project addresses public policy issues or addresses multiple issues, the scope shall be approved by both 
the TWG and the ESWG.  

Determining Transmission Project Objective(s) 
The interregional process starts with the identification of issues. Potential interregional transmission 
solutions are evaluated to determine whether the solution addresses the issue and provides benefit to 
SPP and the neighboring region. The nature of the initial issue being addressed by the interregional 

12 The SERTP limits an interregional project to those being over 100 miles and greater than 300 kV. 
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project will be used to identify if the interregional project is addressing reliability, economic, or public 
policy issue. 

Projects Addressing Reliability Issues 

Criteria 
A project addressing a reliability issue will be evaluated using the criteria identified in the most recent 
ITPNT study scope. The criteria will be used to determine if the interregional project addresses the 
reliability issue and provides reliability benefit to SPP. 

Analyses 
The study scope will determine what types of analyses will be performed. These analyses will be based 
on the issue that is being addressed by the interregional transmission project. At a minimum a steady 
state N-1 analysis will be performed. If needed, the scope will also include directives to perform stability 
and/or dynamic analyses. Additional analyses can be performed if needed and directed by the TWG. 

Study Assumptions 
The model(s) and assumptions used for the evaluation of the interregional transmission project will be 
based off of either the current or most recent ITPNT or the current or most recent ITP10 as determined 
by the TWG taking into consideration the expected need date. If the expected need date is within six 
years the ITPNT should be used. If the expected need date is greater than six years the ITP10 should be 
used. The following assumptions will be based on the applicable ITP process: planning horizon, dispatch, 
load forecast, generation capacity, and modeling footprint. 

Model Development 
The latest ITPNT model will be the basis for the model used to evaluate the issue and the interregional 
transmission project, unless the dispatch scenario is based off of the most recent ITP10. Updates 
necessary to reasonably evaluate the interregional transmission project will be made on top of the 
ITPNT model. If the dispatch scenario is based off of the most recent ITP10 model, than the ITP10 model 
will be the basis. The transmission topology will be updated to include any additional projects which 
have been issued an NTC but are not yet reflected in the model. 

Stability and dynamic models will be developed only if they are required to evaluate the interregional 
transmission project and determine whether it addresses the reliability issue being mitigated. If a 
stability and/or dynamic model is needed, the most recent model developed in either the ITPNT or ITP10 
will be used as determined by the TWG. 

Stakeholder Process 
The TWG and the Seams Steering Committee (SSC) will be the primary stakeholder groups that will 
direct the regional review of interregional transmission projects which address a reliability issues. Both 
of these groups will receive updates at their normal stakeholder meetings. Additionally the TWG is 
responsible for approving the study scope. Both the TWG and SSC will be asked to make a 
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recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) on approval of the 
interregional transmission project. 

The MOPC will be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of the 
regional review analysis, the MOPC, giving consideration to the recommendation of the TWG and SSC, 
will determine whether or not to recommend approval of the interregional project(s) to the SPP Board 
of Directors (Board). 

The Board also will be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of 
the region review analysis the Board will determine whether or not to approve the interregional 
project(s). 

Projects Addressing Economic Issues 

Criteria 
An interregional transmission project that addresses an economic issue will be evaluated on a benefit to 
cost basis with a benefit to cost ratio (B/C) requirement of 1.0. The benefits used for the benefits 
portion of the B/C will be based on the metrics used in the current or most recent ITP10. It is not 
necessary that all of the metrics used in the ITP10 be used in the evaluation of the interregional 
transmission projects; a subset may be used as determined by the ESWG. At a minimum Adjusted 
Production Cost (APC) savings will be used. The costs used for the B/C will only be the costs that will be 
assigned to the SPP region. The interregional process will determine how much of the cost is assigned to 
SPP and how much is assigned to the neighboring region. 

Description of Analyses 
The analyses that will be performed will be based on the benefit metrics that will be used as determined 
by the ESWG. At a minimum a security constrained unit commitment /security constrained economic 
dispatch analysis will be utilized for the calculation of APC. Additional analyses will be included in the 
scope based on the ESWG’s decision on what metrics to utilize. 

Assumptions Development 
The latest or current ITP10 model(s) and assumptions from the business as usual future will be used 
unless the ESWG determines that adjustments are needed due to a significant change in expected 
conditions. These assumptions will include load forecast, generation plan (capacity forecast, 
retirements, public policy requirements, etc.), fuel prices, emission rates and prices, modeling 
footprints, constraints, and transmission topology. The transmission topology will be updated to include 
any additional projects which have been issued an NTC but are not yet reflected in the model. 

The planning horizon for an interregional transmission project will not exceed 10 years. It is a Tariff 
requirement that an interregional transmission project have an in-service date within 10 years. 
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Stakeholder Process 
The ESWG and the SSC will be the primary stakeholder groups that will direct the regional review of 
interregional transmission projects addressing economic issues. Both of these groups will receive 
updates at their normal stakeholder meetings. Additionally the ESWG is responsible for approving the 
study scope. Both the ESWG and SSC will be asked to make a recommendation to the Markets and 
Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) on approval of the interregional transmission project. 

The MOPC will be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of the 
regional review analysis, the MOPC, giving consideration to the recommendation of the ESWG and SSC, 
will determine whether or not to recommend approval of the interregional project(s) to the SPP Board 
of Directors (Board). 

The Board also will be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of 
the region review analysis the Board will determine whether or not to approve the interregional 
project(s). 

Projects Addressing Public Policy Issues 

Criteria 
An interregional transmission project that addresses a public policy issue will be evaluated to determine 
whether the project is a cost effective solution to meeting the applicable public policy requirement(s). 
The specific criteria used to evaluate a public policy project will be based on criteria in the latest ITP10. 

Description of Analyses 
Public policy projects will be evaluated to determine whether or not the transmission project will aid in 
meeting the applicable public policy requirement, and if so, is it more cost effective than regional 
solutions. The analysis will use a security constrained economic dispatch and unit commitment model to 
perform a wind curtailment and dispatch study. Additional analyses performed in the latest ITP10 may 
also be utilized as determined by the ESWG and TWG. 

Assumptions Development 
As with the evaluation of economic projects, the latest or current ITP10 model(s) and assumptions from 
the business as usual future will be used unless the ESWG or TWG determines that adjustments are 
needed due to a significant change in expected conditions or as needed to model the public policy 
requirement(s). These assumptions will include load forecast, generation plan (capacity forecast, 
retirements, public policy requirements, etc.), fuel prices, emission rates and prices, modeling 
footprints, constraints, and transmission topology. The transmission topology will be updated to include 
any additional projects which have been issued an NTC but are not yet reflected in the model. 

The planning horizon for an interregional transmission project will not exceed 10 years. It is a Tariff 
requirement that an interregional transmission project have an in-service date within 10 years. 
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Stakeholder Process 
The ESWG, TWG, and the SSC will be the primary stakeholder groups that will direct the regional review 
of interregional transmission projects addressing public policy issues. These groups will receive updates 
at their normal stakeholder meetings. Additionally the ESWG and TWG are both responsible for 
approving the study scope. The ESWG, TWG, and SSC will be asked to make a recommendation to the 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) on approval of the interregional transmission 
project. 

The MOPC will be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of the 
regional review analysis, the MOPC, giving consideration to the recommendations of the ESWG, TWG, 
and SSC, will determine whether or not to recommend approval of the interregional project(s) to the 
SPP Board of Directors (Board). 

The Board will also be provided an update on the regional review as it is in progress. At the conclusion of 
the region review analysis the Board will determine whether or not to approve the interregional 
project(s). 

Projects Addressing Multiple Issues 
Many proposed transmission projects are expected to provide multiple types of benefits. Studies will be 
performed based on the types of expected benefits. If a project is expected to provide both economic 
and reliability benefits, the study scope would include the necessary evaluations as described in each 
respective section of this methodology document. For projects addressing multiple issues (economic, 
reliability, and/or public policy) both the ESWG and TWG, in addition to the SSC will guide the study. 

Timing 
For an interregional project to be an approved interregional project both regions (SPP and the applicable 
neighboring region) must approve the project within six months of the completion of the interregional 
evaluation. The Joint Planning Committee (JPC) can provide an extension to allow for additional time. 
This extension may be utilized to allow for SPP’s quarterly Board of Directors cycle. 

Deliverable 
The regional review will conclude with a report being developed which reviews the study assumptions, 
analyses, results, and benefit calculations. The report will include a recommendation on whether or not 
the SPP Board should approve the interregional project(s). 
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2015 ITP10 
Futures 

November 19th, 2013 
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State of 2015 ITP10 Futures 

• Staff completed resource plans for three futures  
– Business as Usual (Future 1) 

– Decreased Base Load Capacity (Future 2) 

– Increased Input Prices (Future 3) 

• Siting plans for Future 1 and Future 2 to be approved 
11/21 
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State of 2015 ITP10 Futures 

• BOD Direction 
– Approved the MOPC recommended scope for ITP10 and 

directed staff to develop, with stakeholders, an 
analytical approach that will yield useful information to 
be included in the ITP10 report that provides a measure 
of the ability of the recommended portfolio to 
accommodate Future 3 assumptions and needs 
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Staff Proposal 

• Increased Input Prices as a Sensitivity 
– Include Future 3 assumptions in the BAU model 

 High gas price, carbon tax, load growth reduction 

 Identify wind additions as a proxy for Future 3 resource plan 
results 

– Perform analysis to determine maximum wind capability of 
the footprint (VSAT) 

– Develop list of remaining needs in the hybrid model 
after the final portfolio has been developed 
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Benefits 

• Focus in-depth analysis on assumptions driven by the 
MOPC 

• Allow Staff and Members more time for analysis of 
expected Futures 

• Identify system maximum wind capability 

• Determine flexibility and value of the final portfolio 
under assumptions of Increased Input Prices 
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2010 Strategic Plan 
 
 
 

Michael Desselle 
Vice President, Process Integrity 

Fall, 2013 

68 of 154128 of 252141 of 364



Our Vision of the Future 
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Three Foundational Strategies 
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Initiatives 
• Implement Priority Projects 
• Develop and implement Integrated 

Transmission Plan  
• Regional cost recovery 
• Inter-regional optimization 
• Operational optimization  

 

Three Foundational Strategies 
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Initiatives 
• Implement Day Ahead market with 

transmission congestion rights 
• Implement reliability unit commitment 

process 
• Incorporate operating reserves into Real 

Time Balancing and   
Day Ahead markets 

• Implement Consolidated Balancing 
Authority 

• Demand Response Integration 
• Manage implementation 

Three Foundational Strategies 
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Initiatives 
• Reliability excellence 
• Benchmarking and measurement 
• Enhance market monitoring tools 
• Continuous process improvement 
• Strategic membership expansion 
• Communication and education 

 

Three Foundational Strategies 
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Strategic Initiative Overview 
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Strategic Initiative Timelines 
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Establishing the use of scenarios 

• The finalization and internalization of key signposts 
along with the establishment of a process to monitor 
and report on material changes  

• Polling membership on what their organizations see as 
the key uncertainties will provide insight 

• Benefit to communicating scenarios to key external 
constituencies 
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Action Items 

• Deliberative Approach 

• Engaging now 

• Seeking WG input by March/April 

• To be consolidated with other input from WGs, 
stakeholders and the Board 
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2015 ITP10 Metrics 
Review 

November 21, 2013 
Antoine Lucas 
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MOPC Action Item 

MOPC Action Item 222: ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits 
metrics & allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC  
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Background 

• ESWG formed MTF to develop metrics for use in RCAR 

• MTF developed report on metrics 

• MTF report approved   
– ESWG September 13, 2012 

– MOPC October 16-17, 2012 

– BOD October 30, 2012 
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Metrics 

• MTF recommended that thirteen (13) monetized 
benefit metrics be utilized in the RCAR process   

• Five (5) were benefit metrics previously used in the ITP 
process 

• Eight (8) were benefit metrics newly developed by the 
MTF 

81 of 154141 of 252154 of 364



Metrics 
• Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings   

• Reduction of Emission Rates and Values   

• Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and Production Costs  

• Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects  

• Capacity Cost Savings due to Reduced On- Peak Transmission Losses  

• Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs   

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects   

• Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals   

• Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues   

• Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’ Minimum Required Margin   

• Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events  

• Reduced Loss of Load Probability   

• Marginal Energy Losses Benefits 
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Most Notable Metrics 

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 
– Benefits assumed equal to costs 

– Benefits allocated same way costs were allocated to the 
zone 

• Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals   
– Benefits assumed equal to costs 

– Benefits allocated to each zone based on zone’s 
percentage of the unmet renewable requirement 
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Discussion Questions 

• Match RCAR metrics with ITP10 metrics 

• Develop Task Force or handle in ESWG 

• Review all previously utilized metrics or most notable 
only 

• Review all metrics including those developed by MTF, 
but not used in the RCAR 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

December 4, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will take the proposed methodology to identify local/regional issues caused by 
new generation/load to the TWG. 

2. SPP Staff will take the proposed consolidation methodology to the TWG. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

December 4, 2013 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:05 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. (Attachment 1 
– Attendance List) 

There were 45 web conference participants representing 12 of 12 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. No proxies were identified. 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 2 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the proposed agenda was made by Kurt Stradley (LES) and seconded 
by Kip Fox (AEP-Transource).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – 2015 ITP10 Policy Survey/Resource Plan/Siting Plan 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested the ESWG members to approve changes made in the Resource 
and Siting Plans. The data presented on November 21st, 2013, was modified; the main adjustments were 
related to site changes, unit ownerships and wind additions. ESWG members approved the proposed 
plan. (Attachment 3 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan & Attachment 4 – Summary of Changes to 21 Nov ESWG 
Siting Plan) 

A motion to approve the revised Resource and Siting Plans was made by Kip Fox (AEP-
Transource) and seconded by Leon Howell (OGE).  The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

Agenda Item 3 – 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology proposed by SPP Staff. 
The new proposed methodology is based on engineering criteria; Kelsey explained the method to select 
reliability, economic and policy projects. ESWG members suggested reducing the threshold for reliability 
projects and also creating criteria to select policy projects related to Future 2. The idea is to calculate the 
benefit/cost ratio for policy projects in future, instead of only checking wind curtailments. The next step is 
to take the proposed methodology with member’s comments to the TWG. (Attachment 5 – 2015 ITP10 
Consolidation Methodology)     

Agenda Item 4 – 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) requested feedback from members about the 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking; in 
the previous studies SPP Staff compared historical EIS market data versus simulated Integrated 
Marketplace data. Due to the expectation of significant discrepancies under this approach, Staff 
suggested benchmarking the ITP10 model against CBA simulations performed by SPP Operations Staff.  
The main issue with this approach is the uncertainty of data reasonableness and also a potential lack of 
data from the CBA model from operations. Also, the hurdle rates of $8 used in previous studies have to 
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be evaluated to ensure they reflect a realistic outcome. Members suggested different ways to use the 
available data to benchmark the model with no consensus, in the end, the recommendation is to use 
the same approach used in the ITP20 to calculate LMPs, annual generation, average energy costs 
and capacity factors, also this approach will be the starting point to determine the new hurdle 
rates. (Attachment 6 – 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking) 

Agenda Item 5 – 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan Local-Regional Impact 

Antoine Lucas (SPP Staff) presented a methodology to identify local issues caused by new generation 
and load in the ITP10 Study. The main concern is to avoid these facilities being recommended for 
construction and cost allocation to the region through the ITP process rather than the existing SPP 
processes designed to address new generation and load interconnection issues. The problem can be 
divided in two parts new generation and new load, specifically HPLIS loads. ESWG members asked SPP 
Staff to take this issue to the TWG, bring back the feedback to the ESWG. The ESWG members 
recommended leveraging the HPILS study solutions to connect new loads into the SPP system, SPP 
Staff will utilize the same transmission lines in the 2015 ITP10 Study. (Attachment 7 – 2015 ITP10 Siting 
Plan Local-Regional Impact) 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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Last Name First Name Email Comments
Tamimi Al atamimi@sunflower.net
Myers Alan amyers@itcgreatplains.com
Greb Amber agreb@spp.org
Lucas Antoine alucas@spp.org
Bright Ben bbright@spp.org
Roubique Ben broubique@pwrsol.biz
Weeks Bennie bennie.weeks@xcelenergy.com
Burner Bob g.burner@duke-energy.com
Walkup Bruce bruce.walkup@aecc.com
Hall Doug khall@spp.org
Sweet Greg gsweet@empiredistrict.com
Sanderson James j.sanderson@kcc.ks.gov
Shook Jason jason.shook@gdsassociates.com
Harris Jeremy Jeremy.Harris@westarenergy.com
Bradshaw Jerry jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net
Jacoby Jim jwjacoby@aep.com
Krajecki Jim jkrajecki@ces-ltd.com
Iverson Jon jiverson@oppd.com
Shipman Jon jeshipman@oppd.com
Lang Joseph jlang@les.com
Freitas Juliano jfreitas@spp.org
Hale Kenneth kenny.hale@cityutilities.net
Fox Kip kmfox@aep.com
Stradley Kurt kstradley@les.com
Howell Leon howelllc@oge.com
Wagner Marguerite mwagner@edisonmission.com
Collins Michael michael.collins@guernsey.us
Swearingen Michael mswearingen@tcec.coop
Watt Michael mwatt@ompa.com
Knapp Mike m.knapp@occemail.com
McNeil Nathan nmcneil@mwenergy.com
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Ghomsi Noumvi noumvi.ghomsi@psc.mo.gov
McCool Pat patrick.mccool@kcpl.com
Dietz Paul paul.dietz@westarenergy.com
Collier Randy randy.collier@cityutilities.net
Mittal Rosemary rmittal@spp.org
Boyer Roy roy.d.boyer@xcelenergy.com
Baidwan Sandeep sbaidwan@lspower.com
Gaw Steve RSGaw1@gmail.com
Owens Tim tjowens@nppd.com
Soles Tim tim_soles@oxy.com
Smith Wayman wlsmith1@aep.com
Leung William bleung@bjleung.com
Ross Josh jross@spp.org
Allen Kelsey kallen@spp.org
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

December 4th, 2013 
Web Conference 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

9:00 am – 12:00 pm 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................. Juliano Freitas (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. 2015 ITP10 Policy Survey/Resource Plan/Siting Plan (Approval Item) ...... Juliano Freitas (10 minutes) 

3. 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology .................................................................Kelsey Allen (1 hour) 

4. 2015 ITP10 Benchmark ........................................................................................Antoine Lucas (1 hour) 

5. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts .............................................. Antoine Lucas (45 minutes) 

6. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 
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Proxy Bus NREL Study NREL Site CF 2024 Capacity 2019 Capacity
Kansas #1 531469 EWITS 62 55.9% 125.00 125.00
Kansas #2 530583 EWITS 444 53.2% 26.4 3.5
Kansas #4 531451 EWITS 1330 50.4% 100.00 100.00
Kansas #8 560178 EWITS 295 51.5% 147.48 62.21

Missouri #5 560666 EWITS 4217 42.0% 191.91 0.00
Missouri #6 541197 EWITS 3504 44.6% 191.97 101.80

New Mexico #1 524875 WWSIS 30757 42.4% 131.69 97.27
New Mexico #4 560729 EWITS 1664 48.1% 250 250

Oklahoma #1 515375 EWITS 632 50.9% 139.49 84.85
Oklahoma #5 514901 EWITS 2342 45.3% 156.83 95.40
Oklahoma #6 560722 EWITS 2027 46.1% 100.0 100.0
Oklahoma #7 515407 EWITS 2029 46.5% 199 199
Oklahoma #9 599800 EWITS 2404 45.9% 200.00 200.00

Oklahoma #10 560286, 560287 EWITS 764 50.7% 299.80 299.80
Oklahoma #11 560371 EWITS 2351 46.6% 200.00 200.00
Oklahoma #12 515407 EWITS 2029 46.6% 198.9 198.9
Nebraska #2  n - Holt 345 kV (40   EWITS 143 52.9% 400 400
Nebraska #5 640500 EWITS 111 53.5% 69.68 54.80

Texas #6 562020 EWITS 365 52.4% 249 249
Solar #1 527325 N/A N/A 27.0% 10.25 10.25
Solar #2 527325 N/A N/A 27.0% 10.25 10.25
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2024 Energy 2019 Energy Owner 2024 2019 Owner 2024 2019
613,672 611,996 WERE 80.00% 80.00% BPU 20.00% 20.00%
123,474 16,092 MIDW 100.00% 100.00%
442,450 441,241 WERE 100.00% 100.00%
666,744 280,461 KCPL 100.00% 100.00%
708,524 0 KCPL 37.43% N/A GMO 62.57% N/A
752,351 397,867 KCPL 37.43% 10.42% GMO 62.57% 89.58%
490,598 361,379 WFEC 59.76% 54.90% COOP 40.24% 45.10%

1,055,361 1,052,477 SPS 100.00% 100.00%
624,205 378,647 OGE 100.00% 100.00%
624,205 378,647 OGE 100.00% 100.00%
404,600 403,494 LES 100.00% 100.00%
813,240 811,018 SPS 100.00% 100.00%
806,108 803,905 WERE 100.00% 100.00%

1,335,551 1,331,902 PSO 66.64% 66.64% WFEC 33.36% 33.36%
818,230 815,994 PSO 100.00% 100.00%
813,729 811,506 PSO 100.00% 100.00%

1,858,694 1,853,616 OPPD 100.00% 100.00%
327,317 256,720 NPPD 90.55% 89.38% GRIS 9.45% 10.62%

1,146,976 1,143,842 SPS 100.00% 100.00%
24,243 24,243 SPS 100.00% 100.00%
24,243 24,243 SPS 100.00% 100.00%

92 of 154152 of 252165 of 364



Changes made to the ITP10 Siting Plan Posted for the 21 Nov ESWG meeting.  
Proxy Bus 2024 Capacity Previous 2024 Cap 2019 Capacity Previous 2019 Cap
Kansas #1 531469 125.0 150.0 125.0 150.0
Kansas #3
Kansas #4 531451 100.0 125.0 100.0 125.0
New Mexico #1 524875 131.7 152.1 97.3 130.4
Oklahoma #2
Oklahoma #3
Oklahoma #8
Oklahoma #9 599800 200.0 N/A 200.0 N/A
Oklahoma #10 560286, 560287 299.8 N/A 299.8 N/A
Oklahoma #11 560371 200.0 N/A 200.0 N/A
Oklahoma #12 515407 198.9 N/A 198.9 N/A
Nebraska #2 Tap Ft Thompson        400.0 N/A 400.0 N/A

Blue header indicates data current with 29 Nov ESWG posting
Orange highlight indicates site was removed.
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2024 Energy Previous 2024 Energy 2019 Energy Previous 2019 Energy Owner 2024%
613,672.2 736,406.6 611,995.5 734,394.6 WERE 0.8

442,450.1 553,062.6 441,241.2 551,551.5 WERE 1.0
490,598.0 566,745.1 361,379.3 484,310.2 WFEC 0.6

806,107.7 N/A 803,905.2 N/A WERE 1.0
1,335,550.7 N/A 1,331,901.7 N/A PSO 0.7

818,229.6 N/A 815,994.0 N/A PSO 1.0
813,729.3 N/A 811,506.0 N/A PSO 1.0

1,858,694.4 N/A 1,853,616.0 N/A OPPD 1.0
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Previous 2024% 2019% Previous 2019% Owner Previous Owner 2024%
1.0 0.8 1.0 BPU N/A 0.2

0.8 1.0 0.8 BPU
0.7 0.5 0.7 COOP COOP 0.4

N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 0.7 N/A WFEC N/A 0.3
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
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Previous 2024% 2019% Previous 2019%
N/A 0.2 N/A

0.2 0.2
0.3 0.5 0.3

N/A N/A
N/A 0.3 N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
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2015 ITP10 
Consolidation 
Methodology 

November 21st, 2013 
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Overview – Next Steps 

• MOPC Recommendation to the BOD: 
– Delete Future 3 and Staff move forward with Futures 1 

and 2; Delete the Final Portfolio Consolidation Section. 

• Next Steps – Staff Proposal 
– Utilize engineering criteria to consolidate projects from 

only 2 futures 

– Define criteria by project type 
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History – 2012 ITP10 Methodology 

• Reliability projects:   
– Included if the mitigated thermal violation exceeded 

100% in one future and exceeded 95% in the other 
future.  

– Included if the mitigated voltage violation occurred in 
both futures. 

• Economic projects:  Included if B/C > 1.0 in Future 1 

• Policy projects:  Included if appears in either future 
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Consolidation by Project Type 

• Economic – Include if: 
– The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the 

Future 1 portfolio 

– The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the 
Future 2 portfolio and greater than 0.7 in the Future 1 
portfolio 

• Policy – Include if: 
– The project addresses a policy need in either Future 1 or 

Future 2 
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Consolidation by Project Type 

• Reliability – Include if: 
– The project mitigates a thermal/voltage violation in 

Future 1 

– The project mitigates a thermal violation in Future 2 and 
loading above a threshold in Future 1.   
 Options: 

– 80% 
– 95% 
– Difference less than 40% between the two futures 

– The project mitigates a voltage violation in Future 2 and 
voltage below 0.92 pu in Future 1 

 101 of 154161 of 252174 of 364



2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking 
Update 

November 21, 2013 
Antoine Lucas 
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Benchmarking 

• Previous ITP studies 
– Compared historical EIS market data vs. simulated 

Integrated Marketplace data 

– Not apples to apples comparison 

• We are looking into obtaining simulated CBA model 
data from operations 

 

103 of 154163 of 252176 of 364



Hurdle Rates 

• Plan to obtain interchange data from CBA simulations 
conducted by Operations 

• Staff will test the model with different hurdle rates to 
determine which result in the historical interchange 
levels 
– These hurdle rates will be used in the model going 

forward 
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Proposed Model Outputs for Member Review 

• Average system LMPs by area 

• Annual generation by area 
– In comparison to SPP Operations CBA simulations 

• Annual generation cost by area 

• Average energy costs by unit type ($/MWh) 

• Annual capacity factors by unit type 
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New Interconnection 
Local/Regional 
Impacts 

Antoine Lucas 
11/21/2013 
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Siting Plan Impacts 
• Potential overloading of generator outlet facilities near 

the Point of Interconnection  
– Creates reliability needs when connecting new generation 

– Potentially increases congestion in the region 

– Skews B/C ratio of economic projects 
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Proposed Methodology 
• Phase 1 

– Perform DC thermal analysis using Near Term 2019 and 
2024 summer peak powerflow models 

– Staff will develop solutions when the distribution factor 
(DF) is greater than 20% (GI methodology) 

– The generation outlet facilities will not be proposed for 
construction and cost allocation 

– Dispatch the proposed generation individually at nameplate 
capacity into the footprint (not including the host zone) 

– Run full N-1 

– Add generation outlet facilities to economic model  
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Value Added 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed generation 

• Mitigate generation interconnection related problems 
before needs assessment 

• Avoid regional cost allocation for generation outlet 
facilities 
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Delivery Point Interconnection Facilities 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed High Priority 

Loads 

• Alternative solutions 
– Leverage HPILS Study 

– ESWG to develop a new methodology 
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2015 ITP10 
Schedule 

December 19th , 2013 
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APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013) 

Scoping (Complete) 
17 wks 

2 

Policy Survey (Complete) 
9 wks 

Load & Gen Review (Complete) 
10 wks 20

13
 

Economic Model Development 
Above 

Milestones 

Resource Plan (√) 10 
4 wks 

2 wks 
Siting Plan (√) 12/04 

20 

5 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 112 of 154172 of 252185 of 364



NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY 

20
14

 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-May 2014) 

20
13

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Economic Assessment Econ Sols. 
30 days 

Benchmarking 

Econ Model  
4wks 

Policy Sols. Policy Assessment 

Constraint Assessment DC to AC Conversion  
2wks 

Stability Assessment 
Above 

Milestones 

Pr
oj

ec
t G

ro
up

in
g 

Reliability Assessment Rel. Sols. 

30 days 

2wks 

30 days 
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JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014) 

20
14

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Refinements & MOPC Approval 

Stability Analysis 

Project Grouping 
1 wk 

Consolidate Projects  

Project Staging  

Draft Report 
3 wks 

Final Assessment 

Benefit Calculation 
3 wks 

ALL 
Milestones 
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary 
 Task Name  Start  Finish Member Feedback  ESWG Approval 
 Scoping  April  October 17 weeks 10/2 
 Policy Survey   May  August 9 weeks 12/04 
 Load and Generation Review   May  September 10 weeks 9/5 
 Resource Plan   August  October 3 weeks 12/04 
 Siting Plan   September  October 2 weeks 12/04 
 Economic Model development  June  December 4 weeks Mid-Jan ‘14 
 Benchmarking   November  January ’14 
 Constraint assessment - TWG Approval  November  January ’14 2 weeks 
 DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours   January  April 2 weeks 
 Reliability Assessment   March  April 

30 days  Reliability Solutions   April  May 
 Economic assessment  February  April 

30 days  Economic Solutions  April  May 
 Policy Assessment  February  April 

30 days  Policy Solutions  April  May 
 Stability Assessment   April  June 
 Project Grouping  June  June 1 week 
 Consolidate Projects  June  July TBD 
 Project Staging   July  August TBD 
 Draft Report  July  October 3 weeks TBD 
 Final Assessment  July  September 
 Benefit Calculation   July  September 3 weeks TBD 
 Refinements and MOPC Presentation  October  January ’15 

20
13

 
20

14
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BPR 
Number BPR048 BPR 

Title Qualified RFP Participant (QRP) 

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

N/A 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) No 
Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent.  Expected process start date in April 1, 2014. 

Revision Description 
 
This new business practice adds the process for the Order 1000 
Qualified RFP Participant (QRP) application and qualification. 

Reason for Revision 
 
New process. 
 
  

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

Yes.  Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff is new and pending before 
FERC. 

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) 

Yes.  The tariff language includes specific Financial Criteria that 
must be met for application process. 

Working 
Group/Committee 
Review and Results 

BPWG –  
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  

 
 

116 of 154176 of 252189 of 364



Sponsor 
Name Michael Desselle 
E-mail Address mdesselle@spp.org 
Company SPP 
Company Address 201 Worthen Drive Little Rock, AR 72223 
Phone Number 501-614-3206 
Fax Number  

 
Proposed Business Practice  Language Revision 

 
Transmission Owner Selection Process 

 
The process and timeline for application and qualification for the Transmission Owner 
Selection Process (“TOSP”) for Competitive Upgrades is detailed in Attachment Y, Section III.1 
of the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”).   
 
Application / Recertification Process 
 
For an entity to qualify to participate in the TOSP, it must submit to the Southwest Power Pool 
a Qualified Request For Proposal (“RFP”) Participant (“QRP”) Application no later than June 
30th of the year prior to period the entity wishes to participate (“Applicant”). The Southwest 
Power Pool Qualified RFP Participant Application will be available on www.spp.org.  
Completed applications must be emailed to SPP along with any support information at the 
following address: QRPApplications@spp.org.  
 
By July 15 of each year, SPP shall post the names of the entities that submitted applications. 
SPP shall complete its review of the submitted QRP applications no later than September 30th 
of each year.  By no later than September 30, SPP will notify each Applicant whether it has 
met the qualifications to participate in the TOSP or if its application is deficient.  If SPP 
determines there are deficiencies in the QRP application, the Applicant shall have thirty (30) 
calendar days to submit the missing information.  SPP will have up to forty-five (45) calendar 
days following the receipt of the additional information to determine if the Applicant satisfies 
the qualification criteria.  If, after attempting to cure the deficiency, the Applicant still has not 
satisfied the qualification criteria, SPP will consider the application withdrawn and the entity will 
not be eligible to participate in the RFP process for the next year. 
 
Once SPP has determined that an Applicant has met the qualification criteria, it will notify the 
Applicant that it has determined the Applicant to be a Qualified RFP Participant and is eligible 
to participate for any Competitive Upgrade authorized starting January 1 of the next calendar 
year.  SPP will post on its website all QRPs for the next calendar year no later than December 
31. 
 
All QRP related communications, including responses to deficiencies and disputes by entities, 
must be made to the QRPApplications@spp.org email address. 
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Once an entity becomes a QRP, it is not required to submit the detailed qualification criteria for 
the next four years; however each QRP is required to submit a notarized letter that no material 
changes have occurred to the information submitted in the QRP Application by June 30th of 
each year.   
 
Should any material changes to the information supplied by a QRP occur at any time, the QRP 
is required to notify SPP within 7 days. SPP will make a determination of their QRP status as 
required by theAttachment Y of the  tariffTariff. 
 
Application Fee 
 
The application fee as specified in Attachment Y of the Tariff is required to be paid prior to the 
application package being accepted.  Application fees are required to be paid by check.  
Applications will not be reviewed until the fee is paid.   
 
Qualification Criteria 
 
Each application will be reviewed by SPP Staff to determine QRP qualification status.  Specific 
qualification criteria are listed in Attachment Y of the tTariff. 
 
Important Dates for the QRP Process 
 
QRP Applications Due   June 30 
QRP Recertification Letters Due  June 30 
QRP Determinations Completed  September 30 
Final QRP List Posted   December 31 
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BPR Number BPR 049 BPR Title Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Submission 
Process 

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

TBD 

Impact Analysis Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent 

Revision Description 
This business practice describes the submission and treatment of 
Detailed Project Proposals outlined in Section III.8.b of Attachment 
O of the Tariff during the ITP study process. 

Reason for Revision This is a new process resulting from SPP’s tariff revisions made to 
comply with FERC Order 1000. 

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 
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Working 
Group/Committee Review 
and Results 

BPWG – Reviewed 11/19/2013 
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  
SPCTF Order 1000 

 

Sponsor 
Name Lanny Nickell 

E-mail Address lnickell@spp.org 

Company SPP 

Company Address 201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223 

Phone Number 501-614-3232 

Fax Number  
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Proposed Business Practice Language Revision 
 
 

 

Business Practice  
The purpose of this Business Practice is to describe the process for submission and treatment of a 
Detailed Project Proposals (“DPP”s) during the Integrated Transmission Planning (“ITP”) study process 
as outlined in Attachment O of the SPP Tariff. After the applicable ITP study scope has been approved, 
and the needs assessment has been performed, SPP staff shall notify stakeholders of the identified 
transmission needs and provide a transmission planning response window of thirty (30) days during 
which any stakeholder may submit a DPPetailed Project Proposal (“DPP”). The information supplied by 
the stakeholder in the DPP must be sufficient to allow SPP staff to evaluate the project described by 
the DPP pursuant to Section III.8.b of Attachment O of the Tariff.  

If the project described in a DPP is selected and approved for construction as a Competitive Upgrade, 
the submitting stakeholder may be eligible to receive incentive points pursuant to the eligibility 
requirements described in Section III.2.f.iv of Attachment Y of the Tariff. 

 

NOTIFICATION OF OPEN WINDOW FOR DPP SUBMITTAL 
SPP will provide notification via the SPP website and email exploder when transmission needs have 
been posted for a specific ITP study and the DPP 30-day transmission planning response window has 
begun.  Requirements for the submission of a DPP are contained in Section III.8.b of Attachment O of 
the Tariff. 

 

DPP SUBMITTAL 
To submit a DPP, stakeholder(s), hereinafter referred to as “Submitter,” shall submit the necessary 
information to SPP via an email link provided by SPP.  The DPP necessary information must be 
submitted within the prescribed 30-day transmission planning response window for DPP submittal in 
order to qualify as a DPPto be evaluated as a potential solution to the posted needs.  The information 
required for a DPP submittal is included in the DPP Submittal Form that is found in Exhibit A. The DPP 
Submittal Form must be used when submitting the DPP to SPP staff. SPP shall treat DPP information as 
confidential until all Submitters have been notified after the close of the transmission planning 
response window. Comment [B1]: Since the OATT speaks on this 

topic I suggest we not repeat it here…especially 
since this issue is up in the air. 
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DPP RECEIPT AND RESPONSE 
Upon receipt of the DPP submittal, SPP will verify that the DPP was received within the 30-day DPP 
transmission planning response window, based on the time and date of the email containing the DPP 
submittal, and verify that the DPP is complete.  If a DPP sSubmittal Form was is received outside of the 
30-day transmission planning response window, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email that its 
submittal does not DPP has been disqualifiyed for consideration for incentive points.   

 

NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF INCOMPLETE DPP 
If SPP staff determines a DPP Ssubmittal Form is incomplete, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email 
and request missing information.  The notification will specify state what is lacking in the DPP 
submittal. The notification will be sent to the Submitter no later than 10 business days after the close 
of the transmission planning response window. 

The Submitter is permitted to remedy the deficiencies by the latest date of the following: 

• The end of the transmission planning response window; or  

• 10 days after SPP issues the notification using the date stamp of the issued email.  

If the additional information is not received within the required timeframe provided, or if the DPP is 
still incomplete, the SPP will notify the Submitter that DPP submittal will beis disqualified forrom 
consideration for incentive points.  

 
NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF ACCEPTED OR DISQUALIFIED DPP  
SPP will notify the Submitter via email of the acceptance of a DPP or the disqualification of a DPP.  
A stakeholder that submits a DPP Submittal Form which is equivalent to an existing DPP or 
Transmission Provider identified project in a later ITP assessment submitted in an assessment during 
the current three-year ITP planning cycle previous three years shall not be eligible for incentive points 
unless the stakeholder is the original Submitter. 

Comment [B2]: Matt points out that this is not 
required by the OATT. However are we precluded 
from leaving it in? 

Comment [NW3]: Staff to finalize 
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Exhibit A (Draft) 

Detailed Project Proposal (DPP)     DPP # ______________ 

Submittal Form Study:   ITPNT    ITP10   
This form must be completed for each DPP that is submitted to SPP in accordance 
with Section III.8.b. of Attachment O of the SPP Tariff and SPP Business Practice 
_____.  A completed DPP is valid for three (3) years; however, tThe DPP must be 
received within the 30-day DPP open window during the ITP process in order to be 
eligible for the Transmission Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”) incentive points.  If 
previously submitted, the DPP would have to be resubmitted during the DPP open 
window to remain eligible for TOSP Incentive Points. 

Submitter Company:______________________________________________ 
 
 Contact Name:______________________________________________ 
 
 Contact Phone/Email:________________________________________ 

 
DPP INFORMATION 
The information supplied by the Submitter must be sufficient to allow SPP to evaluate the project 
described in the DPP.  At a minimum, the DPP must include the information below. 

General Project Information 
Description of the Project:       

Supporting Documentation 
provided: 

One-line diagram(s):                    Yes     No 

Configuration(s):                         Yes     No 

PSS/E version ## IDEV:               Yes     No 

Proposed line routing:       

Preliminary transmission line 
engineering and design data: 

      

Preliminary substation 
engineering and design data: 

      

Comment [NW4]: Add ITP20 box 
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ITP Need(s) Addressed 
Describe the need(s) including 

need by date(s), applicable ITP 
future identified in the ITP 

process that this upgrade will 
address: 

      

Proposed Project Schedule 
Proposed project schedule 

including, at a minimum 
timelines for completing 
regulatory, right-of-way, 

environmental, engineering, 
procurement, construction 
activities, and expected in-

service date: 

      

Risk(s) Identification 
Describe any known or 

anticipated risk(s) to the project 
schedule: 

  None 

      

For any risk listed, please 
provide the recommended 

mitigation plan: 

  None 
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Environmental Impact(s) 
Describe any known or 

anticipated environmental 
impact(s): 

  None 

      

Engineering and Modeling Data Required 
Engineering and modeling data 

required by SPP: 

(termination points, bus 
numbers, voltage levels, MVA 
and MW rating, transformers) 

      

Changes to Modeling Assumptions 
Were any modeling assumptions 
modified from those used in the 

current ITP process? 

 
  Yes     No 

For any modifications to 
modeling assumptions made, 

please provide the identification 
and justification for the 

change(s): 
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Transmission Economic or Reliability Analysis 
Provide the results of any 
transmission economic or 

reliability analysis, if applicable: 

  N/A     Results provided (i.e., PSSE IDEV or PROMOD 
                   analysis provided with accompanying narrative)  

      

Other Information 
Other information provided 

(please list): 
      

 
 
Received by:______________________________________________  
 
 
Date/Time Received: _______________________________________ 
 

 
DPP Valid through (3 years from date received): _________________* 
*DPP must be resubmitted during ITP open window to be eligible to receive incentive points. 
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BPR Number BPR 050 BPR Title Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Project Posting 
Correlation 

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

TBD 

Impact Analysis Required 
 (Yes or No) 

Yes 

MMU Report Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

Requested Resolution 
(Normal or Urgent) Urgent 

Revision Description 
This business practice describes the process that will be used to 
determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP correlates to 
a transmission project being proposed to the SPP Board of 
Directors. 

Reason for Revision This is a new process resulting from SPP’s tariff revisions made to 
comply with FERC Order 1000. 

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 
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Working 
Group/Committee Review 
and Results 

BPWG – Reviewed 11/19/2013 
ORWG –  
RTWG –  
TWG –  
MOPC –  
SPCTF Order 1000 

 

Sponsor 
Name Lanny Nickell 

E-mail Address lnickell@spp.org 

Company SPP 

Company Address 201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223 

Phone Number 501-614-3232 

Fax Number  

  

 
 

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision 
 
 

 

Business Practice  
This revision will be a part of the Business Practiced created by BPR 049 and is being added to describe 
the process that will be used to determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP correlates to a 
transmission project being proposed to the SPP Board of Directors. 
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PUBLIC POSTING OF ACCEPTED DPP SUBMITTALS 
ALL ACCEPTED DPPS WILL BE POSTED PUBLICLY AFTER ALL SUBMITTERS HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED WHETHER THEIR DPP HAS 
BEEN ACCEPTED OR DISQUALIFIED. 
 

DPP SELECTION 
As necessary for stakeholder review in the planning process, descriptions of potential solutions will be 
provided to stakeholders for projects proposed via a DPP and for projects proposed by SPP staff. The 
final report1 of the applicable ITP assessment will identify which of the projects in the recommended 
portfolio were proposed via a DPP. This identification will include the name of the Submitter. 

SPP staff will use the following criteria to determine when a DPP submittal is the same as a 
transmission project in the recommended portfolio.  

• Transmission line voltage (same) 

• Termination points including transformers (same or similar and electrically equivalent2) 

• Equipment rating (within +50%) 

• Impedance (range -50/+50%) 

• (Placeholder for WG Input on other items) 

 

1 The final report is identified as the report submitted to the MOPC requesting their recommendation of approval to the 
SPP Board of Directors. 
2 Electrically equivalence determined by the listed range for impedance. Similar termination points determined if they are 
located within 15 miles. 

Formatted: Heading 2
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2015 ITP10 
Consolidation 
Methodology 

December 19th, 2013 
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Overview – Next Steps 

• MOPC Recommendation to the BOD: 
– Delete Future 3 and Staff move forward with Futures 1 

and 2; Delete the Final Portfolio Consolidation Section. 

• Next Steps – Staff Proposal 
– Utilize engineering criteria to consolidate projects from 

only 2 futures 

– Define criteria by project type 
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History – 2012 ITP10 Methodology 

• Reliability projects:   
– Included if the mitigated thermal violation exceeded 

100% in one future and exceeded 95% in the other 
future.  

– Included if the mitigated voltage violation occurred in 
both futures. 

• Economic projects:  Included if B/C > 1.0 in Future 1 

• Policy projects:  Included if appears in either future 
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Consolidation by Project Type 

• Economic – Include if: 
– The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the 

Future 1 portfolio 

– The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the 
Future 2 portfolio and greater than 0.7 in the Future 1 
portfolio 

• Policy – Include if: 
– The project addresses a policy need in Future 1 

– For Future 2 ESWG members recommended an 
additional economic threshold to select projects 
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Consolidation by Project Type 

• Reliability – Include if: 
– The project mitigates a thermal/voltage violation in 

Future 1 

– The project mitigates a thermal violation in Future 2 and 
loading above a threshold in Future 1.   
 Options: 

– 80% 
– 95% 
– Difference less than 40% between the two futures 

– The project mitigates a voltage violation in Future 2 and 
voltage below 0.92 pu in Future 1 
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ESWG - 2014 Meeting 
Schedule 

December 19th , 2013 
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Endorsed Schedule 

Jan 16th Dallas 
Feb 13th Dallas 
Mar 13th Dallas 
Apr 10th Dallas 
May 22nd Kansas City 
June 12th Dallas 
Jul 10th Dallas 
Aug 14th Omaha 
Sep 18th Dallas 
Oct 23rd Dallas 
Nov 13th Little Rock 
Dec 11th Dallas 

Date Location 
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Allocation of Reliability Benefits 
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DFAX Analysis for Reliability Projects 

• DFAX analysis will be used for the purposes of 
assignment of cost responsibility for Reliability Projects 

• SPP will calculate distribution factors (DFAX) which 
express the portion of a transfer of energy from a 
defined source to a defined sink that will flow across a 
specific transmission facility or group of transmission 
facilities 
– Expressed as decimal values or percentages 
– Represent a measure of the use by the load of each 

transmission zone of the required Reliability Project as 
determined by power flow analysis 
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DFAX Calculation 
• DFAX = (Post-shift power flow – Pre-shift power flow) / Total amount of power shifted 
• Total Amount of Power Shifted = Modeled incremental MW transfer to a given transmission 

zone 
• Pre-shift Power Flow = MW flow over specified transmission enhancement before the 

incremental MW transfer 
• Post-shift Power Flow = MW flow over specified transmission enhancement after the 

incremental MW transfer 
• When calculating DFAX: 

– All DFAX are calculated with respect to the specified transmission enhancement(s) that are subject to cost allocation 
– Use of a specified transmission enhancement is based on the DFAX to the aggregate load within a transmission zone 
– The calculation of DFAX shall be determined using linear matrix algebra, such that DFAX represent the ratio of (i) a 

change in MW flow on specified transmission enhancement to (ii) a change in MW transferred to aggregate load 
within a transmission zone 

– SPP shall calculate a DFAX for each transmission zone by modeling a transfer from all generation in the SPP region 
individually to the loads in each transmission zone 
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2015 ITP10 Metrics 

December 19, 2013 

140 of 154200 of 252213 of 364



Overview 

• ESWG has been tasked with reviewing the 
calculation of metrics going forward 
– ITP10 
– RCAR 2 

• Today – discuss metrics that have been developed 
previously 
– Focus will be on the calculation of metrics that have 

received more attention from stakeholders during ITP 
and the previous RCAR 
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Approved Metrics for the RCAR 

• Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings  

• Reduction of Emission Rates and Values 

• Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and 
Production Costs 

• Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects 

• Capacity Cost Savings due to Reduced On-Peak 
Transmission Losses 

• Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals 
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Other Metrics Developed by MTF (not used) 

• Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues 

• Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’ 
Minimum Required Margin 

• Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events 

• Reduced Loss of Load Probability 

• Marginal Energy Losses Benefits 
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Metrics for the 2015 ITP10 

• APC Savings 

• Value of Replacing Previously Approved Projects 

• Reduced Losses 

• Reduced Capacity Costs 

• Reduction of Emissions Rates and Values 

• Public Policy Benefits 

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 
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Metrics to be Discussed Today  

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Public Policy Benefits 

• Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 
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METRICS 
Calculation details 
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Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• MTF Report: “If part of the portfolio of transmission 
projects evaluated would be built to meet 
transmission reliability standards (i.e. classified as 
“reliability project” by the ITP Manual), then the 
starting point in evaluating the benefit of such 
reliability-project-portion of the evaluated portfolio 
would be to assume its benefit-to-cost ratio is at least 
1.0.” 
– Metric accounts for the reliability mandate 

– Benefits equal to costs 
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Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Relatively significant benefit 

• Benefits allocated to zones in the same manner as the 
costs (Highway/Byway) 

• Production cost savings due to reliability upgrades are 
additional to this benefit 
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Public Policy Benefits 

• MTF Report, regarding policy upgrades: “As with 
mandated reliability upgrades, the assumption is that 
the public policy makers have made a decision that 
public benefit is at least equal to the cost of 
implementing a public policy……the benefit is in 
achieving the goal, and the monetization of that 
benefit is in the cost of achieving the goal.” 
– Benefits equal to costs 
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Public Policy Benefits 

• Benefits allocated to zones in proportion to each 
zone’s share of unmet renewable energy goals. 
– Public Policy Benefit per zone = (% share of unmet 

goals) x (cost of upgrade)  

– If a zone has no public policy mandate or goal, or 
already meets their mandate or goal, their public policy 
benefit is zero 

• Production cost savings due to policy upgrades are 
additional to this benefit 
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Public Policy Benefits – Example 

• Policy Project Cost = $200 million 
– Then Public Policy Benefit = $200 million 

 

  
Unmet Renewable Goal 

(GWh) 
% Share of Unmet 
Renewable Goal 

Public Policy Benefit 
(millions $) 

Zone A 20 29% $57 
Zone B 40 57% $114 
Zone C 10 14% $29 
Zone D 0 0% $0 
Total 70 100% $200 
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• MTF Report:  “The 
availability of new 
transmission projects 
decreases congestion and 
increases the operational 
flexibility of the system to 
mitigate the impacts of 
transmission outages.” 

• Metric improves 
production cost simulations 
by including typical 
transmission outages 

 

Mitigation of transmission outage costs 

Typical 
Outages 

Production 
Cost 

Simulations 

Additional 
$$$ 

captured 
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Mitigation of transmission outage costs 

• Add set of historical transmission outages to 
production cost simulations 

• Benefit = APC BenefitWith Outages – APC BenefitWithout 
Outages 

– This metric is an adder to traditional APC Benefit 

• Since it is difficult to develop normalized transmission 
outage data that reliably reflects the outages that 
could affect each load zone, this benefit is calculated 
on an SPP-wide basis and allocated to zones based on 
a load ratio share. 
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Integrated System 
In 2015 ITP10 

January 16, 2014 
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Integrated System (IS) Inclusion In 2015 ITP10 
• Steps Completed 

– Renewable Survey 

– Load and Generation Review 

• In Process 
– Resource Plans 

– Siting Plan 

• Next Steps 
– Economic Model Development 

– Constraint Assessment 

– Benchmarking 

– Needs Assessment 

– Solution Development 2 
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IS Inclusion Plan per Milestone 
• Economic Model Development 

– Single model with IS included 

• Constraint Assessment 
– Use a single flowgate list including IS constraints 

• Benchmarking 
– SPP only historical data 

• Needs Assessment  
– Needs identified within SPP and IS 

– Seams needs defined based on IS membership decision 

• Solution Development 
– Single portfolio developed for SPP and IS 

3 
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Data Review and Vetting Schedule Proposal 

2015 ITP10  Milestone Provided for ESWG 
Review* 

Stakeholder Vetting* 

Renewable Survey 1/10/14 1/16/14 

Load Review 1/17/14 1/24/14 

Generation Review 1/17/14 1/24/14 

Renewable Resource Plan 1/10/14 1/16/14 

Conventional Resource Plan 1/23/14 1/30/14 

Siting Plan 1/29/14 2/5/14 

4 

*Staff estimates of potential completion dates 
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Metrics Review 

January 16th , 2014 

1 
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Overview 

• ESWG has been tasked with reviewing the 
calculation of metrics going forward 
– ITP10 
– RCAR 2 

• Today – continue discussion of metrics that have 
been developed previously 
– Focus will be on the calculation of metrics that have 

received more attention from stakeholders during ITP 
and the previous RCAR 
 

2 
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Approved Metrics for the RCAR 

• Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings  

• Reduction of Emission Rates and Values 

• Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and 
Production Costs 

• Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects 

• Capacity Cost Savings due to Reduced On-Peak 
Transmission Losses 

• Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 

• Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Public Policy Benefits 
3 
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Other Metrics Developed by MTF (not used) 

• Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues 

• Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’ 
Minimum Required Margin 

• Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events 

• Reduced Loss of Load Probability 

• Marginal Energy Losses Benefits 

4 
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Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• MTF Report: “If part of the portfolio of transmission 
projects evaluated would be built to meet 
transmission reliability standards (i.e. classified as 
“reliability project” by the ITP Manual), then the 
starting point in evaluating the benefit of such 
reliability-project-portion of the evaluated portfolio 
would be to assume its benefit-to-cost ratio is at least 
1.0.” 
– Metric accounts for the reliability mandate 

– Benefits equal to costs 

5 
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Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

• Relatively significant benefit 

• Benefits allocated to zones in the same manner as the 
costs (Highway/Byway) 

• Production cost savings due to reliability upgrades are 
additional to this benefit 

6 
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Potential Alternative for allocation – DFAX 
• DFAX analysis could be used for the purposes of 

assignment of cost responsibility for Reliability 
Projects 

• SPP will calculate distribution factors (DFAX) which 
express the portion of a transfer of energy from a 
defined source to a defined sink that will flow across a 
specific transmission facility or group of transmission 
facilities 
– Expressed as decimal values or percentages 
– Represent a measure of the use by the load of each 

transmission zone of the required Reliability Project as 
determined by power flow analysis 
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DFAX Calculation 
• DFAX = (Post-shift power flow – Pre-shift power flow) / Total amount of power shifted 

• Total Amount of Power Shifted = Modeled incremental MW transfer to a given 
transmission zone 

• Pre-shift Power Flow = MW flow over specified transmission enhancement before the 
incremental MW transfer 

• Post-shift Power Flow = MW flow over specified transmission enhancement after the 
incremental MW transfer 

• When calculating DFAX: 
– All DFAX are calculated with respect to the specified transmission enhancement(s) that are subject to cost 

allocation 

– Use of a specified transmission enhancement is based on the DFAX to the aggregate load within a transmission 
zone 

– The calculation of DFAX shall be determined using linear matrix algebra, such that DFAX represent the ratio of (i) 
a change in MW flow on specified transmission enhancement to (ii) a change in MW transferred to aggregate 
load within a transmission zone 

– SPP shall calculate a DFAX for each transmission zone by modeling a transfer from all generation in the SPP 
region individually to the loads in each transmission zone 
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Public Policy Benefits 

• MTF Report, regarding policy upgrades: “As with 
mandated reliability upgrades, the assumption is that 
the public policy makers have made a decision that 
public benefit is at least equal to the cost of 
implementing a public policy……the benefit is in 
achieving the goal, and the monetization of that 
benefit is in the cost of achieving the goal.” 
– Benefits equal to costs 

9 
227 of 252240 of 364



Public Policy Benefits 

• Benefits allocated to zones in proportion to each 
zone’s share of unmet renewable energy goals. 
– Public Policy Benefit per zone = (% share of unmet 

goals) x (cost of upgrade)  

– If a zone has no public policy mandate or goal, or 
already meets their mandate or goal, their public policy 
benefit is zero 

• Production cost savings due to policy upgrades are 
additional to this benefit 

 

10 
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Public Policy Benefits – Example 

• Policy Project Cost = $200 million 
– Then Public Policy Benefit = $200 million 

 

11 

  
Unmet Renewable Goal 

(GWh) 
% Share of Unmet 
Renewable Goal 

Public Policy Benefit 
(millions $) 

Zone A 20 29% $57 
Zone B 40 57% $114 
Zone C 10 14% $29 
Zone D 0 0% $0 
Total 70 100% $200 
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Potential Alternative for Benefit Allocation 

• Public Policy Benefit is allocated only to zones in the 
state in which the mandate/goal is driving the project 

• Example:  State X has renewable mandate, and 3 of 
the 4 SPP members in the state are short in meeting 
the mandate.  A new policy project ($200 M cost) 
enables renewable mandates to be met.   
– Public policy benefit is allocated only to these 3 zones 

12 

  
Unmet Renewable Goal 

(GWh) 
% Share of Unmet 
Renewable Goal 

Public Policy Benefit 
(millions $) 

Zone A 20 29% $57 
Zone B 40 57% $114 
Zone C 10 14% $29 
Zone D 0 0% $0 
Total 70 100% $200 230 of 252243 of 364



• MTF Report:  “The 
availability of new 
transmission projects 
decreases congestion and 
increases the operational 
flexibility of the system to 
mitigate the impacts of 
transmission outages.” 

• Metric improves 
production cost simulations 
by including typical 
transmission outages 

 

Mitigation of transmission outage costs 

13 

Typical 
Outages 

Production 
Cost 

Simulations 

Additional 
$$$ 

captured 
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Mitigation of transmission outage costs 

• Add set of historical transmission outages to 
production cost simulations 

• Benefit = APC BenefitWith Outages – APC BenefitWithout 
Outages 

– This metric is an adder to traditional APC Benefit 

• Since it is difficult to develop normalized transmission 
outage data that reliably reflects the outages that 
could affect each load zone, this benefit is calculated 
on an SPP-wide basis and allocated to zones based on 
a load ratio share. 

 

 14 
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Potential Alternative for Benefit Allocation 

• For APC Savings with no outages, calculate each zone’s 
benefit as a percentage of the total SPP benefit 

• Multiply each zone’s APC benefit % by the Mitigation 
of Transmission Outage Costs total benefit to 
determine that zone’s allocation of the Total Outage 
benefit 

15 
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2015 ITP10 
Schedule 

December 19th , 2013 
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APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013) 

2 

Scoping (Complete) 
17 wks 

2 

Policy Survey (Complete) 
9 wks 

Load & Gen Review (Complete) 
10 wks 20

13
 

Economic Model Development 
Above 

Milestones 

Resource Plan (√) 10 
4 wks 

2 wks 
Siting Plan (√) 

20 

5 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 236 of 252249 of 364



NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY 

20
14

 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-May 2014) 

3 

20
13

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Economic Assessment Econ Sols. 

Benchmarking 

Econ Model  
4wks 

Pol. Sols. Policy Assessment 

Constraint Assessment DC to AC Conversion  
2wks 

Order 1000 DPP 

Reliability Assessment Rel. Sols. 

2wks 

30 days 

21 
2wks 1wk 

13 1wk 

Siting Plan (√)      4 
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JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014) 

4 

20
14

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Order 1000 DPP 

Economic Solutions 

Policy Solutions 

Reliability Solutions 

Proj Group 

Consolidate Projects 

Project Staging 

Stability Assessm. 

Draft Report 

Final Assessment 

Metrics & Sensitivity 13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

Refinements & MOPC Approval 

14 

14 

14 18 

18 
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary 
 Task Name  Start  Finish Member Feedback  ESWG Approval 
 Scoping  April  October 17 weeks 10/2 
 Policy Survey   May  August 9 weeks 12/04 
 Load and Generation Review   May  September 10 weeks 9/5 
 Resource Plan   August  October 3 weeks 12/04 
 Siting Plan   September  October 2 weeks 12/04 
 Economic Model development  June  February 7 weeks Feb 21/2014 
 Benchmarking   November  January ’14 1 week Feb 13/2014 
 Constraint assessment - TWG Approval  November  January ’14 2 weeks 
 DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours   January  March 2 weeks 
 Reliability Assessment   March  May 

30 days  Reliability Solutions   May  July Aug 14/2014 
 Economic assessment  February  May 

30 days  Economic Solutions  April  July Aug 14/2014 
 Policy Assessment  February  May 

30 days  Policy Solutions  April  July Aug 14/2014 
 Stability Assessment   September  October 
 Project Grouping  July  August 1 week Sep 18/2014 
 Consolidate Projects  August  September Sep 18/2014 
 Project Staging   September  October Nov 13/2014 
 Draft Report  July  November 3 weeks Nov 13/2014 
 Final Assessment  September  November Nov 13/2014 
 Benefit Calculation   September  November 3 weeks Nov 13/2014 
 Refinements and MOPC Presentation  November  January ’15 

5 

20
13

 
20

14
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2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking 

January 16, 2013 
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Benchmarking Purpose 

• “…benchmarking will be used to assess the 
reasonability of the [PROMOD] simulations.” -2015 
ITP10 Scope 

 

• Catch errors and fine tune the results of PROMOD runs 

 

• Build confidence in the model through comparisons to 
historical data 

2 
241 of 252254 of 364



Benchmarking Process 

• Build 2013 economic model 
– 2024 economic model as base 

– Import 2013 powerflow model 

– Incorporate topology changes 

• Run model 

• Gather historical statistics and measurements 

• Compare to model results 

• Adjust inputs if needed for reasonable model behavior 

 

3 
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Benchmarking Data 

• Average system LMPs by area 

• Annual generation by area 

• Annual generation cost by area 

• Average energy costs by unit type ($/MWh) 

• Annual capacity factors by unit type 

4 
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System LMPs 
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*LMP by area is available in background material 
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System Operating and Spinning Reserves 

6 
*Specific numbers in background materials 
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SPP Operating and Spinning Reserves 

Monthly Operating Reserve Energy (GWh)

Monthly Spinning Reserve Energy (GWh)

Operating Reserve requirement (GWh)

Spinning Reserve Requirement (GWh)
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Annual Generation and Cost by Area 

7 

Area Generation 
(GWh) 

Total 
Generation 
Cost ($000) 

Average 
Energy Cost 

($/MWh) 
AECCAEPW 2832.47 72516.65 25.60 
AECCSWPA 884.05 24051.03 27.21 
AEPW 26233.75 753358.94 28.72 
COOPS 15.28 898.55 58.81 
EMDE 3514.99 89639.81 25.50 
ETEC 4143.69 127673.12 30.81 
GINPPD 1020.91 16427.22 16.09 
GMO 5654.78 122074.11 21.59 
GOLDEN 2052.98 78807.50 38.39 
GRDA 5889.01 148805.02 25.27 
HASTNPPD 584.27 9647.14 16.51 
INDN 840.72 16768.60 19.95 
KACY 2195.37 51619.85 23.51 
KCPL 22504.52 430194.81 19.12 
KEPCWERE 621.02 6862.44 11.05 
KPPMKEC 0.76 220.13 289.64 
KPPWERE 59.42 2785.95 46.89 
LES 3065.62 33869.57 11.05 

Area Generation 
(GWh) 

Total 
Generation 
Cost ($000) 

Average 
Energy Cost 

($/MWh) 
LUBBOCK 306.19 10623.02 34.69 
MEANNPPD 643.68 9085.45 14.11 
MIDW 681.31 14558.52 21.37 
MKEC 489.09 30180.33 61.71 
MUNIWERE 19.97 901.22 45.13 
NPPD 15865.39 197777.27 12.47 
OKGE 25402.23 642054.21 25.28 
OMPAAEPW 402.51 11295.16 28.06 
OMPAOKGE 1655.97 49585.70 29.94 
OPPD 13818.45 202905.01 14.68 
OPPDMUNO 845.76 15152.92 17.92 
OTHSPP 10629.10 317046.89 29.83 
SPCIUT 3827.17 98498.83 25.74 
SUNC 1811.59 33848.53 18.68 
SWPA 5854.72 37731.30 6.44 
SWPS 22295.02 605645.49 27.17 
WEFA 3512.65 112728.04 32.09 
WRI 25619.80 533859.96 20.84 
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Average Energy Costs and Capacity Factor 

Unit Type 2013 EIA PROMOD 
Average Energy Cost 

($/MWh) 
Nuclear 76.3% 88.1% 11.21 
Combined Cycle 36.6% 33.1% 31.63 
CT Gas 4.1% 4.9% 47.56 
Coal 69.6% 80.6% 21.17 
ST Gas 16.4% 6.1% 47.42 
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New Interconnection 
Local/Regional 
Impacts 

December 19th, 2013 
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Siting Plan Impacts 
• Potential overloading of generator outlet facilities near 

the Point of Interconnection  
– Creates reliability needs when connecting new generation 

– Potentially increases congestion in the region 

– Skews B/C ratio of economic projects 
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Proposed Methodology 
• Phase 1 

– Perform DC thermal analysis using Near Term 2019 and 
2024 summer peak powerflow models 

– Staff will develop solutions when the distribution factor 
(DF) is greater than 20% (GI methodology) 

– The generation outlet facilities will not be proposed for 
construction and cost allocation 

– Dispatch the proposed generation individually at nameplate 
capacity into the footprint (not including the host zone) 

– Run full N-1 

– Add generation outlet facilities to economic model  
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Value Added 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed generation 

• Mitigate generation interconnection related problems 
before needs assessment 

• Avoid regional cost allocation for generation outlet 
facilities 
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Delivery Point Interconnection Facilities 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed High Priority 

Loads 

• “ESWG members recommended to leverage HPILS Study 
transmission lines to connect the new loads”  
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

January 23rd, 2014 

Web Conference 

 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 

1. SPP Staff will provide more details about the methodology to identify local issues caused 
by new generation. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

January 23rd, 2014 

Web Conference 

 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions  

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) to order at 9:34 a.m., welcomed those in attendance. (Attachment 1 – Attendance List) 

There were 29 web conference participants representing 8 of 11 members.  

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) requested proxy statements. One proxy was identified, Greg Sweet (EMDE) 
proxy to Rick McCord (EMDE). (Attachment 2 – Proxies) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. The agenda was approved unanimously. (Attachment 3 – Agenda) 

A motion to approve the proposed agenda was made by Bennie Weeks (Xcel Energy) and 
seconded by Leon Howell (OGE).  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts 

Juliano Freitas (SPP staff) presented an idea to avoid the recommendation of NTC issuance for new 
transmission projects to mitigate local constraints caused by new generation added to the economic 
models as a result of the ITP10 Resource and Siting Plans. New generation potentially can create 
reliability needs, increase congestion in the region and also skew the benefit cost ratio of economic 
projects. SPP already has a well-defined process (Generation Interconnection Studies) to address 
problems caused by new generation; also members do not like the idea of issuing NTCs and paying for 
projects generated by non firm generation. Juliano explained, what SPP Staff simulated in September 
2013 (the simulations do not contain final resource and siting plans) to give members an idea about what 
kind of information staff can generate. Staff is proposing to follow the Generation Interconnection 
procedure to classify projects used to mitigate local problems; if the transmission distribution factor (TDF) 
is greater than 20%, projects developed to reduce the TDF will not be recommended for NTC issuance in 
the ITP10. ESWG members asked SPP Staff to provide more details about the proposed methodology; 
also, members will provide feedback by January 30th, this way SPP Staff can compile the information to 
present a final methodology on February 13th. (Attachment 4 – New Interconnection Local-Regional 
Impacts) 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:10 a.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Juliano Freitas, 

Secretary 
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Name
Alan Myers Webex
Amber Greb Webex
Ben Roubique (PWR Solutions) Webex
Bennie Weeks Webex
Bill Leung (NPRB) Webex
Bruce Walkup (AECC) Webex
Jerry Bradshaw Webex
Jon Shipman (OPPD) Webex
Juliano Freitas (SPP) Webex
Kaustubh Deshmukh Webex
Kelsey Allen (SPP) Webex
Kip Fox (AEP - Transource) Webex
Kirk Hall Webex
Kurt Stradley Webex
Leon Howell Webex
Michael Watt - OMPA Webex
Mike Collins, Guernsey Webex
Mike Knapp (OCC) Webex
Nathan McNeil Webex
Pat McCool Webex
Randy Collier (CUS) Webex
Rick McCord (EDE) Webex
Rosemary Mittal Webex
Sharma Webex
Tim Owens (NPPD) Webex
Tim Soles Webex
Trent A Campbell (OCC) Webex
Wayman Smith Webex
Jon Iverson (OPPD) Phone
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Greg Sweet (EMDE) proxy to Rick McCord (EMDE). 
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Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 
 

January 23rd, 2013 
Conference Call 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

9:30 am – 11:00 am 
 

1. Administrative items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................. Juliano Freitas (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda .................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts .................................................... Juliano Freitas (1 Hour) 

3. Closing Items ........................................................................................................................................ All 
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New Interconnection 
Local/Regional 
Impacts 

December 19th, 2013 
 

1 
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Siting Plan Impacts 
• Potential overloading of generator outlet facilities near 

the Point of Interconnection  
– Creates reliability needs when connecting new generation 

– Potentially increases congestion in the region 

– Skews B/C ratio of economic projects 
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Proposed Methodology 
• Phase 1 

– Perform DC thermal analysis using Near Term 2019 and 
2024 summer peak powerflow models 

– Staff will develop solutions when the distribution factor 
(DF) is greater than 20% (GI methodology) 

– The generation outlet facilities will not be proposed for 
construction and cost allocation 

– Dispatch the proposed generation individually at nameplate 
capacity into the footprint (not including the host zone) 

– Run full N-1 

– Add generation outlet facilities to economic model  
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Value Added 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed generation 

• Mitigate generation interconnection related problems 
before needs assessment 

• Avoid regional cost allocation for generation outlet 
facilities 
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Delivery Point Interconnection Facilities 
• Identify local issues caused by proposed High Priority 

Loads 

• “ESWG members recommended to leverage HPILS Study 
transmission lines to connect the new loads”  

 

 

 

 

5 
11 of 1111 of 11276 of 364



2015 ITP10 
Schedule

February 13th, 2014
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APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013)

Scoping (Complete)
17 wks

2

Policy Survey (Complete)
9 wks

Load & Gen Review (Complete)
10 wks20

13

Economic Model Development
Above 

Milestones

Resource Plan (√) 10
4 wks

2 wks
Siting Plan (√)

20

5

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 2
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NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY

20
14

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-May 2014)

20
13

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period

Economic Assessment Econ Sols.

Benchmarking

Econ Model 
4wks

Pol. Sols.Policy Assessment

Constraint Assessment DC to AC Conversion 
2wks

Order 1000 DPP

Reliability Assessment Rel. Sols.

2wks

30 days

21
2wks 1wk

131wk

Siting Plan (√) 4

3
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JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014)

20
14

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period

Order 1000 DPP

Economic Solutions

Policy Solutions

Reliability Solutions

Proj Group

Consolidate Projects

Project Staging

Stability Assessm.

Draft Report

Final Assessment

Metrics & Sensitivity 13

13

13

13

13

Refinements & MOPC Approval

14

14

14 18

18

4
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary
Task Name Start Finish Member Feedback ESWG Approval
Scoping April October 17 weeks 10/2
Policy Survey May August 9 weeks 12/04
Load and Generation Review May September 10 weeks 9/5
Resource Plan August October 3 weeks 12/04
Siting Plan September October 2 weeks 12/04
Economic Model development June February 7 weeks Feb 21/2014
Benchmarking November January ’14 1 week Feb 13/2014
Constraint assessment - TWG Approval November January ’14 2 weeks
DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours January March 2 weeks
Reliability Assessment March May

30 daysReliability Solutions May July Aug 14/2014
Economic assessment February May

30 daysEconomic Solutions April July Aug 14/2014
Policy Assessment February May

30 daysPolicy Solutions April July Aug 14/2014
Stability Assessment September October
Project Grouping July August 1 week Sep 18/2014
Consolidate Projects August September Sep 18/2014
Project Staging September October Nov 13/2014
Draft Report July November 3 weeks Nov 13/2014
Final Assessment September November Nov 13/2014
Benefit Calculation September November 3 weeks Nov 13/2014
Refinements and MOPC Presentation November January ’15

20
13

20
14

5
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2010 Strategic Plan
Update

Michael Desselle
Vice President, Process Integrity

January 2014

282 of 364



Our Vision of the Future
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Three Foundational Strategies
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Initiatives
• Implement Priority Projects
• Develop and implement Integrated 

Transmission Plan 
• Regional cost recovery
• Inter-regional optimization
• Operational optimization 

Three Foundational Strategies
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Initiatives
• Implement Day Ahead market with 

transmission congestion rights
• Implement reliability unit commitment 

process
• Incorporate operating reserves into Real 

Time Balancing and  
Day Ahead markets

• Implement Consolidated Balancing 
Authority

• Demand Response Integration
• Manage implementation

Three Foundational Strategies
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Initiatives
• Reliability excellence
• Benchmarking and measurement
• Enhance market monitoring tools
• Continuous process improvement
• Strategic membership expansion
• Communication and education

Three Foundational Strategies
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Strategic Initiative Overview
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Establishing the use of scenarios

• The finalization and internalization of key signposts 
along with the establishment of a process to monitor 
and report on material changes 

• Polling membership on what their organizations see as 
the key uncertainties will provide insight

• Benefit to communicating scenarios to key external 
constituencies
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Action Items

• Deliberative Approach

• Engaging now

• Seeking WG input by March/April

• To be consolidated with other input from WGs, 
stakeholders and the Board
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Questions to Guide Discussions

Assessment of where we are today (2014)
• Where are we now?

• What do you expect the future to look like (i.e., 
scenarios)?

• What are the risk and challenges for meeting the future 
scenarios?

• What are SPP’s strengths and weaknesses?

10
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Questions to Guide Discussions (cont.)

Assessment of where we want to go (5-10 year horizon)
• Based on the future scenarios (which could include 
probabilities);

o What are the threats?

o What are the opportunities?

• How can SPP:
o Help avoid the threats?

o Capture opportunities?

11
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EPA CO2 RULE – ISO/RTO COUNCIL RELIABILITY SAFETY VALVE AND REGIONAL COMPLIANCE 

MEASUREMENT AND PROPOSALS

I. Introduction

ISO/RTO Council (IRC) members play a key role in maintaining electric system reliability and operating 

wholesale markets for electricity in North America.1  Accordingly, the IRC has an interest in ensuring that 

the promulgation of environmental regulations is consistent with bulk electric system reliability and the 

economic efficiencies reflected in regional dispatches of electric power executed by ISOs/RTOs.

Typically, the IRC does not take positions on substantive policy issues related to the compliance 

structure of EPA programs.  However, the IRC members can serve as a resource to policymakers at the 

state and federal level to facilitate informed decisions that recognize the relationship between proposed 

environmental rules, electric system reliability, and economically efficient dispatch.   To this end, the IRC 

is interested in working with EPA, the States and all interested parties to implement a CO2 rule that 

respects electric system reliability and is compatible with efficient dispatch of the electric grid.  The 

proposals discussed below are intended to support this outcome.

 “Reliability Safety Valve” – a proposal to ensure that any federal CO2 rule or related State 

Implementation Plan (“SIP”) includes a process to assess, and, as relevant, to mitigate, electric 

system reliability impacts resulting from related environmental compliance actions.

 “Regional Compliance Measurement” – a proposal for EPA to consider allowing states through 

their SIPs to adopt a regional measurement mechanism for determining compliance with CO2 

rule obligations.2

A general discussion of the proposals is presented below.  These are preliminary concepts intended to 

promote further dialogue among policymakers, RTOs/ISOs and interested stakeholders; if adopted, the 

implementation details would have to be further developed.

                                                          
1

The IRC is comprised of the Alberta Electric System Operator (“AESO”), the California Independent System 
Operator, Inc. (“CAISO”), Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (“ERCOT”), the Independent Electricity System 
Operator of Ontario, Inc., (“IESO”), ISO New England, Inc. (“ISO-NE”), Midcontinent Independent System Operator, 
Inc., (“MISO”), New York Independent System Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”), PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”), and 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”).  The IESO and AESO are not subject to EPA jurisdiction and are not joining 
these comments.

2
This paper focuses on the above proposals, which are intended to mitigate the impact of the CO2 rule and/or 

state SIPs on electric system reliability and economically efficient dispatch.  The proposals call for reliability 
assessments of compliance impacts, where relevant, and the provision of an option for regional measurement 
associated with reductions directed by states through their individual SIP plans.  The participating ISOs/RTOs take 
no position on policy or legal matters related to the substantive structure of the CO2 rule / state SIPs beyond the 
matters discussed herein.
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II. Reliability Safety Valve Proposal

A. CO2 RSV Proposal Overview

The potential electric system reliability impacts of the CO2 rule cannot be determined until the 

compliance parameters of the program are proposed.  However, there are preventative measures that 

could be put in place in the proposed Rule to mitigate potential impacts to electric system reliability 

regardless of the final CO2 rule compliance policies and rules.  Specifically, a “reliability safety valve” 

(RSV) that provides for reliability assessments and solutions, as well as the requisite compliance and/or 

enforcement flexibility to implement the reliability solutions, would achieve this goal.  

The RSV proposal can help to ensure outcomes that address reliability issues without affecting the 

policies underlying the CO2 rule compliance design.  In 2012, the IRC worked with EPA to establish an 

enforcement policy related to the MATS rule that reflects the RSV concept.  Although the RSV proposal 

for the CO2 rule differs slightly, the underlying reliability proposition is the same – allow for electric 

system reliability impact reviews related to compliance requirements and, where relevant, provide for 

appropriate compliance and/or enforcement flexibility to accommodate solutions to mitigate issues that 

would otherwise compromise reliability requirements.  

The final rule could allow implementation of this proposal by incorporating a reliability review 

conducted by the relevant system operator,3 working with the states and relevant reliability regulators, 

prior to finalization and approval of the SIP.4  The review would identify the reliability issues and 

solutions.5  The RSV process would then provide for appropriate regulatory review and approval of the 

reliability assessment and solution.  Next, the RSV process would accommodate the reliability solution 

under the CO2 rule and/or SIP by providing for appropriate compliance and/or enforcement flexibility 

while a long-term reliability solution is developed and implemented.

                                                          
3

The proposals presented herein are IRC proposals and are based on the IRC members’ functional ISO/RTO roles in 
the context of organized electricity markets – i.e., ISO / RTO regions.  Although vertically integrated regions may 
differ in the manner of dispatch, the dispatch is still done on a regional basis.  Therefore, the proposed reliability 
reviews could also be accomplished in non-RTO regions albeit with certain additional safeguards if deemed 
necessary by the appropriate regulator.  The IRC is not representing that these proposals are in any way supported 
or endorsed by any other entities other than the IRC members.  

4
Reliability issues typically arise when environmental regulations impact the availability of generation capacity to 

the system operator in executing its security constrained economic dispatch function.  RSV reliability reviews 
would usually only be necessary if the CO2 rule and/or related SIPs affect the availability of generation capacity.  
Accordingly, different compliance approaches will likely vary with respect to potential electric system reliability 
impacts.  

5
Proposed reliability solutions would be narrowly tailored to minimize deviations from applicable environmental 

compliance/enforcement obligations.  Although reliability reviews would estimate how long a solution is needed, 
the process should include periodic reassessments of the need for the solution.  Potential reliability solutions 
include, but are not limited to, short term retention of capacity where such capacity may otherwise be unavailable 
due to the application of the CO2 rule and prospective transmission solutions.
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B. Differences between CO2 RSV Proposal and MATS RSV Process 

The MATS reliability safety valve (RSV) proposal allowed non-compliant capacity needed for reliability to 

operate beyond the scheduled compliance date of the rule.  Because the MATS rule was applied on a 

unit specific basis relative to set compliance dates, the reliability/resource adequacy impacts could be 

identified and addressed in a timeframe proximate to the initial compliance date without the need for 

ongoing reliability assessments.  Static reliability assessments may not be adequate in all cases for 

compliance with CO2 regulation.  The final rule should allow for the use of a “rolling” RSV process to 

assess system reliability on a prospective basis at multiple stages both prior to the SIP being finalized 

and approved and at various steps during its implementation, as necessary.  

C. CO2 RSV Process Should Address Conflicts Between SIPs

It is possible that compliance approaches in one SIP can create a regional reliability issue affecting 

another state.  For example, a SIP could restrict the output of a generator within its borders.  When that 

limitation is reflected in the regional dispatch, it could create a transmission security issue in another 

state(s) within the region, or even in a neighboring region.  Similarly, that SIP limitation on the unit could 

compromise the regional reserve margin obligation.  The CO2 rule RSV can be used to address potential 

conflicts that could arise between state SIPs and RSV reliability assessments/solutions in multi-state 

regional dispatch areas.  To mitigate potential conflicts between state SIPs and system reliability/reserve

margin assessments, the CO2 rule should allow for SIP plans that may impact neighboring states 

(regardless of the region) to be structured so that regional reliability issues and solutions can be 

identified and developed, respectively, pursuant to the RSV process.

Details for the CO2 rule RSV mechanism(s) would have to be developed, but a reasonable approach 

would be for the RSV framework, as introduced in the following section, to be generally described and 

allowed for under the EPA rule, with implementation procedures established via the state SIPs.  

D. CO2 Rule RSV Structure / Use Summary

Consistent with the above discussion, the core components of the proposed CO2 rule RSV proposal 

would include the following:

 The CO2 rule should establish an ongoing RSV process to assess and address electric system 

reliability/resource adequacy issues that may arise as a result of compliance impacts related to 

the EPA rule and state SIPs.  The basic structure of this process would include the following:

o A reliability review procedure conducted by the relevant system operator that can be used 

on a rolling basis, as necessary, within the context of the CO2 rule and/or SIPs;

o Long-term reliability solutions that accommodate the new carbon rules would need to be 

sought; but if a long-lead time is necessary to implement such a solution, interim measures, 

such as keeping units on line until the long-term solution is available, may be necessary; 

o Appropriate regulatory review and approval of the reliability assessments and solutions 

performed pursuant to the reliability review procedure (proposed reliability solutions would 

be narrowly tailored to accommodate the interim reliability assessment/solution);
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o Compliance and/or enforcement flexibility to accommodate the interim reliability 

assessment(s)/solution(s);

o Periodic reassessments of the need to continue the interim reliability solution; 

 The CO2 rule RSV process should be utilized to support the establishment of compliance dates 

that are consistent with maintaining electric system reliability while long-term carbon-compliant 

reliability solutions are implemented;

 The CO2 rule and state SIPs should establish compliance program measures that recognize the 

need to maintain electric system reliability and resource adequacy requirements on an ongoing 

basis;6

 A process to align state SIPs in multi-state regional dispatch areas with regional reliability issues 

involving multiple states that are identified in the RSV process.  This would include issue 

identification via the RSV process and a coordination process between EPA, its sister agencies 

charged by federal or state law with ensuring bulk power reliability, the affected states and the 

RSV reliability assessment entities (i.e. the relevant system operators).  This review would 

facilitate the identification of cross-state reliability impacts associated with specific SIPs, and 

would enable the coordination of all requisite authorities to ensure they are managed efficiently 

and effectively under the CO2 rule.

III. Regional Compliance Measurement Proposal

The involvement of states is central to the regulatory program embodied in Section 111(d) of the Clean 

Air Act.  SIPs are the key vehicles under Section 111(d) for regulating the affected pollutant – in this case 

greenhouse gases.7

Although this paradigm contemplates individual state controls on GHG emissions, the nature of GHG is 

such that the location of specific emission sources is not nearly as relevant as the overall nationwide (if 

not worldwide) reduction in GHG emissions. As a result, coordinated regulatory programs among states 

can help to ensure that the efficiencies of least cost compliance across a regional, if not national, 

footprint can be maximized.  

Current electric industry market structures provide a platform for capturing the efficiencies of a 

coordinated regulatory scheme across multiple states.  Specifically, regions subject to a single integrated 

dispatch can provide an effective measurement area for relevant state implementation plans and 

measuring their impact.  States that choose to adopt such an approach already participate in a regional 

electric system dispatch.  Use of a regional measurement of emissions reductions in their SIPs across 

that same footprint is consistent with their existing participation in regional dispatch to meet the state’s 

load requirements.  In the 2/3rds of the nation that have embraced Independent System Operators and 

Regional Transmission Organizations (“ISOs/RTOs”), the ability to measure and maximize efficiencies can 

                                                          
6

This flexibility will facilitate effective and efficient reliability solutions regardless of whether the state is a single 
state regional dispatch area or part of a multi-state regional dispatch area.

7
EPA has designated greenhouse gases a “pollutant” for purposes of Clean Air Act Section 111(d) regulation.
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occur over very large individual RTO/ISO regions. Presently, RTOs/ISOs geographic footprint covers 

approximately 2/3rds of the nation, encompassing regions that cover all or parts of 38 of the 50 states 

plus the District of Columbia.  ISOs/RTOs serve approximately 75% of national d

ISOs/RTOs centrally dispatch power plants within their footprint based on the marginal cost of operation 

of each individual unit as reflected in bids submitted to the ISO/RTO on a day

dispatching generation resources across the I

the next MW of electricity, the economic efficiencies of the generation fleet is maximized for each hour 

of the operating day across the entire RTO footprint.

internalize environmental compliance costs while still ensuring least cost compliance with 

                                                          
8

Each ISO/RTO also addresses real time deviations from the load and generation forecast by accepting bids to 
balance load and demand each hour in real time.

9
Moreover, through coordinated dispatch embodied in seams agreements, efficiencies are also captured to 

manage congestion across ISO/RTO borders.

5

vidual RTO/ISO regions. Presently, RTOs/ISOs geographic footprint covers 

approximately 2/3rds of the nation, encompassing regions that cover all or parts of 38 of the 50 states 

plus the District of Columbia.  ISOs/RTOs serve approximately 75% of national demand.

ISOs/RTOs centrally dispatch power plants within their footprint based on the marginal cost of operation 

of each individual unit as reflected in bids submitted to the ISO/RTO on a day -

dispatching generation resources across the ISO/RTO footprint based on the marginal cost to produce 

the next MW of electricity, the economic efficiencies of the generation fleet is maximized for each hour 

of the operating day across the entire RTO footprint.9  Supply bids submitted by generators effe

internalize environmental compliance costs while still ensuring least cost compliance with 

Each ISO/RTO also addresses real time deviations from the load and generation forecast by accepting bids to 
balance load and demand each hour in real time.

coordinated dispatch embodied in seams agreements, efficiencies are also captured to 
manage congestion across ISO/RTO borders.

vidual RTO/ISO regions. Presently, RTOs/ISOs geographic footprint covers 

approximately 2/3rds of the nation, encompassing regions that cover all or parts of 38 of the 50 states 

emand.

ISOs/RTOs centrally dispatch power plants within their footprint based on the marginal cost of operation 

ahead basis.8  By 

SO/RTO footprint based on the marginal cost to produce 

the next MW of electricity, the economic efficiencies of the generation fleet is maximized for each hour 

Supply bids submitted by generators effectively 

internalize environmental compliance costs while still ensuring least cost compliance with 

Each ISO/RTO also addresses real time deviations from the load and generation forecast by accepting bids to 

coordinated dispatch embodied in seams agreements, efficiencies are also captured to 
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environmental requirements.10  The regional centralized dispatch undertaken by ISOs/RTOs is known as 

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).11  

The footprint over which units are dispatched pursuant to SCED provides a ready measurement area 

usable by states, at their option, for determining a least cost compliance program over a very large 

multi-state region---one that can optimize the efficiency and effectiveness of a compliance program 

across a broad fleet of generators and demand response resources. 

In short, states in ISO/RTO regions already share in the benefits and costs of the efficient dispatch of the 

fleet, notwithstanding state boundaries, making the regional measurement option a consideration that 

is consistent with their participation in a regional SCED.  Moreover, the regional dispatch can serve as an 

efficient regional measurement area that can be utilized by existing regional greenhouse gas initiatives 

or any such future multi-state agreements. 

Furthermore, the SCED model can also be used by states to test the economic impacts of various 

environmental compliance strategies across state lines.  RTOs/ISOs have the modeling tools to assist the

states in testing various alternative scenarios which they can use as a resource as they look to devise a 

least cost multi-state solution using the SCED model.

In summary, by participating in the dispatch of all generation across the large ISO/ RTO footprint, states 

effectively share the costs and benefits of regional dispatch solutions rather than require that 

generation dispatch occur solely within their state’s boundaries.  Since environmental costs are inherent 

in the cost structure of generation resources, the integrated regional dispatch ensures that all loads in a 

multi-state region collectively fund, in part, the costs of environmental compliance for a power plant in 

return for being able to share in the lower cost output of that distant unit.  This arrangement facilitates 

the achievement of the lowest cost of power in a given hour consistent with compliance with existing 

environmental regulations.  

Given that the relevant states effectively share the environmental costs in return for maximizing 

efficiencies and cost reduction across a very large footprint, the IRC proposes that in its Final Rule EPA 

should allow states, at their option, to utilize reductions achieved across the regional dispatch footprint 

in measuring compliance pursuant to the individual state’s SIP.  Even if no agreement can be reached 

among states on particular compliance strategies, EPA can assure that the efficiencies of a multi-state 

dispatch are explicitly recognized via a regional measurement option in the Final Rule when states 

develop their SIPs so as to make the cost of compliance more efficient and measurable across a large 

region.12  At a minimum, in the Final Rule EPA should recognize that for purposes of measuring 

compliance, it will be open to SIP plans that look at the region over which power plants are dispatched 

                                                          
10

The only limitation on economic dispatch across the entire fleet results from the need to dispatch units out of 
merit order to ensure that transmission security is maintained.

11
For a discussion of the benefits of SCED see Attachment A to this report.

12
For states in more than one RTO, recognition will need to be given that the proper measurement may need to be 

examined with reference to each of the RTOs serving customers in that state.
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using SCED.  EPA’s recognition of a regional measurement option in its final rule as one means for 

defining the area over which emissions reductions will be measured will help to facilitate cost effective 

and efficient implementation of the GHG rule under Section 111(d) of the Clean Air Act.  

IV. Conclusion

The above discussion describes two conceptual frameworks to address potential reliability impacts 

resulting from the CO2 rule and provide an efficient and effective regional measurement approach for 

assessing compliance.  These proposals can be implemented without compromising or limiting the 

potential compliance options available to achieve the goals of the CO2 program.  Of course, if adopted, 

the implementation details would have to be further developed.  The IRC looks forward to discussing 

these proposals with the EPA, the states, and all other interested parties. 
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ATTACHMENT A – SCED BENEFITS SUMMARY DISCUSSION

In the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Congress directed the FERC and states to undertake a study of the 

economic benefits of SCED. That study, released on July 31, 2006, included analyses from regional joint 

boards around the nation. As an example, the regional joint board covering the 26-state PJM/MISO 

region found: 

“The broader regional resources available to the RTOs (as contrasted from individual utility dispatch) 

results in a dispatch stack containing generators from all generating-owning members of the RTOs and 

some generation resources outside the RTOs. Uncoordinated and separate dispatches by different 

individual utility companies in response to constraints (under most circumstances) would not be the 

same as an area-wide dispatch coordinated by each RTO, given the scope of the RTOs. It is also 

noteworthy that the sum of stand-alone dispatches by individual utility companies is not the same as a 

regional least cost dispatch where there are transmission constraints that affect and in turn are affected 

by the dispatch of multiple utility companies throughout the region. That there are economic and 

operational benefits from pooling generation resources is almost axiomatic. Other factors held constant, 

separate dispatches would inevitably result in higher total production costs to serve load.”

Appendix D, p. 8 to “Security Constrained Economic Dispatch: Definitions, Practices, Issues and 

Recommendations: A Report to Congress Regarding Recommendations of Regional Joint Boards for the 

Study of Economic Dispatch Pursuant to Section 223 of the Federal Power Act as Added by Section 1298 

of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.”13

                                                          
13

The entire report can be found at: http://www.ferc.gov/industries/electric/indus-act/joint-boards/final-cong-

rpt.pdf
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Expected Case
Driver Consensus / Alignment*

Environmental / General 
Regulation & Legislation

• Water use will be more constrained, eventually leading to mandated closed loop cooling
• Regulations will generally become more restrictive but will be limited by cost pressure.
• * Differing views of the PTC/Renewable incentives

Commodity Prices
• Oil and agriculture prices will continue to have price pressure to the upside
• * Natural gas prices – two groups indicated $5-$7/MMBtu real prices going forward, one $4-$6 with 

a cap at $6/MMBtu

Economy / Growth • Growth overall of 1% to 2% across the region
• Growth will be uneven driven by industrial and agricultural differences 

Technological Innovation • Gas will replace coal on the margins as plants are retired, eventually nuclear as well
• Distributed generation will make no material impact, EE/DR will continue with regulatory support

Consumer Perceptions • Consumers will have no real economic alternative to the current generation model
• Consumers will continue to struggle economically and cost will be a key concern

* Differing views to be resolved

1
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Scenario Summary – Gas Supply Bust

Driver Scenario Outcome

Environmental / 
General Regulation & 

Legislation

• Cheap and abundant gas allows environmental regulations to continue pressure on coal and nuclear 
plants, significant retirements result

• Fracking techniques are significantly curtailed as a result of the externality

Commodity Prices

• Initially gas prices are low in the $3-$4/MMBtu range.  Post anti-fracking regulations, prices exceed 
$8/MMBtu on a real basis

• Electric wholesale prices rise dramatically with new reliance on gas generation – remaining coal and 
nuclear plants reap windfall profits

Economic Growth
• Economic growth slows as energy costs increase 
• Regions relying on agriculture/irrigation and oil/gas development are disproportionately hit as higher 

energy costs and regulations limit production

Technological 
Innovation

• Technologies that consume natural gas flourish initially in the low price environment
• Renewable and solid fuel generation make a come back in the higher gas price environment

Consumer Perceptions • Consumer support of fracking evaporates as a result of significant environmental problems
• Potential for backlash as utilities are blamed for price increases by politicians and activists

Scenario 
Summary

Natural gas supply is abundant for the first 5 years of the scenario but then is significantly 
curtailed as a result of regulation brought on by external influence (e.g. water table fouling, 
earth quakes, etc.) .  The change is supported by the public as necessary and prudent.

2
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Scenario Summary – Water Shortage

3

Driver Scenario Outcome

Environmental / General 
Regulation & Legislation

• Large scale use of water is highly scrutinized
• Ethanol, irrigation, power generation and other industrial water usage is significantly impacted
• Closed loop water processes are all that is acceptable

Commodity Prices
• Closed loop fracking is mandatory adding $0.50/MMBtu to natural gas prices and minimally to oil 

fracking 
• Agriculture prices rise significantly as irrigation is curtailed and production falls

Economic Growth
• Decline in agricultural production significantly impacts SPP load growth
• Loss of load from irrigation combined with depopulation cause demand to decline at a rate 

approaching 1% per year over the period

Technological Innovation • All thermal power generation must use closed loop cooling – new and existing
• Renewable and other low water use technologies become competitive relative to thermal generation

Consumer Perceptions
• Drought is visible and bad enough to focus  public attention on significant restrictions (and associated 

costs) in water use on an industrial scale
• Impact of the drought overcomes in large part consumers cost sensitivity

Scenario 
Summary

A drought of significant duration (5+ years) settles over  the central US.  The loss of ground 
and surface water cause significant changes in the public perception and regulatory 
treatment of water usage.
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Scenario Summary – Infrastructure Attacked

Driver Scenario Outcome

Environmental / General 
Regulation & Legislation • Security regulations drive new standards and regulations that significantly impact the energy industry

Commodity Prices • Disruption driven scarcity pricing in the very near term relative to the intrusions
• Incremental price pressure in the longer term due to security and reliability requirements

Economic Growth
• Disrupted on a very short term basis with return to modest growth
• Energy industry become a focus for security related investments in both physical and cyber 

infrastructure

Technological Innovation

• Significant investment in physical and cyber security infrastructure drives innovation and technology 
development

• Gas pipeline and electric transmission reliability standards drive investment
• Gas and electric flexibility, diversity, and de-centralization becomes critical – distributed generation 

makes significant penetration into the market

Consumer Perceptions
• Consumers feel a significant impact from the disruptions in the near term
• Consumers demand and vigorously pursue more reliability, often in  distributed or de-centralized 

technology (on site generation, fuel cells, PV solar, etc.)

Scenario 
Summary

Both physical and cyber intrusions are systematically conducted against the nation’s 
infrastructure.  The federal government makes significant and rapid policy changes in the 
area of cyber-security.  Public perception of the cost/reliability shifts heavily to reliability.

4
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Challenging the conventional wisdom of the Expected Case and the 
implications of the scenarios for SPP’s Strategic planning 

Scenario Challenge to the Expected Case

Gas Supply 
Bust

• Rapid regulatory change
• Significantly higher natural gas prices
• Rapid negative change in demand

Water 
Shortage

• Natural events transform the industry
• Rapid regulatory change
• Rapid change in consumer preference
• Rapid negative change in demand

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

• External (third party) events transform 
the industry

• Rapid regulatory change
• Rapid change in consumer preference

IMPLICATIONS & KEY QUESTIONS

Although on different “vectors”, many 
of the same drivers are impacted 
similarly across the scenarios

• Regulatory shifts
• Commodity price step changes
• Negative demand
• Consumer preference shifts

How can the organization anticipate 
changes of this nature?  What are the 
signposts?
How can the organization maintain 
flexibility in its decision making?
Beyond cyber-security and drought, 
what other external events can have a 
transformational impact on the 
business?

305 of 364



Environmental / General Regulation & Legislation - Observations and Signposts

POTENTIAL SIGNPOSTS

In the expected case and in each of the 
scenarios, a rollback in regulations as they 
currently exist is not contemplated

Each of the scenarios can be viewed as 
describing the impact of a variety of 
different but “aggressive” regulatory 
programs

OBSERVATIONS

Change in administration (2 elections in the 
time frame)

Change of congressional (either House of 
Senate) control

Significant events related to the 
environment resulting from man-made 
activities

Consumer (voter) sentiment evolution

Significant change in current economic 
conditions 

Rollback of Current 
Regulations

“Expected” Regulatory 
Change Rate

Rapid Restrictive Change

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

Gas Supply 
Bust

Water 
Shortage

6
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Commodity Prices (natural gas) - Observations and Signposts 

POTENTIAL SIGNPOSTS

In all of the scenarios, the price spread (3x 
to 4x) between natural gas and oil is 
maintained

All of the scenarios anticipate price 
pressure to the high side for agricultural 
products

Persistently low natural gas prices 
(<$4/MMBtu) are not considered relevant 
and/or likely enough for scenario 
consideration

OBSERVATIONS

External events related to fracking activities

• Earthquakes

• Contamination

• Geo-political

Technological innovation

Global development of shale extraction 
techniques

Shocks to other commodities (copper, steel, 
concrete, etc.)

$2-$3 / 
MMBtu

$4-$7 /
MMBtu (Expected)

$8+ /
MMBtu

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

Gas Supply 
Bust

Water 
Shortage

7
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Economic Growth (SPP load growth) - Observations and Signposts 

POTENTIAL SIGNPOSTS

Growth rates shown are averages and 
reflect a range of higher growth areas (Ag, 
E&P) and lower growth areas

None of the scenarios anticipates growth 
rates significantly greater than is currently  
expected

Significant growth improvement on an 
economy-wide  basis is not contemplated in 
any of the scenarios

OBSERVATIONS

Geo-political events

Change in regulations

Technological innovation, particularly in 
E&P business

Technological change – superconducting 
transmission, distributed generation, 
advanced manufacturing, etc.

Major change in water availability

< 1%
“Low”

1.5% - 2%
“Expected”

3+%
“High”

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

Gas Supply 
Bust

Water 
Shortage

8
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Technological Innovation - Observations & Signposts

POTENTIAL SIGNPOSTS

The scenarios do not contemplate 
technological innovation as an “initiator” 
event driving all other outcomes

The rate of change considered in the 
scenarios is well short of transformational 
in nature

The fundamental/competitive nature of the 
current generating model is not materially 
challenged in any of the scenarios

OBSERVATIONS

Advances in key foundational sciences:

• Physics, chemistry, materials

• Etc.

Step change in transformative technologies

• Solar panel prices / efficiency

• Fuel cells

• Superconducting transmission

• Etc.

Slow rate of 
Change

“Expected” Rate 
of Change

Rapid Rate 
of Change

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

Gas Supply 
Bust

Water 
Shortage

9
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Consumer Perceptions - Observations and Signposts

POTENTIAL SIGNPOSTS

The scenarios do not contemplate 
consumer sentiment as an “initiator” event 
driving all other outcomes

The consumer is never offered an 
“alternative” to the current energy delivery 
model (10 year time frame is too short)

OBSERVATIONS

Direction of the “culture”

• Media & Entertainment

• Educational focus

Instances / areas of high technology 
advancement / adoption rates

• Communication

• Transportation

• Entertainment

Energy technology “breakthroughs”

Slow Rate of 
Change

“Expected” Rate of 
Change

Rapid Rate 
of Change

Infra-
structure 
Attacked

Gas Supply 
Bust

Water 
Shortage

10
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New Interconnection 
Local/Regional 
Impacts

February 13th, 2014

1
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2015 ITP10 Study Impacts
• Potential overloading of generator outlet facilities near 

the Point of Interconnection 
– Creates reliability needs when connecting new generation

– Potentially increases congestion in the region

– Skews B/C ratio of economic projects

2
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Value Added
• Identify local issues caused by proposed generation

• Mitigate generation interconnection related problems 
prior to needs assessment

• Avoid regional cost allocation for generation outlet 
facilities

3
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Proposed Methodology

• Phase 1 – Constraint Assessment
• Phase 2 – Pre Reliability Assessment
• Phase 3 – Reliability Assessment

4
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Proposed Methodology
• Phase 1 – Constraint Assessment

– SPP Staff analyzed in detail summer peak hour (July 19th, 5 
PM) and off peak hour (April 6th, 4 AM)

– SPP Staff analyzed the 8760 hours to check elements 
overloading more than 1000 hours

– Constraints located near new generation not included in 
event file

– Issues regarding elements overloaded connected to new 
generation are passed to Phase 2

5
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Proposed Methodology
• Phase 2 – Pre Reliability Assessment

– Perform DC thermal analysis using MUST on 2024 ITP10 
Model peak hour

– Dispatch the proposed generation individually at nameplate 
capacity into the footprint. 

– Ramp down generation in areas far away from host zone

– Run full N-1 (+100 kV)

– Monitor elements near generation being dispatched

– Develop interconnection upgrades when transfer 
distribution factor (TDF) of new generation is greater than 
20% (GI methodology) 

6
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Proposed Methodology – Cont’d
– Add generation outlet facilities to economic model but not 

the event file.

– The generation outlet facilities will not be proposed for 
construction and cost allocation

– New generation interconnecting to an existing flowgate will 
be addressed specifically to determine if flowgate continues 
to be an issue

• Phase 3 – Reliability Assessment
– Full ACCC analysis

 Classify facilities added for new generation interconnection as 
potential service upgrades

 Classify remainder of violations as potential reliability needs
7
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2015 ITP10 
Benchmarking

February 13, 2014
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Benchmarking Purpose

• “…benchmarking will be used to assess the 
reasonability of the [PROMOD] simulations.” -2015 
ITP10 Scope

• Catch errors and fine tune the results of PROMOD runs

• Build confidence in the model through comparisons to 
historical data

2
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Benchmarking Process

• Build 2013 economic model
– 2024 economic model as base

– Import 2013 powerflow model

– Incorporate topology changes

• Run model

• Gather historical statistics and measurements

• Compare to model results

• Adjust inputs if needed for reasonable model behavior

3
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Benchmarking Data

• Average system LMPs by area

• Annual generation by area

• Annual generation cost by area

• Average energy costs by unit type ($/MWh)

• Annual capacity factors by unit type

4
321 of 364



System LMPs

*LMP by area is available in background material
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System Operating and Spinning Reserves

*Specific numbers in background materials
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Annual Generation and Cost by Area
Area Generation 

(GWh)

Total 
Generation 
Cost ($000)

Average 
Energy Cost 

($/MWh)
AECCAEPW 2,912.02 74,822.71 25.69
AECCSWPA 827.69 22,588.79 27.29
AEPW 26,797.96 778,709.76 29.06
COOPS 12.51 804.81 64.35
EMDE 3,477.34 88,905.54 25.57
ETEC 4,468.80 138,762.20 31.05
GINPPD 1,079.36 17,252.78 15.98
GMO 5,972.66 129,386.98 21.66
GOLDEN 2,618.74 97,679.81 37.30
GRDA 4,379.95 108,750.46 24.83
HASTNPPD 690.63 11,447.03 16.57
INDN 903.12 18,699.16 20.71
KACY 2,439.80 57,836.03 23.71
KCPL 23,038.44 443,291.42 19.24
KEPCWERE 621.02 6,862.44 11.05
KPPMKEC 0.39 117.91 299.58
KPPWERE 57.59 2,522.01 43.79
LES 3,236.85 38,099.16 11.77

Area Generation 
(GWh)

Total 
Generation 
Cost ($000)

Average 
Energy Cost 

($/MWh)
LUBBOCK 336.01 11,621.44 34.59
MEANNPPD 678.98 9,631.67 14.19
MIDW 715.05 14,838.63 20.75
MKEC 450.46 27,497.50 61.04
MUNIWERE 25.99 1,129.41 43.46
NPPD 18,493.85 227,835.52 12.32
OKGE 25,461.03 648,088.65 25.45
OMPAAEPW 402.01 11,285.16 28.07
OMPAOKGE 1,570.97 46,944.60 29.88
OPPD 13,896.74 204,872.18 14.74
OPPDMUNO 925.74 16,630.03 17.96
OTHSPP 10,836.57 325,482.81 30.04
SPCIUT 3,858.40 100,131.91 25.95
SUNC 1,862.57 34,577.76 18.56
SWPA 5,661.48 38,476.08 6.80
SWPS 22,319.11 607,057.90 27.20
WEFA 3,520.96 110,986.76 31.52
WRI 25,974.14 516,929.68 19.90

7
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Average Energy Costs and Capacity Factor

Unit Type 2013 EIA PROMOD
Average Energy Cost 

($/MWh)
Nuclear 76.3% 93.3% 11.22
Combined Cycle 36.6% 28.5% 31.83
CT Gas 4.1% 5.3% 45.87
Coal 69.6% 73.5% 21.49
ST Gas 16.4% 6.3% 46.49

8
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2015 ITP10 Hurdle 
Rates

February 13, 2014
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Hurdle Rates

• Historical tieline flows from SPP Operations
– September 2012-August 2013

– Each external region has hourly interchange profile
 MAPP

 SERC

 MISO

• Benchmarking (Pass 2) model used to test various 
hurdle rates

2
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Hurdle Rate Comparison Methodology

• For each external region:
– Interchange values from Ops and PROMOD runs sorted 

from largest to smallest values and plotted together
 Process used in joint MISO-PJM study

– Hurdle rate curve most similar to historical chosen as 
recommendation

3
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Results
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Investigated Data
• Congestion Near Seam

• LMPs

• Dump and Emergency Energy

• SPP Forced Outages

• External Units:
– O&M Costs

– Fuels Utilized

– Must Runs

– Heat Rates

• Entergy Separate from MISO
5
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Recommendation

• “SPP Staff recommends that the hurdle rates below be 
implemented in the 2015 ITP10 economic model.”

To

SPP MISO MAPP SERC

From

SPP * 10/2.5 10/5 10/1.5

MISO 10/10 * 10/5.5 10/7.4

MAPP 10/10 10/6.3 * *

SERC 10/10 10/8.3 * *

6
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2015 ITP10 
Reliability Must 
Run Units

February  13, 2014
Kelsey Allen
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Must Run Requirements

• Gen Review
– Must Run requirements solicited 

– No distinction between Must Run drivers
 Economic

 Reliability

• Staff seeking formal process for modeling Must Run 
requirements

2
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• Current models developed based on Generation 
review Must Run designation 
– Staff assumed Must Run designation are economic

• Addition of Reliability Must Runs impacts existing 
ITP10 Schedule

Must Run Modeling Requirements

3
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Schedule Impact

• Impact to 2015 ITP10 Milestones
– Constraint Assessment (4-5 days of rework)

– DC to AC Conversion (7 days of rework)

• Potential Schedule
– Staff sends RMR Data Request 2/13/14

– Staff adds RMR feedback into Economic Model

– ESWG Approval 2/21/14 as part of Economic Model 
approval

4
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Staff Recommendation

• Staff recommends the following guidelines for Must 
Run unit designation in the ITP economic modeling 
process:
• Units expected to be offered into the SPP Integrated 

Marketplace should not be specified as must-run regardless 
of current obligations

• Units expected to not be offered into the SPP Integrated 
marketplace may be specified as must-run as determined by 
each member

5
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Interregional 
Coordination

Feb. 12 2014
Brett Hooton
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Interregional Studies

• Required in SPP’s Joint Operating Agreements with 
MISO, WAPA, and AECI

• MISO: Order 1000 process
– Annual process to determine if a study is needed

• AECI: Study required every other year
– Last study completed in January 2013

• WAPA: Study required every other year
– Completed in 2013 via WAPA’s participation in the ITPNT

2
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Coordination with Regions vs. Neighboring 
Transmission Owner  
• MISO

– Planning region which requires compliance with Order 
1000 

– Interregional project type, approval through JOA and 
OATT

• AECI
– Not a planning region, no interregional Order 1000 

requirements

– Will not result in an interregional project type

– Any project will require approval through a separate 
avenue such as the ITP

3
339 of 364



SPP-AECI COORDINATED SYSTEM 
PLAN

4
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Purpose

• Identify transmission expansion needed to maintain 
reliability, improve operational performance, or 
provide economic benefit

• Procedures outlined in Article 7 of the SPP-AECI JOA

• Previous study identified no joint transmission 
solutions

5
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Stakeholder Process

• Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee (IPSAC)
– Joint stakeholder committee that guides the study

– SPP portion comprised of the Seams Steering 
Committee (SSC) and interconnected SPP members 

– AECI

• Regional working groups
– Technical expertise

• Coordination with interconnected members

6
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Schedule 

• February - Meet with SPP-AECI seams members 
interested in participating in the study
– Identify issues that are important to stakeholders

• March – SPP-AECI IPSAC meeting 
– Study kick off meeting

• Study to be completed by January 2015
– January MOPC and Board cycle

7
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SPP-MISO COORDINATED SYSTEM 
PLAN STUDY

8
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Order 1000 Process

• Process developed to meet interregional requirements 
of Order 1000
– Agreement between SPP & MISO on study process

– Outstanding issues: Project applicability and cost 
allocation for reliability and public policy projects

• Two portions of the study
– Interregional Coordinated System Plan study

– Regional Review

9
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Stakeholder Review & Input

• Coordinated System Plan
– Interregional process

– SPP-MISO IPSAC
 Advisory to the SPP-MISO Joint Planning Committee (JPC)

 Input on everything from scope development through solution 
development

• Regional Review
– Directed by the ESWG, TWG, and SSC

– Direction on scope through solution review

– Regional review methodology

10
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Project Applicability

• Project that provides benefits to both SPP and MISO
– At least 5% to each RTO

• Cost threshold of $5,000,000

• Tie line or a project completely within one RTO

• MISO’s current additional limitations
– Primarily greater than 300 kV

– Economic

11
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Coordinated System Plan Study

• Issues Review
– Stakeholders provided potential issues for inclusion in 

the study scope
 34 suggested issues for study

– Issues presented and discussed at January Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee (IPSAC)

– Reliability, economic, and public policy issues

– Majority of issues included some discussion of the 
impacts of the MISO South integration

12
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Coordinated System Plan Scope Development

• Stakeholders provided scope input at January IPSAC 
meeting

• JPC will develop a draft scope in preparation of the 
April 8 IPSAC

• Scope will include issues to be evaluated, potential 
future(s), assumptions, etc.
– Similar as to what is in SPP regional planning scopes

• Attempt to leverage SPP’s assumptions used in the 
ITP10

13
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Study Process

• Study performed per CSP scope

• JPC makes a determination on any potential solutions 
in the CSP and would recommend them to the regions
– Cost allocation determined in the CSP based on APC for 

economic projects (still disagreement on cost allocation)

• Each region will evaluate the potential transmission 
solution with their regional stakeholders
– Will follow SPP’s regional review methodology

– Regional scope

• For an approved interregional projects both regions 
must approve the project

14
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Coordinated System Plan Schedule  

15

Jan. 21st, 2014 
IPSAC Annual 
Issues Review 

Meeting 

1 to 2 
Month

1 Month 

Approximately 1 Year 

Approved 
Interregional Project 

(if identified)

Mid-February 2014 
Draft scope 

development

Early March 
2014 Study 

Begins 

Interregional Study Completed Q1 2015: 1) Scope 
Development; 2) Joint Model Development; 3) Issues 
Verification; 4) Solution Identification and Evaluation; 

5) Determine Interregional Cost Allocation

Q1 2015, Regional 
Review Process

Up to 6 months 

15
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Cost Allocation

• Interregional
– Only agreement on a cost allocation methodology for 

economic projects primarily above 300 kV

– Cost allocated commensurate with benefits using 
Adjusted Production Cost (APC)

• Regional
– SPP’s regional cost allocation for an interregional project 

will be highway funded for any project greater than 100 
kV

16
352 of 364



INTERREGIONAL COORDINATION IN 
THE ITP

17
353 of 364



Objective

• Typically it has been difficult to plan and approve 
transmission projects along SPP’s seams
– Benefits of projects along SPP’s seams split with 

neighbors

• Increase opportunities for SPP beneficial seams 
projects to be identified and approved through the ITP
– In addition to Order 1000 interregional process

– Not limited to coordination with neighboring regions
 AECI

 WAPA

 Ameren
18
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ITP Enhancements

• Data and Model Development
– Incorporate updated modeling data from AECI, MISO, 

and MAPP

– Power flow model and SCED/SCUC analysis

– Model neighboring regions consistent to how they 
model themselves

• Issues Identification and Solution Development
– Share identified transmission issues with neighbors 

when shared with SPP stakeholders

19
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Proposed Business Practice Language Revision 
 
 

 

Business Practice  
This revision will be a part of the Business Practiced created by BPR 049 and is being added to describe 
the process that will be used to determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP correlates to a 
transmission project being proposed to the SPP Board of Directors. 
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COST ESTIMATES FOR DPP PROJECTS 
It is not a requirement that a DPP include a transmission cost estimate. Cost estimates will be 
developed throughout the study process. The development of the cost estimate will be the 
responsibility of SPP. The cost estimate included at the time of project approval by the SPP Board of 
Directors will be at a +/-30% level of confidence. 

 
DPP SELECTION 
SPP staff will use the following criteria to determine when a DPP submittal is the same as a 
transmission project in the recommended portfolio.  

• Transmission line voltage (same) 

• Termination points including transformers (same or similar1) 

• Equipment rating (within +50%) 

• Impedance (range -50/+50%) 

• (Placeholder for WG Input on other items) 

 

SELECTION NOTIFICATION 
After the SPP Board approves an ITP portfolio and SPP staff has determined, pursuant to the DPP 
Selection section above, which DPP submittals are the same as a transmission project in the 
recommended portfolio, SPP staff will notify the submitters of the DPPs in writing whether their 
project has been selected or not. 

1 Similar termination points determined if they are located within 15 miles. 
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Overview

• Important Concepts

• Methodology

• Results

• Next Steps
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Important Concepts

• Monitored SPP and 1st Tier

• All monitored and contingent elements  > 100 kV

• Identified possible constraints from 1st Tier

• HPILS loads and generation included
– No HPILS solutions

• Utilized best available hurdle rates at time of analysis
– $5 dispatch & $8 commitment between SPP and 

external regions

– Hurdle rates are currently being refined

3
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Methodology 

• Part 1 – 8760 Run
– Ran full year analysis using PAT tool to determine how 

many hours a monitored element was overloaded

– Took select outages of lines 100 kV+
 Defined new constraints for these contingencies

– Compiled results and determined threshold for inclusion 
in event file as a constraint

– Threshold set at 1000 hours overloaded

– Reviewed results to find overloads driven by new 
generation and removed from constraint list

4
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Methodology

• Part 2 – Hourly Constraints
– Included constraints identified from Part 1

– Used PAT tool to find constraints for Peak and Off-Peak 
hours for F1 and F2
 Peak hour – July 19th @ 5 pm

 Off-Peak hour – April 6 @ 4 am

– Took select outages of lines 100 kV+
 Defined new constraints for these contingencies

– Reviewed results to find overloads driven by new 
generation and removed from constraint list

5
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Next Steps

• TWG provide comments on constraint list

• Rerun assessment to determine new or invalid 
constraints 
– HPILS NTCs (additional 4 models)

– Updated hurdle rates (if necessary)

– Must Runs (if necessary)

• Provide to TWG for review and approval

6
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