
 

Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force (TPITF) 
Little Rock, Arkansas 

April 7, 2015 
8:30 a.m. – 3:30 p.m. 

• M i n u t e s •  

 
Agenda Item 1: Introductions (Brian Gedrich) 
Brian Gedrich started the meeting with a roll call of participants attending the meeting 
in-person followed by participants on the conference call.  Brian also introduced the 
members of the task force. 
A copy of the meeting attendees will be posted along with the meeting minutes. 
Agenda Item 2: Future Meeting Dates and Locations (Brian Gedrich) 
After discussion, the follow meeting dates and locations were agreed upon with meeting 
times of 8:30am-3:30pm CST. 

• May 7: SPP 

• June 1: Dallas (AEP offices) 

• June 30: Dallas (AEP offices) 
Meeting arrangements will be finalized and included in future meeting registration 
notifications. 
Agenda Item 3: TPITF Charter/Scope Discussion (Brian Gedrich) 
General discussion over the draft Charter/Scope Statement (scope) preceded a request 
for Antoine Lucas to review the items listed under the Scope of Actives in order to 
provide some additional context and clarity to the reason(s) behind their inclusion in the 
draft scope.  Below are general discussion items followed by Antoine’s review and 
corresponding discussion. 

• Brian Gedrich shared that, for example, something like a scenario tweak 
shouldn’t be a big impact on the ITPNT or ITP10 but something like modeling 
changes may have a measurable impact on the ITP10.  He asked how those 
types of impactful changes should be proposed.  Antoine Lucas replied that SPP 
Engineering should be contacted regarding the proposed change and the 
corresponding group can gauge the impact to the schedule and potential cost 
impacts and share those with the task force. 

• Some discussion centered around possible changes to the upcoming 2016 
ITPNT and 2017 ITP10 processes and how that should be handled considering 
the current timing for the processes.  Noman Williams shared the task force 
should look long-term as a strategic initiative rather than concentrating on 
changes to the upcoming ITP studies.  He added there may be some tweaks that 



 

could be suggested for the upcoming ITP10, but the group should focus on the 
next cycle of the studies for process improvements. 

• Additional discussion covered the review of the overall planning process for SPP 
in order to identify where improvements and efficiencies may be identified. 

o Noman Williams added a need is to look at the overall planning process 
and how the separate processes can be improved for efficiency as well as 
quality;  What are we doing and how can we do it better. 

o Brian Gedrich agreed with the need to review all the processes to identify 
inconsistencies between them. 

Action Item:  Brian Gedrich to develop a grid to compare study processes to identify 
gaps/inconsistencies. 

o Steve Gaw requested the addition of scope language regarding the 
evaluation and comparison of methodologies used in the model 
development for SPP process verses those used by the MDWG to 
determine gaps that may exist between them. 

o Steve Gaw commented that he did not think system improvement as 
mentioned in the Purpose section of the scope was in the scope of the 
task force. 

o Wayman Smith inquired as to the intent of the use of the words 
“...managed, maintained...” used in the Purpose section of the scope. 

o Antoine replied he was not sure what the Strategic Plan was referring to.  
He added the Strategic Plan discussion centered around moving away 
from large-scale changes to improving the current system and squeezing 
out more from the what is currently in place.  Antoine offered to follow up 
with the SPC for clarity. 

Action Item: Antoine to contact the SPC on language included in the Purpose section 
of the scope for clarity and to determine if it conflicts with the Strategic Plan.  

• Barry Warren commented on the broad nature of the scope and how some of the 
activities listed could cross over into other groups like the ESWG.  He asked if 
the CPP is within the scope of the task force.  Brian Gedrich replied he does not 
see the task force going into the CPP as far as models but more on the order of 
how SPP would choose the build-out.  He gave the example of determining the 
appropriateness of including 5% wind in the Resource Plan. 

• Barry Warren inquired as to who the task force will report; MOPC or SPC.  
Antoine Lucas replied the task force was formed by the MOPC but a 
determination needs to be made regarding to what group/committee task force 
deliverables will go to.  He added, as an example, metrics suggestions would go 
to the ESWG and then on to the MOPC and transmission items would go to the 
TWG and then on to the MOPC.  He shared the task force from a process 
perspective looks to be similar to the Synergistic Planning Project Team (SPPT). 



 

Action Item:  Include SPPT documents or a link to materials postings in the minutes. 

• John Krajewski asked if it was beyond the scope to suggest governance changes 
for processes.  Brian Gedrich replied those types of changes would be a fit for 
what the task force would want to do. 

• Steve Gaw suggested some wording changes to the Purpose section including 
the striking of the term “existing”.  Terri Gallup asked if removing “existing” from 
the Purpose section would conflict with the SPC.  Antoine Lucas replied he would 
include this question in the Action Item that was previously taken regarding the 
SPC. 

• It was asked to whom the language in Activity #11 in the presented draft was 
referring to.  Activity 11 was stated as “Implement and improve technical skills 
necessary to develop transmission project costs.”  Antoine Lucas replied the 
activity addresses the project cost estimates under Order 1000 and that a lot of 
the folks are uncomfortable with the process.   Brian Gedrich added the thinking 
came from the SPCTF in regards to consistency in estimates using third parties 
for competitive estimates and TOs for non-competitive estimates. 

• John Krajewski requested the addition of scope language regarding potential 
impacts on retail rate payers where appropriate. 

• Additional discussion centered on the amount of items listed under the Scope of 
Activities. 

o Alan Myers shared it may be more useful to broaden the scope of the task 
force using less items. 

o Jason Atwood agreed the number of items listed were too many. 
o Pat Hayes added it would be better to combine the items into fewer, more 

high-level thoughts and move some of the suggested items out of the 
scope and into Action Items for the task force. 

o Jason Atwood replied Brian Gedrich, Antoine Lucas, and he would put out 
a revised scope incorporating the suggestions of decreasing the number 
of items by combining them into fewer, more high-level activities. 

Action Item:  Forward a revised scope to the TPITF for review and to the TPITF 
members for approval with the goal of presenting at the April MOPC meeting. 
The following is in regards to Antoine Lucas’ review of the Scope of Activities items. 

• #1: Evaluate the appropriateness of the planning cycle and assessments. 
Antoine Lucas: This refers to what to do with the ITP20.  Less frequent or at all.  
Some concerns over a study with a 10-year scope that is not performed often 
enough.  Also questions about whether or not to use economic analysis in the 
ITPNT study. 



 

o Alan Myers asked if TPL studies could be folded in with the ITP 
assessments.  Antoine replied this topic was recently discussed at the 
TWG. 

• #2: Determine the effectiveness of utilizing production cost modeling in more 
planning assessments. 
Antoine Lucas: Economics in the ITPNT study.  Use during re-evaluation of 
projects?  What is the value with including economics and the work that goes 
with it? 

• #3 and #4 were combined into a single #3 for discussion: Evaluate consistency 
and suitability of load and generation forecasts as used in the planning process. 
Antoine Lucas: Who does the forecasting? 

o Jason Atwood asked is this item falls under how the planning process 
works.  He added this is being discussed by the Capacity Margin Task 
Force. 

o Steve Gaw stated that someone needs to analyze how everyone 
considers energy efficiency with their loads.  He wasn’t sure which group 
should address this issue.  Brian Gedrich responded it would be 
appropriate for the task force to take issues to the MOPC to address. 

o Antoine Lucas added items 3 and 4 was for who develops the load 
forecast. 

o Brian Gedrich asked if wind was being considered in forecasts.  Antoine 
replied yes. 

o Steve Gaw added SPP markets and operations are looking at the GI 
queue to estimate wind in the upcoming Wind Integration Study which is 
inconsistent with how planning estimates wind. 

o Wayman Smith added there is also a question regarding the methodology 
used by members and if it is consistent with planning.  Are they planning 
facilities to meet peak load or not. 

• #4: Define the optimal approach to futures, scenarios, and sensitivity 
development 
Antoine Lucas: This item is in reference to how futures are combined when 
developing the consolidated portfolio and the use of sensitivities.  Sensitivities 
are cheaper although not as good as a future but can be used to plug holes and 
gaps in the process. 

• #5: Consider the use and role of probabilistic assessments within the planning 
process 
Noman Williams: Bring economics into the reliability review.  Building the right 
things for the right reasons.  Puts boundaries around driving factors of why the 
projects should be moved forward. 



 

o Bruce Cude brought forward probabilistic verses deterministic.  Have 
addressed this unsuccessfully in the past.  Antoine replied the MOPC 
suggested this item. 

o Noman added to look at probabilistic and see if more effort in the area is 
needed.  Is there room for it. 

o Alan Myers shared probabilistic assessments are not the same as 
probabilistic planning criteria. 

• #6: Continue to assess the metrics used to evaluate proposed projects, in 
particular those that evaluate the impact on rate payers. 
Antoine Lucas: Work more towards to continuously refining metrics and how to 
use them going forward. 

o Wayman Smith commented that we have metrics but don’t use them. 

• #7: Consider planning the transmission system beyond the traditional planning 
criteria of first contingency (“N-1”). 
Antoine Lucas: Getting to risk-based assessments.  Deeper review to get to 
issues on the system. 

o Noman Williams added the tariff says to cost allocate to N-1. 

• #8: Anticipate the transmission asset life-cycle curve impacts. 
Antoine Lucas: How likely is it that we will lose a facility or line regardless of age.  
Don’t currently consider asset life-cycle. 

• #9: Take into consideration the changes resulting from the implementation of the 
transmission congestion rights market as part of the Marketplace. 
Bruce Cude: The POR/POD methodology has been questioned and insight on 
the issue was needed. 

• #10: Implement and improve technical skills necessary to develop transmission 
project costs. 
Antoine Lucas:  Previously discussed. 

• #11: Incorporate the Aggregate Transmission Service Studies (ATSS) and 
Generator Interconnect (GI) queue components holistically into the process. 
Antoine Lucas: Work study queues into the planning processes. 

• #12: Utilizing the data collected by operators to better plan the transmission 
system to meet operational contingencies. 
Antoine Lucas: Things that happen in real-time that don’t get reflected in the 
planning processes.  Criteria limits some of the things that can be done in 
planning.  How to modify the planning process to address. 



 

o Steve Gaw commented it is hard to tell why these aren’t identified or 
where they are identified. 

o Lloyd Kolb asked if there is any criteria that will allow projects to relieve 
congestion.  Antoine replied the criteria that is typically followed in the 
study is what is included in the scope of the assessment. 

o Jerry Bradshaw added that right now it is a high-level look instead of a 
deep-dive to review issues. 

Agenda Item 4: Roundtable Discussion (Brian Gedrich) 
Brian Gedrich opened the floor for discussion/comments. 

• Wayman Smith shared least-cost for reliability may limit the effectiveness of a 
chosen project. 

o Brian Gedrich replied that is a good reason for economics in the ITPNT. 
o Antoine Lucas added that this becomes a question of planning to what you 

need verses gold-plating and building too much.  

• Alan Myers stated there would be value in looking at the SPPT principles.   
o This was captured in an Action Item to post SPPT materials or a link to the 

material postings. 

• Steve Gaw asked Lanny Nickell if SPP staff would put together a list of ideas of 
how things may be made more efficient, etc. (from their perspective) to include in 
future task force discussion.  Lanny Nickell replied he would work with SPP staff 
to put together their thoughts. 

Action Item: SPP staff to provide process improvement ideas. 
Agenda Item 5: SPP Engineering Processes Overviews (Antoine Lucas) 
Overview presentations were presented on the following planning functions and are 
included in the materials postings.  Brian Gedrich asked meeting participants to forward 
questions regarding the processes to him and Antoine for addressing during the May 7 
meeting. 

• Generation Interconnection (Charles Hendrix) 

• Steady State Planning – 2016 ITPNT Overview (Michael Odom) 

• Aggregate Transmission (Steve Purdy) 

• Congestion Hedging (Charles Cates) 

• Economic Planning – ITP10/ITP20 Overview (Antoine Lucas) 
Agenda Item 6: Review of Action Items (Brian Gedrich) 
1. Brian Gedrich to develop a grid to compare study processes to identify 

gaps/inconsistencies. 



 

2. Antoine to contact the SPC on language included in the Purpose section of the 
scope for clarity and to determine if it conflicts with the Strategic Plan. 

3. Include SPPT documents or a link to materials postings in the minutes. 

• spp.org>org groups>Retired Groups>Synergistic Planning Project Team 

• http://www.spp.org/committee_detail.asp?commID=80 
4. Forward a revised scope to the TPITF for review and to the TPITF Members for 

approval with the goal of presenting at the April MOPC meeting. 

• Charter/Scope Statement approved on 4/10 by TPITF Members. 
5. SPP staff to provide process improvement ideas. 
6. Add Modeling and Special Studies overview to the May 7 meeting agenda. 
Agenda Item 7: Adjourn (Brian Gedrich) 
Brian Gedrich adjourned the meeting at 2:20pm. 
 
 

http://www.spp.org/committee_detail.asp?commID=80


Last Name First Name Company
Allen Kelsey Southwest Power Pool
Atwood Jason Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Bradshaw Jerry City Utilities of Springfield
Caspary Jay Southwest Power Pool
Cates Charles Southwest Power Pool
Clark Doug Southwest Power Pool
Cook English Southwest Power Pool
Cude Bruce Southwestern Public Service Company
Flucke Jim Kansas City Power & Light Company
Foflygen Kevin City Utilities of Springfield
Gallup Terri American Electric Power
garza sergio LCRA Transmission Services Corporation
Gaw Steve
Gedrich Brian NextEra Energy Transmission, LLC
Ghomsi Noumvi
Hall Kirk Southwest Power Pool
Hardebeck Steve
Hayes Patrick Ameren Services Company
Hayes Jonathan Southwest Power Pool
Hendrix Charles Southwest Power Pool
Hestermann Thomas Sunflower Electric Power Corporation
Hooton Brett Southwest Power Pool
Knottek Jeff City Utilities of Springfield
Kolb Lloyd Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Krajewski John Nebraska Power Review Board
Le Don NextEra Energy Transmission, LLC
Lenihan Dan Omaha Public Power District
Lucas Antoine Southwest Power Pool
Maxey Sherri Southwest Power Pool
McKinnie Adam MO PSC
Myers Alan ITC Great Plains, LLC
Nail James City of Independence, Missouri
Nickell Lanny Southwest Power Pool
Odom Michael Southwest Power Pool
Onnen Katy Kansas City Power & Light Company
Pearce Nathan Sunflower Electric Power Corporation
Purdy Steve Southwest Power Pool
Safuto Robert Customized Energy Solutions, LTD

Sanders Steve
Western Area Power Administration - Upper Great 
Plains Region



Sanson Kevin Southwest Power Pool
Schmick Jordan Xcel Energy
Smith Wayman American Electric Power
Stringham Liam Sunflower Electric Power Corporation
Tadych Todd Duke-American Transmission Company, LLC
Terhune Jason Southwest Power Pool
Tootle Will Southwest Power Pool
Useldinger Jim Kansas City Power & Light Company
Verzal Josh Omaha Public Power District
Wegner Michael ITC Great Plains, LLC
Williams Noman South Central MCN, LLC
Wyble Harold Kansas City Power & Light Company
Yokley Charles Sunflower Electric Power Corporation



Generator 
Interconnection Studies 

 
 



Generator Interconnection Studies Process 

• Feasibility Study  

– 90 Day Open Seasons 

– 90 Day Completion 

• Impact Study (PISIS & DISIS) 

– 180 Day Open Seasons 

– 120 Day Completion 

• Facility Study  

– 90 Day Completion 

• Interconnection Agreement  
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Powerflow Models 

• Built from ITP Models provided by the 
Modeling Department  

• Includes anticipated scheduled Transmission 
Service sold by the Transmission Service 
Study department 

• Includes all upgrades with NTC or NTC-C as 
identified in the ITPNT and ITP10 processes 
completed by Economic Planning and Steady 
State Planning 

3 



Powerflow Models 

• SPP Footprint divided into 12 sub-regions 
(groups) for interconnection study purposes 

• Dispatchable generation dispatched at 100% 
nameplate in all model groups for summer 
and winter seasons with wind dispatched at 
20% nameplate. 

• Dispatchable generation is not dispatched in 
light load seasons. 
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Powerflow Models 

• Non-dispatchable generation (wind, solar) 
dispatched at 100% nameplate in all seasons  

• Non-dispatchable generation in remote 
areas (off-groups)dispatched at 20% 
nameplate.   
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Stability Models 

• All non-dispatchable generation (wind) is 
dispatched at 100% nameplate in all seasons 
within the group and dispatched at 20% 
nameplate outside of the group. 

• All dispatchable generation is dispatched at 
100% nameplate in all models.   
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Feasibility and Impact Studies - Powerflow 

• DC Analysis (MUST) – Feasibility  

• AC Analysis (ACCC) – PISIS and DISIS 

• Constraints Identified 

– ERIS – overloads with 20% sensitivity factor 
for outage based constraints and 3% 
sensitivity for system intact constraints 

– NRIS – overloads with 3% sensitivity factor for 
all constraints 

• Upgrade Costs shared on a MW impact basis 
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Impact Studies - Stability 

• T-Line, Bus, Xfmr Faults simulated 

• Constraints Identified 

– Unit Instability 

– Transmission System Instability  

– Failure to meet LVRT (FERC Order #661-A) 

• Upgrade Costs shared on a MW impact basis 
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After Constraints Are Identified 

• Will work with Steady State Planning to determine 
if any NTCs can be advanced (pulled into an earlier 
year) 

• Will work with Steady State Planning to determine 
if the constraint may be addressed in the current 
ITPNT with a new NTC 

• Will work with Transmission Service Studies to 
determine if constraint is being identified in the 
Aggregate Transmission Service Study 
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Facility Studies 

• Performed by the Transmission Owner 

• +/- 20% estimate of Interconnection 
Facilities and Network Upgrades  

 

• Customer provides authorization 

• Customer makes payments 

• Transmission Owner constructs upgrades 
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Interconnection Agreements 



Coordination with other Engineering Departments 

• Generator Interconnection is the starting point in 
the process for new generators.  Many requests 
never make it out of the GI process to move into 
other processes. 

• Modeling Dept. – Once a generator has an IA, GI 
will coordinate with the Modeling Dept. to ensure 
the most accurate depiction of new generators for 
both the MDWG and ITP models. This impacts the 
TPL and ITPNT study processes.    
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Coordination with other Engineering Departments 

• Transmission Service Studies – When TSS receives 
request to study delivery of a new generator, GI 
works with them to ensure that the generator is 
depicted accurately in the Aggregate Transmission 
Service Study. GI also coordinates on mitigations 
for constraints. 

• Economic Planning – GI works with EP Staff to 
provide input for the resource plan for both the 
ITP10 and ITP20 planning processes. 
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Coordination with other Engineering Departments 

• Steady State Planning – GI works with SSP Staff to 
determine whether or not impact constraints 
identified in GI studies are being addressed for 
mitigation in the ITPNT study process.  This 
coordination assures that Interconnection 
Customers are not allocated costs that are load 
related.    
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2016 ITPNT 
Overview 

 

March 19, 2015 

Dee Edmondson 
Steady State Planning 

dedmondson@spp.org 

501.688.1778 

 

Ensuring a reliable tomorrow 

mailto:dedmondson@spp.org
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2016 ITPNT Process, Part 1 of 2 
• Scope Development 

• Model Development 

• Needs Assessment (S0/S5/CBA) 

• Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Window  

– SPP shall notify stakeholders and open a transmission-
planning response window of 30 calendar days 

• DPP Cure Period 

• Solution Development 

– DPP Solutions 

– Staff Solutions 

– Non-DPP Submissions 



2016 ITPNT Process, Part 2 of 2 
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• Evaluate Solutions 

• Create Conceptual Cost Estimates 

• Perform Analysis  

– Run projects against Needs 

– Develop additional solutions if needed 

• Build Project Plan 

– Post 2016 ITPNT Draft Project Plan 

– Incorporate member feedback for Project Plan viability 

• 2016 ITPNT TAGIT (Final Project Plan) 

• 2016 ITPNT ATRR/Rate Impacts 

• 2016 ITPNT Report 

 

 

 

• Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Window  

– SPP shall notify stakeholders and provide a transmission-
planning response window of 30 calendar days 

• Solution Development 

– DPP Solutions 

– Staff Solutions 

– Non-DPP Submissions 

• Evaluate Solutions 



Description  
Base case 

Scenario 0 

Base case 

Scenario 5 
CBA 

Year 2 peak 
ITPNT 2017SP 

ITPNT 2017WP 

ITPNT 2017SP 

ITPNT 2017WP 

ITPNT 2017SP 

ITPNT 2017WP 

Year 5 peak 
ITPNT 2020SP 

ITPNT 2020WP 

ITPNT 2020SP 

ITPNT 2020WP 

ITPNT 2020SP 

ITPNT 2020WP 

Year 5 off-peak ITPNT 2020L ITPNT 2020L ITPNT 2020L 
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Model Development, Part I of 2 



Member/SPP Staff/ 

Interregional Relations  
Start Date Completion Date 

Review Period (Pass 1) (S0/S5/CBA) 3/30/2015 4/10/2015 

Review Period (Pass 2) (S0/S5/CBA) 4/27/2015 5/8/2015 

Receive Final Model (S0/S5) 5/22/2015 5/22/2015 

Receive Final Model (CBA) 6/24/2015 6/24/2015 
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Model Development, Part 2 of 2 



6 

• PSS/E – ACCC (N-1) Analysis  

• Analyze ACCC Output 

– Contingency analysis 

 60 kV and above in SPP 

 100 kV and above in 1st tier areas 

– Monitor 60 kV and above facilities in SPP 

 Integrated System (IS) included in SPP 

– Monitor 100 kV and above facilities for 1st tier areas 

• Request Transmission Operating Guides (TOGs) 

• Check potential violations against TOGs 

• Review Ownership of Facilities 

• 2016 ITPNT Finalize Needs Assessment  

 

Needs Assessment 



• 2016 ITPNT Scope, Project Plan and Report 

– Transmission Working Group (TWG) Endorsement  

– Market and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 
Endorsement  

– SPP Board of Directors (BOD) Approval  
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2016 ITPNT Stakeholder Approval Process 



2016 ITPNT Schedule 
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Item Approval By Start Date 
Completion 

Date 

Scoping  TWG November 2014 February 2015 

Model Development (S0, S5 & CBA) TWG March 2015 September 2015 

Reliability Assessment  TWG May 2015 November 2015 

DPP Response Window TWG September 2015 October 2015 

Solution Development TWG October 2015 December 2015  

Final Reliability Assessment TWG March 2016 

Review report TWG February 2016 March 2016 

Final report with recommended 
Project  Plan 

TWG February 2016 March 2016 

MOPC/BOD April 2016 



Long-Term 
Transmission 
Service Processes 

April, 2015 

Steve Purdy 
Manager, Transmission Service Studies 
spurdy@spp.org · 501.614.3371 



Study Processes for LT Transmission Service 
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Aggregate 
Study 

Attachment Z1 

Delivery Point 
Transfer Study 

Attachment AR 

Delivery Point 
Addition Study 

Attachment AQ 

Transfer of an 
existing delivery 

point from one SPP 
Network Customer 

to another SPP 
Network Customer 

All new PTP requests and 
re-directs, all requests to 
designate new resources, 
any other requests that 

don’t fit one of the other 
processes 

New network delivery 
points, facility 

modifications to existing 
delivery points, and new 
“block” load additions to 
existing delivery points 



Open Season  
(≥4 months) 

Facilities 
Study 

(60 days) 

Letter of Intent 
Response Period 

(15 days) 

Restudy 
Needed

? 

Write 
Service 

Agreement 

YES 

NO 

Aggregate Study Process 

Study first-
in-queue 
and AFS-4 
or later? 

NO 

Backlog 
Clearing 
Process 

YES 

1. Application Processing 
2. Facilities Study 
3. Study Results Posting 
4. Customer Response 
5. Re-study as needed 
6. Backlog clearing process 
7. Conclude study 
8. Finalize service arrangements 
9. Invoice study costs after each iteration 
10. Post-study documentation 

1 2 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 10 
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Model Build 

Contingency 
Scan 

Constraint 
Analysis 

Cost 
Allocation 

28 Models 
•7 Seasons: Years 1, 2, 5 Summer/Winter peak; Year 10 Summer peak 
•2 Cases: Base and Transfer 
•2 Scenarios: Projected Dispatch; Contractual Dispatch 

Contingencies and Monitored Elements 
•N-1 Facilities in SPP 
•Flowgates for First-Tier areas and beyond 

Identify Upgrades 
•Least-cost Solution 
•Utilize expansion-plan upgrades where possible 

Attachment J, Z1, and Z2 
•Allocate Upgrade Costs by Flow Impact 
•Re-dispatch Calculation 

Aggregate Facilities Study Stages 



Retract requests 
outside the 
parameters 

Open 
Season 

Aggregate 
Facilities 
Study #2, 
#3, etc. 

Tender 
Service 

Agreements 

165 Days 

Day 1 165 

Overview of the New Process 

Example 
Dates 

Remove requests 
outside 

parameters from 
analysis 

Aggregate 
Facilities 

Study 
Agreement 

Accept/Confirm  
all requests 

within 
parameters 

Process continues without 
customer intervention until 
all remaining requests are 

within the specified 
parameters 

Prohibit “mutually-
exclusive” requests 

Post study results 
with cost estimates 

for all requests, 
including removed 

Customer enters initial 
parameters 
• DAUC 
• TPUC 
• Re-dispatch 
• Deferred Start Date 
• Letter of Credit 

Third-Party 
Process 

Aggregate 
Facilities 
Study #1 

Increase in 
Parameters 
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Questions 
Steve Purdy 
Manager, Transmission Service Studies 
501-614-3371 
spurdy@spp.org 



SPP CONGESTION HEDGING 
Overview of the purpose and interaction with SPP planning 

1 



Reason for SPP Congestion Hedging 

2 

• Congestion occurs when the desired amount of 
electricity is unable to flow due to limitations on the 
physical grid (e.g. line, bus, storm damages) 

– Transmission congestion cannot be feasibly eliminated 

• Congestion Hedging is a process for those with 
physical transmission rights to hedge congestion costs 
in the Day-Ahead Market 

– Financial Instruments are created that entitle the owner 
to a stream of revenues (or charges) based on the 
hourly Day Ahead marginal congestion component 
(MCC) differences across a transmission path 



SPP Congestion Hedging Process 

• There are 8 key steps associated with the SPP TCR Process: 

1. Annual ARR and LTCR Verification Process - Coordination with TSS 

2. Annual LTCR Allocation Process 

3. Annual ARR Allocation Process 

4. Annual TCR Auction Process 

5. Monthly ARR Allocation Process 

6. Monthly TCR Auction Process 

7. TCR Secondary Markets 

8. ARR Allocation and TCR Auction Settlements 
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SPP Congestion Hedging Verification 

4 

O
A

SI
S 

V E R I F I C AT I O N   
(2 weeks)  A

LL
O

C
A

TI
O

N
 

MPs Candidate ARR SPP 

confirmation 
Source/Sink/MW 

3yr average peak load 



Participation in SPP Congestion Hedging 

• Participation from Market Participants 

– Transmission Service customers (ARRs and TCRs) 

– Financial-only participants (TCRs) 

• Majority of bid volume from Financial-only 
participants 

– Adds liquidity to market  

– Transfers risk from transmission customers to financial-
only 

• Majority of system capacity awarded to MPs with 
transmission service 
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SPP Congestion Hedging Instruments 
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OASIS 

Allocation 

Auction 

Day-
Ahead 

Real- 
Time 

FTSR 

ARR 

TCR 

Cleared  
Bids/Offers 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

Gray Arrows 
demonstrate 

instrument flow. 

Green Arrows 
demonstrate 

monetary flow for 
financial instruments 

(Settlements). 

 Firm Transmission Service 
Reservation (FTSR) PTP and NITS is 
an Entitlement to Candidate ARRs 

Coordination with TSS Verification 



Economic Planning 
Overview 

1 



Economic Planning “Elevator Speech” 

• Economic Planning performs 10 and 20-year 
transmission expansion studies to determine future 
infrastructure needed in order to facilitate the SPP 
Integrated Marketplace, targeting both transmission 
congestion and transmission reliability needs. 

2 
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Finding Balance 
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SPP Today 

Expand Transmission 

Customer Energy Cost 

Transmission 
Optimization 

Minimum for Reliable 
Delivery to Customers 



Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) 

• Reducing Uncertainty 

• Increasing Refinement 

• Narrowing Focus 
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ITP20 

ITP10 

Near 
Term 

Implementation 

Conceptual 



20 Year Plan 

• 300+ kV Solutions 

• Encompass Scenarios 

– Renewable Portfolio Standards 

– Fuel Prices 

– EPA Regulation 

– Others 

• Flexible to Evolve with Changing 
Landscape 

• DC Analysis only 

• No NTCs issued 

5 



10 Year Plan 

• 100+ kV Solutions 

• Narrower Focus 

– Less uncertainty in the future 

– Mitigation of congestion 

• Produce NTC projects  

• DC and AC Analysis 

6 



ITP Upgrade Types 

• Economic Upgrades 

– Transmission projects that relieve significant congestion 
such that the $ savings exceeds the cost of the project 

• Policy Upgrades 

– Transmission projects that enable renewable energy to 
be delivered to load, such that renewable 
mandates/goals are met 

• Reliability Upgrade 

– Address potential criteria violations 

7 



ITP20 and ITP10 Collaboration 

• Several departments help make these studies happen 

– Modeling 

– Steady State Planning 

– Interregional Coordination 

– Others 

• Stakeholder Groups 

– Market Operations and Policy Committee (MOPC) 

 Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) 

 Transmission Working Group (TWG) 

– Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) 

– Others 
8 



JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jan-Jun 2015) 

9 

2
0

1
5

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Resource Plan  

Scoping 

Economic Model Development 

18 

18 

Renewable Survey 

Benchmarking 

Powerflow Model Dev 

Load Review 

Generation Review 



JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jul-Dec 2015) 

10 

2
0

1
5

 

ESWG Approval Member Review/Feedback Period Milestone Period 

Siting Plan 

Scoping 

Economic Model Development 

Resource Plan  

8 

Benchmarking 

17 

Renewable Survey 

22 

10 

10 

10 

Constraint Assessment 

Generator Outlet Facilities 16 

Load Review 

Generation Review 

Powerflow Model Development 
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