
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, January 19, 2017 

 8:00 AM – 3 PM 

Doubletree Dallas near the Galleria, Dallas, Texas 

• A G E N D A  •

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items ................................................................................................... Mike Wise

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

3. MOPC Update ....................................................................................................................................... Paul Malone

4. Export Pricing Task Force Update ............................................................................................................ Mike Wise

5. Exit Study Task Force Update .......................................................................................................... Jake Langthorn

6. Behind the Meter Task Force Update............................................................................................. Heather Starnes

7. Revision Request (RR) 172 Follow-up ........................................... Michael Riley/Charles Locke/Denise Buffington

8. Follow-up from December 1 SPC Meeting ..................................................... Michael Desselle/Sam Loudenslager

9. Comments on FERC’s Storage NOPR ................................................................................................. Richard Dillon

10. Operational Perspective on Wind Integration Study ............................................................................... Bruce Rew

11. Federal Legislative Update ...................................................................................................................... Mike Ross

12. SPC Scope Changes ........................................................................................................................ Michael Desselle

13. 2016 SPC Org Group Survey/Self-Assessment ............................................................................... Michael Desselle

14. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................................. Michael Desselle

15. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................................... Michael Desselle

May 4-5, 2017 Retreat           TBA 

July 20, 2017         Denver 

October 19, 2017             SPP Corporate Center 

Executive Session – Prospective New Member 
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Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, October 13, 2016 

SPP Corporate Office, Little Rock, Arkansas  
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Mike Wise (GSEC) called the meeting to order at 8:05 AM.  Members present included:  Jake Langthorn 
(OGE); Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP); Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director); Phyllis Bernard 
(Director); Les Evans (KEPCO); Rob Janssen (Dogwood), by phone; Dennis Florom (LES); Tom 
Christensen (BEPC), proxy for Mike Risan, by phone; Traci Bender (NPPD), by phone; and Bill Grant 
(Xcel).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Carl Monroe, Nick Brown, Lanny Nickell, Ben Bright, Aaron 
Shipley, Matt Harward, Steve Davis, Jay Caspary, and Sam Loudenslager.  Other guests participated in 
person or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1 and 2).  Bill Grant moved and Jake Langthorn seconded 
adoption of the July 13-14, 2016 meeting minutes, the August 8, 2016 teleconference minutes, and the 
September 8, 2016 teleconference minutes (Meeting Minutes – Attachment 3) which passed without 
opposition.   

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items.  As a follow-up to July’s discussion regarding the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTF) actions regarding jurisdiction over RTOs and ISOs, 
Michael shared the Chairman of the CFTC’s letter to U.S. Senators Murkowski, Roberts, Cantwell, and 
Stabenow recommending that the Commission’s final order exempt RTOs and ISOs from all private rights 
of action under Section 22 of the Commodity Exchange Act (CFTF Letter – Attachment 4).   
 
Michael Riley (SPP staff) provided a status report on the FERC Section 206 complaint against SPP, 
noting that three (3) teleconferences have been held to date to develop a consensus filing.   
 
Michael Desselle then provided a short synopsis of the Finance Committee/SPC Meeting collaboration on 
the Operating Plan.  Venita noted that SPC retreat should include a discussion of balancing costs with 
strategic aspirations.   

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC Update 

Noman Williams (South Central MCN and MOPC Chair) provided an informational update following the 
MOPC meeting.  He noted that the MOPC held an education session on Phasor Measurement Units 
(PMU) on the first morning.  Noman reported that the MOPC approved the Z2 Task Force 
recommendation to not approve the B and C waivers.  SPC Members expressed their concerns with the 
recommendations as well as concerns about the future of Z2.  Noman reported on other MOPC actions, 
including: approving the Project Cost Working Group action to re-baseline a transmission project; 
rejecting a RTWG Revision Request on the dispute process; and, an update on the ITP10 progress (with 
possibly 1 or 2 competitive projects).   
 
Staff reported on the Variable Generation and Queue Update.  Noman admitted that the MOPC is mindful 
of the strategic implications.  Noman mentioned some of the drivers (California RPS, Washington state 
carbon tax, production tax credit expirations).  John Olsen noted that economics is also a driver.  Bill 
Grant and Venita each noted that the challenge will be to address a short-term need with a long-term 
plan.  Lanny Nickell agreed and cited for example the ITP10 study nearing completion assumes only 
19GW of wind in 2025 and in reality SPP is already expecting 22 GW of wind generation in 2018.  
Suggestions were made that SPP should have a day-long session on this topic.  Noting that this was also 
on the SPC’s agenda, further discussion was deferred.    
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Agenda Item 4 – Revision Request (RR) 172 Policy Implications 

Michael Desselle introduced the subject (Revision Request 172 Report to the SPC – Attachment 5).  He 
noted that in July of 2016, KCPL sought a Revision Request (RR 172 – Costs Shifts Associated with New 
Transmission Owners) intended to address cost shifts associated with new Transmission Owners being 
placed into pre-existing zones. He noted that the (RTWG) was working on the RR per standard procedure 
and that the Chair of the MOPC noted at a recent SPP Board Meeting that RR 172 has policy implications 
that the SPC should consider and that the RTWG likewise agreed and on September 22nd chose to take 
no further action pending these policy discussions.   
 
Denise Buffington (KCPL) noted the RR was intended to address future circumstances similar to KCPL’s 
experience when the City of Independence’s transmission costs were included in KCPL’s zone creating a 
$5 Million cost shift (socialization) to KCPL’s ratepayers.  Participants debated the merits of the RR and 
noted their respective concerns and disagreements.  Ultimately, participants agreed that in a broad sense 
the issue is one of who should bear the costs and that there are implications for incumbents as well as for 
new members (i.e., cost shifting).   
 
After much debate, consensus was achieved for staff to draft a straw-proposal business-practice or tariff 
language to address the issue for consideration by the SPC at its January 2017 meeting. KCPL noted 
that they would not forego continuing to pursue modifying the business request in parallel at the RTWG.     

Agenda Item 5 – Competitive Transmission Process Policy Questions Update 

Bill Grant introduced the subject noting that the SPC had asked the CTPTF to report on 6 specific areas 
in October with possible recommendations to modify the Competitive Transmission Process (CTPTF 
Policy Questions Update – Attachment 6).   
 
The first issue SPC asked the CTPTF to consider was to evaluate if there is a need to have a Project 
Minimum Threshold that any competitive project must exceed in order to go through the Transmission 
Owner Selection Process (TOSP).    The Task Force concluded that a higher minimum threshold is 
needed and settled on a $3 Million threshold.   The unanimous recommendation of the Task Force was 
seconded by Venita and approved unanimously by the SPC.   
 
The second issue involved whether there were any adjustments needed in the Industry Expert Panel 
Process.  Variances in how each IEP evaluates and establishes its scoring methodologies creates 
inefficiencies in RFP proposals causing respondents to make numerous assumptions potentially 
increasing bid pricing.  Accordingly, the CTPTF recommended that the Panel be seated early and be 
required to publish their scoring matrix and methodologies.  Chairman Eckelberger argued that that would 
shift creativity from the bidders to the IEP and opposed the recommendation.  Following discussions, the 
Chairman supported a proposal that the IEP publish only what they will grade on, but not the points and 
how they will grade.  The CTPTF Chair and participants acknowledged that this really was the intent of 
the Task Force.  Accordingly, Bill on behalf of the Task Force amended the motion as follows: The IEP 
should be seated early in the RFP process and required to publish their scoring criteria as far in advance 
of the RFP Response Window deadline as possible.  Dennis Florom seconded the motion which passed 
unanimously.  Jake and Noman each noted that they were not sure that this will fix the issue since 
creativity was stifled in the last process.   
 
The third area of inquiry revolved around the type of Order 1000 model to use (sponsorship or 
Competitive solicitation).  SPP uses a hybrid approach and the Task Force saw no reason to recommend 
changes at this time.   
 
The fourth area of inquiry asks if it is more appropriate for RFP proposals to report the project cost 
inclusive of impacts from other projects in their portfolio or to be specific to the RFP project only (i.e., 
Incremental versus Average).  In other words, should bids be evaluated on the average Annual 
Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) or could it be based on an incremental project cost.  The 
Task Force ultimately believed that improvements in the ATRR Template resolve many issues and all 
cost reported in the new template should be incremental in nature (specific to the RFP project).  Harry 
Skilton seconded endorsement of the Task Force’s belief which passed unanimously.   
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The fifth area of inquiry evolved around whether a standard region-wide formula rate template should be 
enforced as a way to achieve more consistent and comparable cost figures across all RFP Proposals.  
The Task Force does not believe that such should be pursued at this time.   
 
The final issue deals with the question of when a project may be requested for re-study.  Bill noted that 
the Task Force does believe that the process should be modified to allow for project re-study requests 
prior to a NTC being issued and unanimously passed a motion allowing for re-study (with the caveat that 
the project, if still needed, will maintain its competitive advantage or non-competitive status it had prior to 
re-study).  The Task Force Motion was seconded by Phyllis Bernard and passed unanimously.   
 
Finally, Bill asked for the SPC’s guidance on the ATRR Template.  He noted that the CTPTF has been 
developing a more robust ATRR Template to include special modeling for various business units.  During 
the TF review of the updated ATRR, all business models, with the exception of the Cooperative business 
model, believed that the updated ATRR sufficiently allowed for the modeling of their cost in the proposal.  
The Cooperatives were tasked with presenting a ATRR template that accommodated their cost and 
revenue treatments.  It was noted that the Cooperative business model flows back revenue to customers, 
effectively lowering the overall reflected cost of a project to the cooperatives members.  This fact raised 
concerns for non-Cooperative business models and generated some policy questions: 

1. Who is the customer for competitive projects; (financial evaluations of project proposals should 
occur at the ATRR level rather than the ultimate local customer level, i.e, Wholesale/FERC level 
as opposed to the Retail/State level)? 

2. Should the equity from Cooperative revenues that are refunded to customers be reflected in the 
competitive ATRR Template? 

3. In a competitive environment, are the correct or impacted customers the same as the ones 
receiving refunds of revenue? And as such, can SPP depend upon existing tax benefits provided 
to cooperatives and its utilization within bids for regional projects? 

4. How specific should the “cost to customers” modeling be for all business models? 
 
Cooperative representatives argued that customers are the ones who pay the bill and that revenue should 
be included in the template.  Others argued for consistency in the template and that retail customer 
credits should not be included.  The Cooperative representatives asked that SPC require the CTPTF 
allow more time to discuss.  Bill Grant noted that he believed the Task Force, given more time, would not 
come to a different conclusion.  Venita recommended as a Motion of the SPC “for a consistent template 
so that the ATRR response and the ATRR utilized for evaluating RFP responses be based on the 
expected wholesale recovery through SPP under the SPP OATT” and Jim Eckelberger seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with two abstentions (Golden Spread and KEPCO). 

Agenda Item 6 – RTWG Behind the Meter Generation Task Force Update 
 
Heather Starnes (MJMEUC and Chair of the Billing Determinants Task Force) presented an update on 
the efforts to develop a business practice for “Behind-the-Meter-Generation”.  She recounted the history 
leading up to Revision Request (RR) 158.  She noted that the RTWG remanded the RR back to the Task 
Force in late June and additionally asked the TF to incorporate language to address the companion issue 
regarding Network Load reporting responsibility.  She recounted also the summary of issues that the 
BDTF is seeking to resolve (Network Load & Behind the Meter Generation Update – Attachment 7).  
Participants noted that this topic intersects with the Capacity Margin efforts underway.  There were also 
many comments and questions regarding responsibility for reporting network load.  Heather noted that 
the Task Force meets again on October 19.     
 
Agenda Item 7 – Interconnection Queue Report and Wind Implications 

Jay Caspary presented a report on the state of SPP’s interconnection queue (State of the Interconnection 
Queue – Attachment 8).  Jay noted that renewables comprised 99% of resources in the GIQ in the last 3 
studies.  In response to a question about the ability of these resources to be dispatched, Jay declared 
that all new wind resources in the queue are dispatchable.  He informed participants that currently SPP 
has 14 GW of wind resources in-service with 8 GW of wind/solar to be connected by the end of 2018.  
With wind in the study queue, Jay reported that the total potential wind (including existing and expected 
in-service by the end of 2018) is 43 GW.  Jay shared observations associated about these and other 
renewables implications for SPP.  Because of the strategic implications of this topic and meeting time 
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constraints, the SPC agreed to schedule a single-topic meeting in November or December for further 
discussion.    

Agenda Item 8 – Admin Fee Structure 

Carl Monroe provided an update on Staff’s effort to evaluate utilizing total energy usage versus peak load 
usage to calculate SPP’s Administrative fee. 

Agenda Item 9 – Export Pricing Task Force Update 
 
Michael Desselle reported that the Task Force has been populated and will be holding its inaugural 
meeting on October 19th.   
 
Agenda Item 10 – Exit Study Task Force Update 
 
Jake Langthorn (Chair of the Task Force) reported that the Task Force had been created, populated and 
held its first call last week.  Lanny Nickell reported, in response to a question, that the PUCT has provided 
feedback on the scope and study timeline.  He noted that SPP and ERCOT jointly filed the study scope 
(PUCT Filing – Attachment 9 and Study Scope – Attachment 10) and that while ERCOT may finish its 
study sooner than SPP, the PUCT accepted that a joint report would be filed by the end of the second 
quarter 2017.  In response to Mike Wise’s question about any strategic implications, Lanny noted that the 
PUCT has asked “who should pay for the studies?”.  Lanny noted that while SPP has laid out its study 
scope, SPP has not yet determined what it will cost.   

 
Agenda Item 11 - Strategic Plan Status 
 
Michael Desselle reviewed the status of SPP Strategic Plan Initiatives (Strategic Plan Metric – Attachment 
11). 

Agenda Item 12 – Summary of Action Items 

Action Items are: 
 

• Schedule another SPC meeting to discussion Interconnection Queue implications; 
• Seek Board approval in October for SPC’s and CTPTF’s Competitive Transmission Policy 

recommendations; and 
• At next regularly scheduled SPC meeting, report on straw-proposal business-practice or tariff 

language that addresses Costs Shifts Associated with New Transmission Owners (RR 172). 

Agenda Item 13 – Discussion of Future Meetings 

Michael Desselle discussed future meetings, noting that dates included on the agenda are incorrect.  The 
correct dates are noted here: 

 
January 19, 2017            Dallas, TX 
May 3-5, 2017 Retreat     
July 13, 2017                  Denver, CO 
October 19, 2017            Little Rock, AR 

 
The next regularly scheduled SPC meeting is January 19, 2017, in Dallas, Texas. 
 
Executive Session 
 
The Committee then met in Executive Session. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, December 1, 2016 

AEP Office, Dallas, Texas  
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Mike Wise (GSEC) called the meeting to order at 9:00 AM.  Members present included:  Jake Langthorn 
by phone (OGE); Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP); Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director); 
Phyllis Bernard (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood), by phone; Dennis Florom (LES); Mike Risan (BEPC); 
Traci Bender (NPPD); Ray Wahle (MRES); and Bill Grant (Xcel).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, 
Carl Monroe, Bruce Rew, Lanny Nickell, Ben Bright, Jay Caspary, Casey Cathey, Steve Purdy, Sunny 
Raheem, and Sam Loudenslager.  Other guests participated in person or via phone (Attendance – 
Attachment 1 and 2).   

Agenda Item 2 – Introduction 

Mike Wise introduced the purpose of the one-topic meeting.    

Agenda Item 3 – Interconnection Queue Report 

Steve Purdy and Sunny Raheem presented information about SPP Generator Interconnection (GI) Queue 
(Generator Interconnection Queue – Attachment 3).   Their report focused on the current GI queue 
statistics, process, recent queue reform and results and a discussion about next steps.  Committee 
members and participants alike questioned the purpose of the discussion.  Lanny Nickell and Carl 
Monroe each addressed those questions.  Lanny noted that the purpose was to provide a picture of 
where SPP is now and to facilitate learning about the processes.  Both Lanny and Carl noted that if the 
expectations for the wind are realized that strategic changes may be needed to accommodate these 
increasing renewable resources.  In response to Mike Wise’s question “…are these processes broken…”, 
Steve replied that he would not characterize the processes as broken.  He noted that the process works 
well for about 3- 4 thousand MWs, but beyond that it becomes a problem.  Bill Grant responded that the 
GI Queue process is working as designed: however, we are facing a different dynamic today—
deliverability to the market.  

Agenda Item 4 – Report on Joint Renewable Energy Resource Studies 

Jay Caspary’s presentation was skipped (Joint Renewable Energy Resource Studies – Attachment 4).   

Agenda Item 5 – Real Time Operational Impacts of Renewable Energy Resources 

Casey Cathey presented the operational impacts associated with renewable resources (Real Time 
Operational Impacts of Renewable Energy Resources – Attachment 5).  His presentation focused on how 
much wind SPP has in service and the current operational challenges associated with that wind.  He also 
discussed the ways to mitigate the operational challenges.  Richard Ross highlighted a concern 
expressed in the Export Pricing Task Force discussions: high level strategic disconnect in the 
Transmission service process and the planning process which are not in concert with the current market 
processes (congestion rights).  Venita noted that congestion costs are increasingly taking away from end-
user customer value.  Bill Grant noted that not being able to recover short-term marginal cost is also a 
problem.  Venita and others noted that distressed wind could exacerbate the problem.  Bill Grant and Carl 
Monroe noted that the issue of ramping comes down to the question of whether SPP is fully 
compensating quick start units.  There was recognition that there are market design and economic price 
signal implications that perhaps the Price Formation Task Force of the Market Working Group should 
consider.   
 
Casey also discussed negative Marginal Energy Costs (MEC) that SPP has experienced during 160 
hours in 2016.   
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Agenda Item 6 – Renewable Energy Resources Member Perspective 
 
Mike Risan presented a snapshot of the Basin Electric resource planning process.  This included 
descriptions of Basin as well as the Integrated System interaction; planning considerations, political 
outlook and resource expectations for the future.  Likewise, Venita presented a snapshot of SWEPCO’s 
Integrated Resources planning perspective.  She noted that SWECPO is seeking 100 MW of wind 
capacity in the near term and will be looking for more in the future.  Finally, Bill Grant described the SPS 
system planning process.  He noted that wind and solar will play prominent roles in SPS’s future resource 
mix.  He noted that wind makes a lot of sense from an energy perspective and that SPS is not installing 
wind for capacity purposes.  As did the others, Bill noted that the gap between firm transmission and 
financial congestion rights needs to be resolved.      
 
Agenda Item 7 – Issue Identification and Assignments 

Steve Gaw (The Wind Coalition) noted that a lot of topics were discussed during the meeting but that 
some topics were things missing and he further noted some areas of disagreement.  Staff was asked to 
develop a straw proposal for consideration by the SPC in January.  Casey Cathey noted that the flood of 
renewal generation (wind and solar) that SPP faces boils down to one of three outcomes (if we get all, or 
a portion, of the wind in the existing queue installed): 

1. SPP RC will curtail more magnitude of wind for reliability needs; or, 
2. SPC pursues any/all of recommendations from EPTF and exports; or,  
3. We enhance SPP and member functions allowing more renewable resources to sink within the 

SPP BA.    

Agenda Item 8 – Next Steps 

Staff to develop straw proposal for topic prioritization for SPC consideration. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Export Pricing Task 
Force Update
January 2017
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Export Pricing Task Force (EPTF)
• EPTF was formed as a response to the SPP strategic plan which 

recognized that the variable energy resources within the 
region provide a possible strategic opportunity for members 
and ratepayers

• The EPTF has met twice
 October 19 and November 30, 2016
 Next meeting is January 23, 2017

• The members of the EPTF are:
Mike Wise (GSEC) Greg McAuley (OGE)
Wes Berger (SPS) Richard Ross (AEP)
Dennis Florom (LES) Graham Edwards (SPP BOD)
Blaine Erhardt (BEPC) Michael Desselle (SPP Staff)

• The meetings have been very well attended by interested 
stakeholders
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Export Pricing Task Force (EPTF)
• The meetings have focused on educating task force members 

and stakeholders about opportunities presented by the 
abundance of wind within the region

• While this effort is ongoing, to date information that has been 
presented includes: 
 The wind in service in adjacent states and the potential in adjacent 

states
 Relevant FERC decisions
 The amount of wind in the SPP GI queue (current potential is 43 GW 

which exceeds the SPP load)
 Due to congestion in the western part of the region, developers are moving 

east
 This may avoid congestion but does not address the issue of negative 

Marginal Energy Costs
 Determined that there are also system limitations in exporting wind 

resources
 From these studies it appears that 1,469 MW the maximum amount for 

export before encountering constraints
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Export Pricing Task Force (EPTF)
• Other topics reviewed include:

 Results of the Wind Integration – Voltage Stability Study and ongoing 
work of the Voltage Task Force

 One observation is that even with a market for exports, exports will not 
address all the issues related to wind in our region.

 Previous work on modifying “through and out” rates in the Tariff
 Potential market mechanisms to resolve excess capacity situations
 Market participants offered observations on improvements 

regarding transparency for evaluating ATC 
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Export Pricing Task Force (EPTF)
• At the January 23rd meeting the EPTF will hear about

 Business approaches from entities who are currently exporting or 
who anticipate exporting from SPP

 Market barriers that are in the Tariff
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Export Pricing Task Force (EPTF)
• Given that there does not appear to be a “silver bullet” to 

address the wind opportunities, it is anticipated that there will 
be a set of recommendations provided to the SPC at a future 
meeting on market and Tariff changes for consideration.
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Exit Study Task 
Force Update
January 2017
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Exit Study Task Force
• In response to request of the PUCT, SPP and ERCOT staff 

have completed a scope of the study
 Lubbock Power & Light (LP&L) asked clarifying questions and 

provided input into the scope
 The scope should be reviewed by ESWG and TWG 

• The schedule includes begin and end dates for various 
aspects of the coordinated studies as listed below:
 Scope – 8/29/2016- 9/15/2016
 Model Build – 11/14/2016-2/3/2017
 Analysis – 2/1/2017-3/31/2017
 Working Group Activities – 11/14/2017-5/31/2017
 Draft and Final Reports – 4/1/2017-4/30/2017
 Final Report Deliverable – 5/31/2017
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Exit Study Task Force
• The estimated cost of the coordinated effort ranges 

between $150,000 and $180,000.

• LP&L proposed to pay to hire an independent third party 
consultant chose by SPP to accelerate the coordinated 
study process
 The ESTF voted to support the SPP/ERCOT coordinated study 

effort, not an effort by a third party

• The completed scope and timeline will be provided to 
the Public Utility Commission of Texas for the next open 
meeting on January 26th

• The question of who will fund the study still needs to be 
resolved and guidance will be requested of the PUCT

• The ESTF will also address the strategic issue(s) 
associated with entities moving from one RTO to another
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BILLING DETERMINANTS TASK FORCE 

Report to the Market & Operations Policy Committee 
October 4, 2016 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the BDTF: 

Ms. Heather Starnes, Chair MJMEUC 
Mr. David Kays Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Mr. Don Frerking  Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Mr. Robert Pennybaker American Electric Power 
Mr. Todd Swartz Nebraska Public Power District 
Mr. John Stephens City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri 
Ms. Gayle Freier SPP Staff  
 
  

Activity Update 
At this time, the BDTF is not asking the MOPC to review anything, but has been working on items of 
significance.  

The BDTF completed its work on the development of a business practice addressing the determination of 
Network Load under the SPP Tariff and how Behind the Meter Generation fits within that determination 
and calculation.  That proposed business practice, now codified in RR158, was approved by the BDTF 
and forwarded to the RTWG for its review and consideration. At its June 23rd meeting, the RTWG 
remanded RR158 for revision and simplification based upon the RTWG discussion. In addition, the 
RTWG requested the BDTF work with staff to develop and incorporate into RR158 language to address 
the responsibility for reporting of Network Load in SPP.  The BDTF met in person on October 19th and via 
web conference on November 21st and January 6th.   

The BDTF was working on the development of a process for the determination of assignment of costs for 
competitive projects that span multiple SPP zones, but work on that issue has been put on hold at the 
request of SPP Staff.  

 
Upcoming Activities 

The BDTF has a meeting scheduled for January 27th to complete discussion on RR158 and vote it up to 
the RTWG for review and discussion.  

After completion of work on RR158, the BDTF will continue its work on reporting of Network Load.  At one 
point, there was an attempt to combine this issue with determination of Network Load in RR158, but the 
BDTF decided to address the issues separately to avoid delay in moving RR158 forward to the RTWG. 

Upon receipt of the go-ahead from SPP Staff, the BDTF will continue its work on the on the development 
of a process for the determination of assignment of costs for competitive projects that span multiple SPP 
zones.   
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Once pending litigation has been resolved, the BDTF will also work on development of criteria for 
determining when new SPP transmission pricing zones will be created.  

 
Upcoming Meetings 
 
January 27, 2017  

 
Additional Information 
None 
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ZONAL PLACEMENT

• Summary & Overview

• Background & Related Dockets

• Policy Questions

• SPP Staff Proposal
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ZONAL PLACEMENT: 
SUMMARY 
• To determine whether to place existing 

transmission facilities and ATRR of a Transmission 
Owner into an existing SPP pricing Zone or in its 
own separate Zone, SPP applies a set of four 
criteria.

• The situation could be a new Transmission Owner 
joining SPP or an existing SPP Transmission Owner 
purchasing existing facilities.
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ZONAL PLACEMENT:  
BACKGROUND
• SPP staff apply the criteria to assess whether to put the 

facilities and ATRR into an existing pricing zone or create a 
new zone.

• The four criteria:

(1) whether the new Transmission Owner’s ATRR is less than the 
ATRR of an existing pricing Zone with the smallest ATRR;

(2) the extent to which a new Transmission Owner’s facilities are 
embedded within a pre-existing zone;

(3) the extent to which a new Transmission Owner’s facilities are 
integrated with (including number of interconnections) an 
existing Transmission Owner’s facilities; and, 

(4) the extent to which the new Transmission Owner’s facilities 
substantively increase the SPP footprint. 

• The zonal placement determination is included with the ATRR 
filing at FERC. 422 of 82



ZONAL PLACEMENT:
BACKGROUND
• The criteria are not in the SPP Tariff or other governing 

document.

• The criteria used do not address any cost impacts that may 
result from the zonal placement determination.

• Cost impacts associated with zonal placement have been the 
subject of protests in recent ATRR dockets.
 City of Independence
 Tri-State 

• RR 172 was discussed at the Strategic Planning Committee 
meeting on October 13, 2016.

• To facilitate the SPC’s discussion of the policy issues involved, 
SPP Staff was directed to draft a straw proposal
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ZONAL PLACEMENT:  
POLICY QUESTIONS

(1) Whether the zonal placement criteria should be 
included in the SPP Tariff

(2) Whether cost impacts associated with zonal 
placement should be addressed by SPP 
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ZONAL PLACEMENT

• Review of SPP Staff’s Proposal
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Item 1 - Zonal Placement Criteria for Existing Facilities 
 

SPP staff would like to propose a policy for zonal placement criteria for existing facilities that starts with 
a definition of the situation to which it is applicable.  The scope is limited to: (1) integration of a 
potential SPP Transmission Owner’s existing facilities with consequent impacts on Zonal Annual 
Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) under Schedule 9, or (2) purchase by a current SPP 
Transmission Owner of existing facilities that would be included in that TO’s Zonal ATRR under Schedule 
9.  Rules already exist in the Tariff for ratemaking and cost recovery for newly planned and constructed 
facilities under Schedule 11 and Attachment J and for designation of ownership of new facilities under 
Attachments O and Y.  Therefore, this proposal can focus on the ownership of existing facilities and 
Zonal ATRR only.  This limited definition of applicability may help alleviate the Order 1000 concerns 
expressed by some commenting parties. 

Although an SPP Transmission Owner has Section 205 filing rights for the purpose of recovering its 
revenue requirement, SPP has the right to file under Section 205 to designate which existing and/or new 
Zone(s) those costs are placed in.  The TO has a right to apply unilaterally for cost recovery, but the 
Regional Transmission Organization also has sole authority under Order 2000 to exercise its tariff 
administration and design function.  This function includes the responsibility to address the cost 
allocation of the TO’s duly-approved revenue requirement.  In addition to being consistent with Order 
2000, this approach is supported under the Membership Agreement because a TO’s Section 205 rights 
only cover service over its own facilities.  The Section 205 rights under the Membership Agreement do 
not extend to the rates for service over the facilities of other TOs, which is what occurs in Zones with 
multiple TOs.  Therefore, a TO would have to file under Section 206 if it wishes to unilaterally seek 
designation of a specific Zone for recovery of its costs.  For these reasons, SPP must address issues 
related to zonal placement for a TO, while the TO has the right to file for recovery of its revenue 
requirement.  In this regulatory framework under Section 205, the TO’s and the RTO’s rights and 
responsibilities are complementary.   

Informational Requirements 

The potential or current TO must provide information to SPP for the purpose of SPP’s evaluation of the 
zonal placement of the existing facilities that are proposed to be added to Attachment H, Table 1, 
Column 3.  This data set is to contain information about the following: 

1. Integration of facilities, including the number and capacity of interconnections with existing SPP 
Zones and degree to which the facilities are embedded in existing SPP Zones 

2. Integration of planning and operations with existing SPP Zones 
3. Identification of those facilities the TO intends to include in its transmission rate base under 

Attachment AI criteria 
4. Zonal revenue requirement and the primary components of that revenue requirement 

calculation, plus: 
o Estimated rate effects under Schedules 1 and 9 on the TO’s customer load and on the 

Network Customers’ load in any existing Zone that the facilities may be placed in  
o Cost effect of termination or modification of any agreement(s) with existing SPP TOs and 

cost effect of any elimination of rate pancaking as a result of zonal integration 
o Estimated effect on responsibility for Schedule 11 costs including Zonal Base Plan, 

Balanced Portfolio transfer, and Region-wide 
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5. Load of the TO’s customer base and identification of any such load in existing SPP Zones 

All information submitted will be subject to review and verification by SPP.  Based on this review, SPP 
may revise the data as it deems appropriate prior to using it in evaluation of zonal placement.   

This proposal does not establish a schedule or deadline for provision of this data.  Such a deadline likely 
would be problematic in view of FERC’s order in Docket No. ER15-859.  As a practical matter, the TO 
must provide the information with sufficient lead time for SPP staff to perform its review and formulate 
a zonal determination prior to the necessary filing. 

Upon the filing with FERC of any proposal to add existing facilities to the Zonal ATRR under Schedule 9, 
the filing party will make a good faith effort to provide notification of such filing within ten business days 
to the affected TOs and Network Customers in that Zone.  Such notification requirement will not affect 
any necessary filing by SPP.   

It may be preferable to place all the Tariff language for this proposal in only Attachment H, not 
Attachment AI.  There are questions concerning application of Attachment AI and construction of new 
facilities that may need to be addressed by stakeholders at some point.  However, the key issues under 
RR 172 are the structure of zonal rates and rate impacts, not definition of transmission facilities.  
Although these two sets of issues are interrelated, it would be helpful to separate them as much as 
possible in order to promote timeliness and clarity in decision-making. 

Zonal Placement Criteria 

In evaluating the zonal placement of existing facilities, SPP staff is to review the information provided by 
the TO and address the following criteria: 

1. Whether the ATRR of the facilities being placed under the Tariff is less than the ATRR of the 
existing Zone with the smallest ATRR; 

2. Extent to which the facilities substantively increase the SPP regional footprint; 
3. Extent to which the facilities are embedded within an existing Zone; 
4. Extent to which the facilities are integrated (including the number of interconnections) with an 

existing Zone. 

The first two criteria are to determine if the facilities being placed under the Tariff are substantial 
enough to justify creating a separate pricing Zone.  If a separate pricing Zone does not appear justified, 
the last two criteria are to be used in determining the most appropriate existing Zone in which to place 
the facilities.   

Item 2 - Cost Shift Mitigation 
 
For this proposal, any potential cost shifts and rate impacts on both new Network Customers and 
existing Network Customers in the directly affected Zone could be added to the zonal placement 
criteria.  This cost shift analysis would include impacts under Schedules 1, 9, and 11 and may encompass 
a multi-year period if doing so captures additional relevant information. 

The cost shift analysis is bi-directional so as to evaluate impacts on both new and existing Network 
Customers.  However, the analysis for existing customers should take into account their existing 
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obligations under Schedule 11, which is not the case for new Network Customers that result from 
placement of facilities under the Tariff. 

Provisions addressing new Network Customers that are entering SPP as a result of integration of existing 
facilities should be structured in a manner so as to recognize that those customers may or may not be 
affiliated with the existing TO or with the TO with facilities to be transferred. 
 
The proposal also could include provisions for SPP to file with FERC for mitigation of cost shifts that 
exceed a designated threshold.  A potential approach to this mitigation is a multi-year phase-in of the 
impact of the Schedule 1 and Schedule 9 revenue requirements on the Network Customers experiencing 
the negative rate impact, whether they are customers associated with the facilities being transferred or 
customers associated with the existing Zone. 

The final year of the phase-in would include the entire revenue requirement that is accepted by FERC for 
determination of charges under Schedules 1 and 9.  The cost to be phased in is the difference between 
that revenue requirement and the amount which ties to the cost shift threshold.  For example, if the 
calculated cost shift without mitigation is 15 percent and the cost shift threshold is 10 percent, the 
phase-in could be 10 percent in year one, 11 percent in year two, 12 percent in year three, 13 percent in 
year four, 14 percent in year 5, and 15 percent (i.e., the entire revenue requirement as accepted by 
FERC) after year five.   

In determining whether to request rate mitigation and to calculate the transition for mitigation, an 
objective threshold is needed.  Such a threshold may include one of the following examples: 

Method A:  File for mitigation if SPP’s estimate of the impact on existing Network Customers of 
adding existing facilities to their Zone is greater than a 10 percent increase over their current 
costs under Schedules 1, 9, and 11-zonal or if SPP’s estimate of the impact on new Network 
Customers of including them in an existing Zone is greater than a 10 percent increase over their 
current costs including pancaked or grandfathered rates. 

Method B: File for mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW and 
that resulting rate is higher than the average rate across all Zones in the region under Schedules 
1, 9, and 11-zonal before facilities integration.  There would be no requirement to consider 
mitigation if the resulting rate is lower than the regional average. 

Method C: File for mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW by 10 
percent of the regional average (Schedules 1, 9, and 11-zonal) rather than as a percent of the 
affected Zone’s rate.  Also file for mitigation if the rate impact on new Network Customers is 
greater than 10 percent of the regional average. 

Method D: File for mitigation if a combination of two or more thresholds is triggered.  For 
example, consider mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW by 
more than 10 percent and that resulting rate is higher than the average rate across all Zones in 
the region. 

 

28 of 82



Revision Request Form 
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

RR #: 172 Date: 7/14/2016 

RR Title: Revisions to Address Cost Shifts Associated with New TOs 
System Changes  No    Yes  
Process Changes?  No    Yes 
Impact Analysis Required?  No    Yes 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Drew Robinson Company: Kansas City Power & Light 

Email: drew.robinson@kcpl.com Phone: (816) 556-2950 
Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.   

Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s). 

  SPP Staff  
  SPP Market Participant 
  SPP Member 
  An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit 

a Revision Request “on their behalf” 

  SPP Market Monitor 
  Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over 

SPP/SPP member 
  Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or 

Working Group 
  Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to 

transactions under the Tariff 
REVISION REQUEST DETAILS 

Requested Resolution Timing:   Normal    Expedited    Urgent Action    

Reason for Expedited/Urgent Resolution:       

Type of Revision (select all that apply): 
 

  Correction 
 

  Clarification 
 

  Design Enhancement 
 

  New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff 

  NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if 
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list 
standard(s)) 

       

  FERC Mandate  (List order number(s)) 

       
 

 

 

REVISION REQUEST RISK DRIVERS 

Are there existing risks to one or more SPP Members or the BES driving the need for this RR?   Yes  No   

If yes, provided details to explain the risk and timelines associated: 

  Compliance (Tariff, NERC, Other)       

  Reliability/Operations        

  Financial       
 
SPP Documents Requiring Revision:  
Please select your primary intended document(s) as well as all others known that could be impacted by the requested revision (e.g. 
a change to a protocol that would necessitate a criteria or business practice revision).   

  Market Protocols Section(s):  Protocol Version:  
  Operating Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Planning Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff (OATT) Section(s): Attachment H, Attachment AI 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  
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Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This Revision Request addresses cost shifts associated with placing existing Transmission Facilities of new Transmission Owners 
in existing zones.  These tariff revisions set forth a bright line cost recovery of existing Transmission Facilities.  Specifically, the 
costs of existing Transmission Facilities will be borne by the customers for whom those facilities were planned.  The costs of any 
new transmission facilities—i.e., transmission facilities planned after integration of a Transmission Owning member of SPP into a 
zone (or conversion of an existing customer within the zone into a Transmission Owner within the zone)—will be allocated to all 
load within the zone based on existing tariff provisions. These revisions do not impact competitive transmission projects identified 
through the SPP transmission planning process. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

These revisions are intended to eliminate cost shifts associated with placing existing Transmission Facilities of new SPP 
Transmission Owners (or of existing transmission customers converting to Transmission Owners)  into an existing SPP Zone. By 
requiring load of each Transmission Owner to pay for the costs of facilities planned for that load prior to zonal integration, while 
allowing costs of new facilities to be allocated across the zone to all load, this approach recognizes and implements the fundamental 
principle that transmission customers should pay for facilities planned and constructed for their use and benefit.  This change has 
the added benefit of establishing concrete rules in an area that has been the subject of frequent litigation, thereby lessening the 
likelihood of future litigation, and ensuring that going forward rules will be established through the stakeholder and tariff process, 
rather than as an outcome of litigation amongst a subset of affected parties. 

 

REVISIONS TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
In the appropriate sections below, please provide the language from the current document(s) for which you are requesting 
revision(s), with all edits redlined.  

Market Protocols 
 

      

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

ATTACHMENT H 
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement For Network Integration Transmission Service 
 

SECTION I: General Requirements 

1. The Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (“Zonal ATRR”) for each Transmission Owner 

for purposes of determining the charges under Schedule 9, Network Integration Transmission Service, is 

specified in Column (3) Section I, of Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirement (“Base Plan Zonal ATRR”) used to determine the zonal charges under Schedule 11 for 

Base Plan Upgrades issued a Notification to Construct (“NTC”) prior to June 19, 2010 is specified in 

Column (4) Section I, of Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal ATRR used to determine the zonal charges 

under Schedule 11 for Base Plan Upgrades issued an NTC on or after June 19, 2010 is specified in 

Column (5) of Section I, Table 1.  The amount of Zonal ATRR and Base Plan Zonal ATRR that is 

included in Columns (3), (4), (5), and (7) and reallocated to the Region-wide Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement (“Region-wide ATRR”), in accordance with Attachment J, is specified in Column 
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(6) of Section I, Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors in accordance with 

Attachment Z2 is specified in Column (7) of Section I, Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

(See Note A below) 

 

Note A:  The Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“ATRR”) for each Zone are set forth 
 in the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 
 

2. Table 2-A specifies the Region-wide ATRR for Network Upgrades needed prior to October 1, 2015 and 

Table 2-B specifies the Region-wide ATRR for Network Upgrades needed on or after October 1, 2015.  

The Region-wide ATRR, shown in Line 8 of Section I, Table 2-A, shall be the sum of (i) the Base Plan 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Base Plan Region-wide ATRR”) (reflected 

in Line 1 and  Line 2), (ii) the total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirements (“Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR”) (reflected in Line 3 and Line 4), (iii) for 

transmission service beginning prior to October 1, 2015, the Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay 

Upgrade Sponsors as determined in accordance with Attachment Z2 of this Tariff (reflected in Line 5), 

and (iv) the Interregional Planning Region Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Interregional 

Planning Region ATRR”) allocable to customers receiving transmission service under this Tariff for any 

Interregional Project(s) constructed within the SPP Region (Line 6) and/or within other Interregional 

Planning Regions (Line 7). 

 

The Region-wide ATRR shown in Line 8 of Section I, Table 2-B, shall be the sum of (i) the Base Plan 

Region-wide ATRR (reflected in Line 1 and Line 2), (ii) the total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide 

ATRR (reflected in Line 3 and Line 4) and (iii) for transmission service beginning on or after October 1, 

2015, the Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors as determined in accordance with 

Attachment Z2 of this Tariff (reflected in Line 5), and (iv) the Interregional Planning Region Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Interregional Planning Region ATRR”) allocable to customers 

receiving transmission service under this Tariff for any Interregional Project(s) constructed within the 

SPP Region (Line 6) and/or within other Interregional Planning Regions (Line 7). 

 

As described in Schedule 11, the Region-wide Charges for Zones 1 through 18 shall be based upon Line 

8 of Table 2-A and Line 8 of Table 2-B. The Region-wide Charges for Zone 19 shall be based upon Line 

8 of Table 2-B. 
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Table 2-A 

(See Note B below) 

1 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC prior to June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

 
2 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

3 Total ATRR reallocated to Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR 
from Column (6), Section I, Table 1 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

 
4 Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
5 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
6 SPP Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
7 Other Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
8 Region-wide ATRR (Sum of Lines 1 through 7) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

Table 2-B 

 (See Note B below) 

1 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC prior to June 19, 2010)  See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

 
2 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

3 Total ATRR reallocated to Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR 
from Column (6), Section I, Table 1 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

 
4 Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
5 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors  See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
6 SPP Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
7 Other Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
8 Region-wide ATRR (Sum of Lines 1 through 7) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

Note B:  The Region-wide ATRRs are set forth in the RRR File posted on the SPP website. 
 

3. A Transmission Owner’s revenue requirement referenced or stated in this Attachment H shall not be 

changed absent a filing with the Commission, accompanied by all necessary cost support, unless such 
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Transmission Owner utilizes Commission-approved formula rate processes contained in this Tariff to 

determine its revenue requirements. 

4. A new or amended revenue requirement referenced or stated in this Attachment H shall not be filed with 

the Commission by the Transmission Provider unless such revenue requirements have been provided by 

or for a Transmission Owner.  Such revenue requirements shall have been accepted or approved by the 

applicable regulatory or governing authority except in the event of a simultaneous filing with the 

Commission by the Transmission Owner and Transmission Provider. 

5. If a Transmission Owner has a Commission-approved formula rate, the successful completion of its 

approved annual formula rate update procedures shall constitute regulatory acceptance sufficient to 

authorize the Transmission Provider to update that Transmission Owner’s revenue requirements posted 

on the SPP website.  Such update by the Transmission Provider shall not require a filing with the 

Commission, provided that the Transmission Owner posts the populated formula rate for public review 

and comment as required under the applicable protocols and/or procedures contained in this Attachment 

H.  The Transmission Provider shall follow any special procedures related to updating a Transmission 

Owner’s revenue requirements as outlined in Section II of this Attachment. 

6.  An entity that desires to recover the costs of Existing Transmission Facilities under the SPP Tariff upon 

joining SPP as a Transmission Owner, or converting from a transmission Customer to a transmission 

Owner, shall recover the costs of Existing Transmission Facilities from the customers for which those 

facilities were planned.  Existing Transmission Facilities are facilities that were planned, constructed or 

placed in-service prior to the new Transmission Owner placing its Transmission Facilities under this 

Tariff. A new Transmission Owner shall be defined as an entity who has not previously recovered an 

ATRR for Transmission Facilities through SPP but has applied to do so and is subject to the measures 

contained herein Attachment H, Section 6.  

 

Costs of Existing Transmission Facilities of the new Transmission Owner shall be allocated to the load 

of the new Transmission Owner and costs of existing Transmission Facilities of the current Zonal 

Transmission Owner(s) and Customer(s) shall be allocated to their load.  Costs of new facilities of all 

Transmission Owners and Customers within the Zone planned after the new Transmission Owner places 

its Transmission Facilities under the Tariff shall be allocated to all load within the Zone in accordance 

with Attachment J of this Tariff.  
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 In the event that the new Transmission Owner required Transmission Facilities to be upgraded or 

installed in order for them to receive prior Network Service, any previous cost responsibilities related to 

those Transmission Facility upgrades or installation shall continue until paid in full. 

 

In selecting where a new Transmission Owner should be placed within the region, and whether to 

include the new Transmission Owner in its own zone or an existing zone, the Transmission Provider 

shall analyze each of the following criteria and provide an explanation of its analysis in the notification 

to the new Transmission Owner, existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) 

regarding the placement of the entity into the existing Zone.  

 

a) Whether the new Transmission Owner’s ATRR is less than the ATRR of an existing 
pricing Zone with the smallest ATRR; 

b) The extent to which the new Transmission Owner’s facilities substantively increase 
the SPP footprint;  

c) The extent to which a new Transmission Owner’s facilities are integrated with 
(including the number of interconnections) an existing Transmission Owner’s 
facilities; and  

d) The extent to which a new Transmission Owner’s facilities are embedded within a 
pre-existing zone. 

 

The results of the Transmission Provider review in no way constitutes a finding or recommendation 

by the Transmission Provider that the proposed initial rate is or is not just and reasonable or unduly 

preferential within the meaning of the Federal Power Act, that the initial rate filing itself is complete 

or incomplete, or that any facility included in the proposed initial rates satisfies or does not satisfy 

the criteria in Attachment AI or otherwise qualifies or does not qualify as Transmission Facility. 

Nothing in this section prohibits:  

 

(i) the Transmission Provider from submitting a filing with the Commission, at the request 

of the entity, to incorporate the entity’s initial annual transmission revenue requirement and 

protocols, as applicable, into Attachment H of this Tariff, at the completion of the 

Transmission Provider’s review as outlined in this Attachment AI and  in Section II.8 of 

Attachment H of this Tariff; or  

Deleted:  
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(ii) the Transmission Provider or the entity from submitting other pleadings in addition to the 

initial rate filing in such a proceeding. 

 

 

7.  The Transmission Provider shall allocate the accepted or approved revenue requirement associated with 

a Base Plan Upgrade, in accordance with Attachment J to this Tariff, to the Base Plan Region-wide 

ATRRs in Section I, Table 2-A and Table 2-B above and to the appropriate Base Plan Zonal ATRR in 

Column (4) or (5) in Section I, Table 1. 

8. For each Transmission Owner not using a formula rate, the amount of Schedule 7 and 8 revenue 

received under this Tariff and credited in the determination of the Transmission Owner’s Commission-

approved Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement is specified in Column (3) of Table 3.  For 

each Transmission Owner not using a formula rate, the amount of point-to-point Schedule 11 revenue 

received under this Tariff and credited in the determination of the Transmission Owner’s Commission-

approved annual transmission revenue requirement for upgrades eligible for cost recovery under 

Schedule 11 is specified in Column (4) of Table 3.  For a Transmission Owner using a formula rate that 

does not annually update the amount of point-to-point revenues received under this Tariff, Column (3) 

and Column (4) of Table 3 shall reflect any amount of such revenue embedded in its formula rate.  For a 

Transmission Owner using a formula rate and where Schedule 7 and 8 revenues and/or point-to-point 

Schedule 11 revenue received under this Tariff are credited and annually updated in the determination of 

the Transmission Owner’s Commission-approved Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 

and/or annual revenue requirement for upgrades eligible for cost recovery under Schedule 11, 

respectively, the entry(ies) in Table 3 shall be Not Applicable (N/A).       

Table 3 

 

(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

1 American Electric Power –West   

1a 
American Electric Power (Public Service 
Company of Oklahoma and Southwestern 
Electric Power Company) See Section II.3 

N/A N/A 

1b East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 
1c Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc. $0 $0 
1d Deep East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 
1e Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority $0 $0 

Deleted: 7
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(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

1f 

AEP West Transmission Companies  (AEP 
Oklahoma Transmission Company, Inc. and 
AEP Southwestern Transmission Company, 
Inc.) 

N/A 

N/A 

1g Coffeyville Municipal Light and Power (CMLP) $0 $0 
2 Reserved for Future Use   
3 City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri N/A N/A 
4 Empire District Electric Company N/A $0 
5 Grand River Dam Authority  N/A N/A 
6 Kansas City Power & Light Company   

6a         Kansas City Power & Light Company N/A N/A 
6b         City of Independence, Missouri $0 $0 

7 Oklahoma Gas and Electric    
7a Oklahoma Gas and Electric  N/A N/A 
7b Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority $0 $0 

8 Midwest Energy, Inc. N/A N/A 
9 KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company   

9a         KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations         
        Company N/A N/A 

9b         Transource Missouri, LLC N/A $0 
10 Southwestern Power Administration $0 $0 
11 Southwestern Public Service Company   

11a        Southwestern Public Service Company N/A N/A 
11b        Reserved for Future Use N/A N/A 
11c        Lea County Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 

12 Sunflower Electric Power Corporation N/A N/A 
13 Western Farmers Electric Cooperative  $0 $0 
14 Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas & Electric and 

Westar Energy)   

   14a         Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas  
        & Electric and Westar Energy) N/A N/A 

14b         Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC N/A N/A 
   14c         Kansas Power Pool $0 $0 

15 Mid-Kansas Electric Company   
15a Mid-Kansas Electric Company N/A N/A 
15b ITC Great Plains N/A N/A 
15c         Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC N/A N/A 

16 Lincoln Electric System N/A N/A 
17 Nebraska Public Power District   

17a        Nebraska Public Power District N/A N/A 
17b        Central Nebraska Public Power and  

       Irrigation District $0 $0 

17c Tri-State G&T Association N/A N/A 
18 Omaha Public Power District N/A N/A 
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(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

19 Upper Missouri Zone   
19a Western-UGP N/A N/A 
19b Basin Electric Power Cooperative $0 $0 
19c Heartland Consumers Power District N/A N/A 
19d Missouri River Energy Services (Total)   
19d 

(i) 
Missouri River Energy Services N/A N/A 

19d 
(ii) 

Moorhead Public Service N/A N/A 

19d 
(iii) 

Orange City Municipal Utilities N/A N/A 

19d 
(iv) 

City of Pierre, South Dakota N/A N/A 

19d 
(v) 

City of Sioux Center, Iowa N/A N/A 

19d 
(vi) 

Watertown Municipal Utility  
Department N/A N/A 

19e East River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. N/A N/A 
19f Corn Belt Power Cooperative N/A N/A 
19g NorthWestern Corporation (South Dakota) N/A $0 
19h Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative N/A N/A 
19i Harlan Municipal Utilities N/A N/A 
19j Central Power Electric Cooperative N/A N/A 
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I. Introduction	/	Summary	

There	 are	 many	 benefits	 to	 the	 expansion	 of	 the	 Southwest	 Power	 Pool,	 Inc.	 (SPP)	
transmission	system,	which	currently	serves	customers	in	fourteen	states.	 	These	benefits	include	
independent	 transmission	access,	 increased	generation	 resource	options,	 coinciding	 lower	power	
production	costs	and	 increased	resource	diversity,	elimination	of	rate	pancaking,	efficient	market	
operations,	and	coordinated	regional	planning,	to	name	a	few.			

Recent	 expansion	 efforts,	 however,	 have	 demonstrated	 the	 SPP	 Tariff	 does	 not	 have	 a	
mechanism	to	consider	 the	 impacts	 to	existing	Transmission	Customers	when	 incorporating	new	
Transmission	Owners	into	Multi‐Owner	Zones.		Specifically,	the	SPP	Tariff	is	silent	as	to	the	criteria	
used	by	SPP	 to	determine	 the	 zonal	placement	of	new	Transmission	Owners.	 	 SPP	Staff	 selects	 a	
zone	 for	 the	new	Transmission	Owner	based	 on	 a	 set	 of	 informal,	 internal	 criteria.	 	Notably,	 the	
criteria	 do	 not	 consider	 or	 address	 potential	 cost	 shifts.	 	 Once	 a	 zone	 is	 selected,	 SPP’s	 current	
implementation	of	the	Tariff	requires	costs	to	be	comingled	and	allocated	among	load	in	the	zone	
even	 if	 that	 results	 in	 shifting	 of	 substantial	 costs	 between	 new	 and	 existing	 transmission	
customers.	 	This	process	recently	has	resulted	in	costly	litigation	at	FERC	and	runs	counter	to	the	
“no	cost	shift”	mentality	that	led	to	SPP’s	original	choice	to	use	license	plate	rates.		

RR172	 is	 intended	 to	 establish	 a	 bright‐line	 between	 the	 costs	 of	 legacy	 transmission	
facilities	 and	 new	 facilities	 planned	 by	 SPP.	 	 	 It	 is	 designed	 to	 strike	 a	 balance	 between	 existing	
Transmission	Customers	and	new	Transmission	Owners	by	continuing	SPP’s	historic	practice	and	
FERC	 policy	 of	 protecting	 against	 cost	 shifts,	while	 preserving	 the	 ability	 to	 obtain	 the	 potential	
benefits	 of	 RTOs	 that	 attract	 new	 Transmission	 Owners.	 	 RR172	 does	 not	 impact	 transmission	
projects	identified	and	approved	through	the	SPP	transmission	planning	process.			

II. Background	/	Problem	

As	 a	 FERC‐approved	 RTO,	 SPP	 administers	 the	 provision	 of	 open	 access	 transmission	
service	 across	 the	 facilities	 of	 its	 transmission‐owning	 members.	 	 Its	 transmission	 services	 are	
divided	 into	 regional	 pricing	 zones.	 	 The	 SPP	 Tariff	 (Attachment	 H)	 specifies	 a	 Zonal	 Annual	
Transmission	 Revenue	 Requirement	 (Zonal	 ATRR)	 for	 each	 pricing	 zone.	 	 Each	 Transmission	
Owner	controls	 the	 filing	of	 its	ATRR	within	 the	zone,	with	SPP	as	 the	administrator	of	 the	Tariff	
making	the	filings	necessary	to	incorporate	any	such	rate	changes	in	the	Tariff.		This	includes	filings	
necessary	 to	 include	 a	 new	Transmission	Owner	 in	 a	 new	or	 existing	 pricing	 zone.	 	 The	 current	
process	raises	two	issues:	(1)	how	zonal	placement	decisions	are	made	and	(2)	the	cost	impacts	of	
the	zonal	placement	decision.			

First,	 SPP	 proposes	 the	 zonal	 placement	 for	 new	 Transmission	 Owners	 under	 its	 tariff	
administration	 and	 design	 functions.	 	 	 The	 current	 SPP	 Tariff	 is	 silent	 as	 to	 the	 criteria	 used	 to	
determine	 the	 zonal	 placement	 of	 new	Transmission	Owners.	 	 Recent	 zonal	 placement	 decisions	

41 of 82



RR172	
MAKING	SPP	ACCESSIBLE	ON	NON‐DISCRIMINATORY	TERMS:	
INCLUSION	AND	EQUALITY	BENEFIT	ALL	

	

Page	2		
 

have	 led	to	conflicts	 in	FERC	proceedings.	 	SPP	has	presented	 its	 informal	and	internal	criteria	 in	
these	litigated	cases,	but	they	are	largely	unknown	to	members	or	prospective	members.					

Second,	these	criteria,	however,	do	not	assess	whether	cost	shifts	may	result	from	its	zonal	
placement	decision.	 	Today,	once	a	zone	 is	selected,	SPP	comingles	and	allocates	the	costs	among	
load	 in	 the	 zone	 without	 regard	 for	 potential	 cost	 shifts.	 	 This	 has	 led	 certain	 Transmission	
Customers	who	have	been	 impacted	by	 cost	 shifts	 to	 contest	SPP’s	 zonal	placement	decisions,	 as	
well	as	the	resulting	cost	shifts.		These	disputes	and	corresponding	litigation	at	FERC	run	counter	to	
SPP’s	collegial	Member‐driven	culture.			

RR172	 is	 intended	 to	address	both	of	 these	 issues.	 	First,	RR172	proposes	 to	 insert	SPP’s	
criteria	into	the	Tariff,	which	would	enhance	the	transparency	of	SPP’s	zonal	placement	decisions.		
Second,	 RR172	 proposes	 a	 bright‐line	 between	 legacy	 costs	 and	 the	 costs	 of	 jointly	 planned	
facilities.	 	 Specifically,	 RR172	 proposes	 to	 establish	 a	 bright‐line	 for	 cost	 recovery	 whereby	 the	
costs	 of	 existing	 transmission	 facilities	will	 be	 borne	 by	 the	 customers	 for	whom	 those	 facilities	
were	planned	and	the	costs	of	any	new	transmission	facilities—i.e.,	transmission	facilities	planned	
after	integration	of	a	Transmission	Owner	into	a	zone—will	be	allocated	to	all	load	within	the	zone	
based	on	existing	Tariff	provisions.			

A	license	plate	rate	design	was	SPP’s	initial	effort	to	avoid	the	shifting	of	the	costs	of	legacy	
transmission	 facilities	 between	 transmission	 customers.	 	 This	 approach,	 however,	 needs	 to	 be	
modified	 to	 address	 the	 increasingly	 common	 integration	 of	 smaller	 Transmission	 Owners	 into	
existing	 Zones	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 same	 prohibition	 on	 cost	 shifting	 is	 observed	 within	 newly	
integrated	Multi‐Owner	Zones.	 	 In	other	words,	 this	new	phase	of	SPP	expansion	raises	 the	same	
issue	 regarding	 shifting	 of	 legacy	 costs	 that	was	 raised	when	 SPP	was	 created,	 and	 it	 should	 be	
handled	 the	 same	way—by	requiring	 legacy	customers	 to	pay	 for	 legacy	 facilities,	 and	sharing	 in	
jointly	planned	facilities	going	forward.		

The	following	three	examples	illustrate	the	need	for	the	SPP	Tariff	criteria	to	address	both	
of	these	issues	when	integrating	a	new	Transmission	Owner	into	SPP.	

A. Zone	6		

Kansas	 City	 Power	 &	 Light	 Company	 (KCP&L)	 is	 both	 a	 Transmission	 Customer	 and	 a	
Transmission	Owner	in	the	SPP	Transmission	Pricing	Zone	6	(Zone	6).		In	April	2015,	SPP	proposed	
to	 add	 Independence	 Power	 &	 Light	 (IPL)	 to	 Zone	 6,	 and	 IPL	 proposed	 a	 $7.2	 million	 Annual	
Transmission	Revenue	Requirement	 (ATRR)	 for	 its	 stated	rate.1	 	Prior	 to	 this	FERC	 filing,	KCP&L	
was	 the	only	Transmission	Owner	 in	Zone	6.	 	 IPL’s	costs,	based	on	 the	as‐filed	ATRR,	were	more	
than	 three	 times	 higher,	 on	 a	 dollars	 per‐megawatt	 (MW)	per‐year	 basis,	 than	KCP&L’s.	 	 As	 SPP	
interprets	 its	Tariff,	 all	Zone	6	Transmission	Customers	 (pre‐existing	customers	and	 the	new	 IPL	
transmission	customer)	are	expected	to	pay	their	load	ratio	share	of	the	combined	KCP&L	and	IPL	

                                                            
1		 See	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	FERC	Docket	No.	ER15‐1499‐000,	initiated	April	13,	2015.	
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Zonal	 ATRR,	 approximately	 $41	million	 per	 year.	 	 IPL’s	 addition	 to	 Zone	 6,	 as‐filed,	would	 have	
increased	Network	 Integration	Transmission	Service	 (NITS)	 charges	 to	pre‐existing	 customers	 in	
Zone	6	by	about	14%.	 	 IPL,	 as	 a	Transmission	Customer,	would	have	 seen	a	63%	decrease	 in	 its	
“network‐like”	transmission	charges.		This	cost	shift	is	caused	by	IPL	bringing	relatively	more	ATRR	
than	 load	 into	 Zone	 6.	 This	 is	 demonstrated	 in	 Figure	 1	 below.	 	 This	 potential	 cost	 shift	 led	 to	
KCP&L	contesting	SPP’s	filing	at	FERC	to	include	IPL	in	Zone	6.  	

Figure	1	‐	Cost	Shift	

 

SPP’s	FERC	filing,	on	behalf	of	IPL,	raised	two	important	issues:	(1)	how	did	SPP	decide	to	
add	IPL	to	Zone	6;	and	(2)	who	bears	the	financial	responsibility	for	that	decision.		As	stated	above,	
the	SPP	Tariff	 is	 silent	on	criteria	 for	zonal	 selection	 for	new	Transmission	Owners—i.e.,	 there	 is	
neither	 a	 requirement	 for	 SPP	 to	 put	 new	 Transmission	 Owners	 into	 an	 existing	 zone	 nor	 a	
requirement	that	new	Transmission	Owners	create	a	new	zone.	 	Once	a	zone	is	selected,	and	that	
selection	 results	 in	 a	 Multi‐Owner	 Zone	 the	 current	 Tariff	 requires	 costs	 to	 be	 comingled	 and	
allocated	among	load	in	the	zone	without	regard	for	any	potential	cost	shifts.		The	zonal	placement	
options	for	IPL,	and	potential	cost	implications	of	these	options,	are	demonstrated	in	Figure	2.		
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Figure	2	‐	IPL	Customer	Transmission	Cost	Responsibility	

	
	

The	 first	bar	 is	 the	 total	 transmission	 costs	paid	by	 IPL	 customers	before	 IPL	 joined	SPP,	
including	 IPL’s	 ATRR	 and	 Point‐to‐Point	 (PTP)	 payments	 made	 to	 KCP&L,	 other	 TOs,	 and	 the	
Regional	PTP	charges.	 	The	second	bar	shows	IPL’s	costs	upon	elimination	of	PTP	charges,	paying	
only	 Regional	 NITS	 charges,	 its	 ATRR,	 and	 other	 SPP	 charges.	 	 These	 costs	 savings	 were	 not	
disputed	by	KCP&L	and	are	incentives	for	Transmission	Owners	to	place	their	facilities	under	the	
SPP	Tariff.		Although	the	second	bar	is	labelled	“IPL	Costs	in	Separate	Zone,”	these	would	also	have	
been	 IPL’s	 costs	 if	 it	had	been	placed	 in	Zone	6	under	 the	RR172	proposal.	 	The	 third	bar	shows	
IPL’s	costs	with	the	cost	shift	credited	against	its	total	charges	–	that	is,	it	reflects	the	fact	that	IPL	
customers	would	be	paying	only	a	small	share	of	IPL’s	ATRR,	and	a	small	share	of	KCP&L’s	ATRR,	
plus	regional	charges.		The	proposed	cost	shift	is	the	difference	between	the	second	and	third	bars.		
Ultimately,	KCP&L	and	IPL	entered	into	a	settlement	that	was	filed	at	FERC	to	resolve	this	matter.	

It	bears	repeating	that,	even	under	RR172,	IPL	would	have	realized	the	savings	represented	
by	the	difference	between	the	first	and	second	bars	–	more	than	$3	million	per	year.	 	The	middle	
bar	–	the	bar	that	represents	the	RR172	outcome	–	strikes	a	balance	between	providing	incentives	
to	join	SPP,	but	doing	so	in	a	way	that	does	not	cause	subsidization	from	existing	SPP	customers.				

B. Zone	17		

Nebraska	 Public	 Power	 District	 (NPPD)	 is	 both	 a	 Transmission	 Customer	 and	 a	
Transmission	Owner	in	SPP	Transmission	Pricing	Zone	17.		In	October	2015,	SPP	proposed	to	add	
Tri‐State	 Generation	 and	 Transmission	 Association,	 Inc.	 (Tri‐State)	 to	 Zone	 17,	 and	 Tri‐State	
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proposed	 an	 $8.1	 million	 ATRR	 for	 its	 formula	 rate.2	 Prior	 to	 this	 FERC	 filing,	 NPPD	 was	 the	
majority	Transmission	Owner	in	Zone	17,	contributing	approximately	99%	of	the	zonal	ATRR	while	
the	 other	 1%	 was	 attributed	 to	 Central	 Nebraska	 Public	 Power	 and	 Irrigation	 (CNPPID).3	 	 Tri‐
State’s	costs,	based	on	the	as‐filed	ATRR,	are	approximately	$70,000	per	MW	of	load4	or	more	than	
2.9	times	higher,	on	a	dollars	per‐megawatt	(MW)	per‐year	basis,	than	Zone	17’s	$23,600	cost	per	
MW	of	load,	prior	to	the	placement	of	Tri‐State	in	Zone	17.		This	is	demonstrated	in	Figure	3	below.		
Under	SPP’s	 interpretation	of	 the	Tariff,	all	Zone	17	customers	were	expected	to	pay	their	LRS	of	
the	combined	NPPD,	CNPPID	and	Tri‐State	Zonal	ATRR,	approximately	$58.5	million	per	year.5		This	
proposed	addition	of	Tri‐State	to	Zone	17	would	increase	NITS	of	pre‐existing	customers	in	Zone	17	
by	about	9%.		

	Figure 3 – Cost Shift as included in NPPD Intervention6 

	

SPP’s	FERC	filing,	on	behalf	of	Tri‐State,	again	raised	two	important	issues:	(1)	how	did	SPP	
decide	to	add	Tri‐State	to	Zone	17;	and	(2)	who	bears	the	financial	responsibility	for	the	decision.		
SPP’s	decision	to	add	Tri‐State	to	Zone	17	is	being	contested	at	FERC.		The	outcome	of	this	decision	

                                                            
2		 See	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	FERC	Docket	No.	ER16‐204‐000,	et	al.,	initiated	October	30,	2015.		

3		 See	SPP	Open	Access	Transmission	Tariff,	Attachment	H	

4		 See	Motion	to	Intervene,	Protest	ad	Motion	for	Summary	Disposition	or,	in	the	Alternative,	Hearing	of	
the	Nebraska	Public	Power	District,	Docket	No.	ER16‐204‐000,	at	10.	

5		 Id.	
6   Id. at 36. 
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will	be	fact	specific	and	should	not	prevent	SPP	and	its	stakeholders	from	making	prospective	Tariff	
revisions	to	address	this	problem	and	avoid	future	litigation.	

C. Zone	19		

In	 September	 2014,	 SPP	 proposed	 to	 add	 the	 Integrated	 System	 (IS)—i.e.,	Western	 Area	
Power	 Administration	 –	 Upper	 Great	 Plains	 Region	 (Western‐UGP),	 Basin	 Electric	 Power	
Cooperative	 (Basin	 Electric)	 and	 Heartland	 Consumers	 Power	 District	 (Heartland)—to	 the	 SPP	
footprint	by	creating	Zone	19	as	opposed	to	placing	the	new	Transmission	Owners	into	an	existing	
Zone.7		In	contrast	to	the	Zone	6	and	Zone	17	examples,	SPP	proposed	a	bright‐line	whereby	the	IS	
and	SPP	agreed	that	there	would	be	no	regional	sharing	between	the	IS	and	SPP’s	Members	for	SPP	
Member’s	legacy	transmission	facilities	and	IS	new	construction	projects	with	a	need‐by	date	prior	
to	October	1,	2015.8		In	support	of	this	bright‐line,	SPP	stated:		

“When	 SPP	 first	 began	 regional	 cost	 sharing	 through	 Base	 Plan	
Funding,	its	Members	regionally	shared	costs	on	a	going‐forward	basis.	
In	other	words,	 they	each	had	 their	 legacy	 transmission	systems,	and	
there	was	no	attempt	to	regionally	share	cost	for	these	legacy	facilities.	
In	fact,	if	there	were	facilities	that	were	needed	by	the	Member	before	
SPP	started	regional	cost	sharing,	that	Member	was	responsible	for	the	
cost	of	 those	 facilities	 in	addition	 to	 their	 legacy	 facilities	even	 if	 the	
facility	 could	 not	 be	 implemented	 before	 the	 start	 of	 regional	 cost	
sharing.	 Regional	 cost	 sharing	 through	 allocation	 of	 Base	 Plan	
Upgrade	 costs	 was	 implemented	 for	 new	 facilities	 receiving	 a	
notification	to	construct	on	or	after	June	19,	2010.	SPP	has	applied	this	
same	 philosophy	 to	 the	 proposed	 integration	 of	 the	 IS	 Parties.	
Additionally,	 this	 was	 the	 same	 type	 of	 offer	 that	 was	 extended	 to	
Entergy	Services,	Inc.	when	it	was	considering	membership	in	SPP.	

The	 IS	 Parties	 have	 an	 existing	 legacy	 system	 as	 well	 as	 projects	
planned	with	need‐by	dates	 in	 the	 future.	Those	 facilities,	as	well	as	
any	 planned	 facilities	with	 a	 need‐by	 date	 prior	 to	October	 1,	 2015,	
have	been	and	will	continue	 to	be	 fully	 funded	by	 the	 IS	Parties.	SPP	
Members	will	not	regionally	share	the	costs	for	these	existing	facilities.	
Likewise,	 existing	 facilities	 constructed	 by	 SPP	 Members	 and	 those	
planned	facilities	with	a	need‐by	date	prior	to	October	1,	2015,	will	be	
fully	paid	for	by	current	SPP	Members	and	not	cost‐shared	with	the	IS	
Parties.	Instead,	costs	will	be	shared	for	projects	in	both	the	IS	and	the	

                                                            
7		 See	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	FERC	Docket	No.	ER14‐2850‐001,	et	al.,	initiated	September	11,	2014.	

8		 Id.	at	31.	

46 of 82



RR172	
MAKING	SPP	ACCESSIBLE	ON	NON‐DISCRIMINATORY	TERMS:	
INCLUSION	AND	EQUALITY	BENEFIT	ALL	

	

Page	7		
 

current	SPP	footprint	with	need‐by	dates	beginning	with	the	proposed	
date	of	integration‐	October	1,	2015.”9		

The	 methodology	 chosen	 by	 SPP	 for	 the	 inclusion	 of	 the	 IS	 members	 into	 the	 footprint	
eliminated	potentially	contentious	issues	between	SPP,	the	new	Transmission	Owners	and	existing	
Transmission	Customers	while	providing	the	benefits	of	RTO	membership	to	Western‐UGP,	Basin	
Electric	and	Heartland.	 	The	potential	cost	 impacts	and	bright‐line	protections	considered	by	SPP	
during	IS	integration	are	equally	relevant	and	important	to	existing	Transmission	Customers	when	
SPP	selects	to	integrate	new	Transmission	Owners	into	existing	zones.			

III. RR172	Solution	

A. RR172	Description		

RR172	proposes	 to	 (1)	add	SPP’s	 criteria	 for	zonal	 selection	 to	 the	Tariff	 and	 (2)	address	
cost	shifts	associated	with	placing	existing	transmission	 facilities	of	new	Transmission	Owners	 in	
existing	 zones.	 	 RR172	 sets	 forth	 Tariff	 revisions	 intended	 to	 establish	 a	 bright‐line	 for	 cost	
recovery	of	existing	transmission	facilities.		Specifically,	the	costs	of	existing	transmission	facilities	
will	 be	 borne	 by	 the	 customers	 for	 whom	 those	 facilities	 were	 planned.	 	 The	 costs	 of	 any	 new	
transmission	 facilities—i.e.,	 transmission	 facilities	 planned	 after	 integration	 of	 a	 Transmission	
Owning	 member	 of	 SPP	 into	 a	 zone—will	 be	 allocated	 to	 all	 load	 within	 the	 zone	 based	 upon	
existing	 tariff	provisions.	 	And	similarly,	 costs	associated	with	pre‐existing	 customers	will	not	be	
allocated	 to	 the	 new	 Transmission	 Customer—i.e.	 RR172	 is	 intended	 to	 be	 a	 bi‐directional	
protection.	 	 	 For	 the	avoidance	of	doubt,	RR172	does	not	 intend	 to	 impact	 transmission	projects	
identified	 through	 the	 SPP	 transmission	 planning	 process.	 	 Under	 RR172,	 new	 Transmission	
Owning	 members	 will	 be	 entitled	 to	 the	 traditional	 benefits	 of	 RTO	 membership,	 such	 as	
elimination	of	 rate	pancaking,	efficient	management	of	 congestion,	and	greater	access	 to	efficient	
markets,	plus	(as	noted)	the	ability	to	share	costs	of	projects	planned	after	joining	the	RTO.	

B. 	RR172	Benefits	

RR172	is	intended	to	strike	a	balance	by	allowing	new	Transmission	Owners	the	traditional	
benefits	of	RTO	membership	while	preventing	cost	shifts	associated	with	placing	the	costs	of	a	new	
SPP	 Transmission	 Owner’s	 existing	 facilities	 into	 an	 existing	 SPP	 Zone.	 	 RR172	 protects	 both	
existing	 Transmission	 Customers	 and	 new	 Transmission	 Customers	 by	 requiring	 load	 of	 each	
Transmission	Owner	to	pay	for	the	costs	of	facilities	planned	for	that	load	prior	to	zonal	integration.		
In	other	words,	a	new	Transmission	Customer	would	not	be	expected	to	pay	 for	 the	 legacy	zonal	
transmission	 facilities	 of	 the	 existing	 Transmission	 Owner	 and	 the	 existing	 Transmission	
Customers	will	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 pay	 for	 the	 cost	 of	 the	 existing	 transmission	 facilities	 of	 new	
Transmission	Owner.		Costs	of	new	facilities,	however,	will	be	allocated	across	the	zone	to	all	load	
                                                            
9		 See	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.	Exhibit	No.	SPP‐3	Prepared	Direct	Testimony	of	Carl	A.	Monroe,	at	16.	
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per	 the	 Tariff.	 	 This	 approach	 recognizes	 and	 implements	 the	 fundamental	 principle	 that	
Transmission	Customers	should	pay	for	facilities	planned	and	constructed	for	their	use	and	benefit.		
Additionally,	 RR172	will	minimize	 litigation.	 	 Having	 clearly	 defined	 criteria	 for	 integrating	 new	
Transmission	Owners	into	existing	pricing	zones	should	limit	disputes	at	FERC.		Currently,	the	only	
place	an	existing	Transmission	Customer	can	raise	its	objections	to	SPP’s	zonal	placement	decision	
and	resulting	rate	impacts	is	at	FERC.		RR172	attempts	to	reduce	and	minimize	disputes	over	SPP’s	
zonal	placement	decisions	by	creating	a	transparent	process	for	zonal	placement	and	cost	sharing.		
RR172	is	consistent	with	the	SPP	Member‐driven	process	for	establishing	processes	and	rules	that	
generally	results	in	reducing	disputes	and	litigation	at	FERC.	

C. RR172	Solution	is	Supported	by	FERC	Precedent	

RR172	 is	 consistent	 with	 FERC	 precedent	 for	 the	 following	 reasons.	 	 First,	 as	 FERC	 has	
stated,	the	“major	purpose	of	transmission	pricing	reform	should	be	to	provide	more	efficient	price	
signals,	particularly	for	new	transmission	uses,	and	not	simply	to	reallocate	sunk	costs.”10		This	is	a	
two‐way	 street;	 there	 should	 be	 no	 reallocation	 of	 costs	 of	 either	 the	 incumbent	 Transmission	
Owner(s)/Customer(s)	in	a	Zone	or	the	new	Transmission	Owner(s)/Customer(s)	because	neither	
was	participating	in	the	planning	and	construction	of	transmission	facilities	of	the	other.			

Second,	 “a	reallocation	of	costs	 for	existing	facilities	will	not	affect	a	transmission	owner’s	
future	decision	about	whether	and	where	to	build	new	transmission	facilities.		Rather,	it	is	the	cost	
allocation	method	for	new	transmission	facilities	that	influences	the	incentive	to	invest.”11		Once	a	
Transmission	Owner	 joins	a	Zone,	under	 the	SPP	process,	all	planning	within	 the	Zone	should	be	
jointly	conducted,	such	that	cost	allocation	of	newly	planned	 facilities	 to	all	customers	within	 the	
Zone	would	be	appropriate	–	because	such	facilities	would	be	planned	to	ensure	that	all	customers	
within	 the	Zone	are	 reliably	 served	on	a	 least‐cost	basis.	 	Once	 the	 investment	 incentives	 for	 the	
zone	are	aligned	with	the	interests	of	all	customers	in	the	zone,	it	is	appropriate	for	all	customers	to	
share	alike	in	the	costs	of	new	transmission.	

Third,	 FERC’s	 logic	 in	 approving	 license	 plate	 rate	 designs	 shows	 that	 cost	 shifting	 as	 a	
result	of	a	lack	of	common	planning	is	the	central	problem	with	reallocation	of	sunk	costs.		Costs	of	
pre‐existing	facilities	should	not	be	reallocated	to	other	RTO	members	because	such	facilities	“were	
not	developed	under	common	ownership	and	planning,	and	were	not	designed	to	benefit	the	entire	
footprint…,”	but	rather	“were	developed	by	the	individual	companies	to	benefit	their	own	systems	
and	 their	 own	 customers.”12	 	 Accordingly,	 it	 is	 “consistent	 with	 principles	 of	 cost	 causation	 to	
continue	to	allocate	the	costs	of	these	facilities	to	the	customers	for	whom	they	were	constructed	

                                                            
10		 Transmission	Pricing	Policy	Statement,	FERC	Stats.	&	Regs.	¶	31,005	at	31,444	(1994)	(emphasis	
added).	

11		 PJM	Interconnection,	L.L.C.,	Opinion	No.	494,	119	FERC	¶	61,063	at	P	53	(2007).	

12		 See,	e.g.,	Opinion	No.	494	at	P	42.				
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and	whom	they	continue	to	serve.”13		Rates	that	apply	solely	to	the	customers	of	the	Transmission	
Owner	 that	 planned	 the	 pre‐existing	 facilities	 appropriately	 “reflect	 the	 prior	 investment	 of	 the	
individual	transmission	owners.”14							

D. RR172	is	Consistent	with	SPP	Policies	and	Practices	

RR172	 is	both	practical	 and	consistent	with	 the	 theory	utilized	by	SPP	 to	develop	 license	
plate	pricing.		Since	its	inception	as	an	RTO,	SPP	has	had	a	license	plate	rate	design.15		This	design	
was	intentional.		It	was	designed	to	prevent	the	reallocation	of	sunk	costs,	while	permitting	regional	
and	zonal	allocation	for	new,	jointly	planned	facilities.		SPP’s	license	plate	rates	continue	to	this	day.	

RR172	 incorporates	 SPP’s	 internal	 criteria	 for	 selecting	 potential	 zones	 for	 new	
Transmission	Owners	into	the	Tariff.		Specifically,	SPP	evaluates	the	following:		

o 	Whether	the	new	Transmission	Owner’s	ATRR	is	less	than	the	ATRR	of	an	existing	
pricing	Zone	with	the	smallest	ATRR;	

o The	extent	to	which	the	new	Transmission	Owner’s	facilities	substantively	increase	
the	SPP	footprint;		

o The	 extent	 to	 which	 a	 new	 Transmission	 Owner’s	 facilities	 are	 integrated	 with	
(including	 the	 number	 of	 interconnections)	 an	 existing	 Transmission	 Owner’s	
facilities;	and		

o The	extent	to	which	a	new	Transmission	Owner’s	 facilities	are	embedded	within	a	
pre‐existing	zone.	

As	explained	by	SPP,	“[t]he	first	two	of	SPP’s	criteria	are	designed	to	determine	whether	a	
new	Transmission	Owner’s	system	is	sufficiently	 large	to	warrant	a	separate	pricing	Zone.	 	In	the	
event	 that	 a	 new	 Transmission	 Owner	 fails	 the	 size	 test,	 the	 latter	 two	 criteria	 are	 aimed	 at	
determining	the	most	appropriate	existing	Zone	 in	which	to	place	the	new	Transmission	Owner’s	
transmission	 facilities	 and	 ATRR.	 The	 third	 and	 fourth	 criteria	 focus	 on	 the	 new	 Transmission	
Owner’s	 interconnections	with	 the	various	SPP	Pricing	Zones,	 in	addition	 to	other	pertinent	 facts	
that	demonstrate	integration	with,	or	dependence	on,	a	particular	SPP	Zone.		Importantly,	SPP	does	
not	consider	whether	the	new	Transmission	Owner	 is	 interconnected	or	 integrated	with	facilities	
not	 under	 SPP’s	 functional	 control,	 because	 SPP	 is	 not	 authorized	 to	 use	 non‐SPP	 facilities	 to	

                                                            
13		 Id.			
14		 Id.	

15		 See	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	Docket	No.	EL00‐39‐000,	“Proposal	for	Recognition	as	Independent	
System	Operator	and	Regional	Transmission	Organization,”	at	19‐20	&	n.36	(Dec.	30,	1999);	Southwest	Power	
Pool,	Inc.,	91	FERC	¶	61,137	at	61,527	(2000);	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	Docket	No.	RT04‐1‐000,	et	al.,	“RTO	
Proposal	of	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,”	at	63‐64,	Exh.	No.	SPP‐28	at	5‐6;	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	106	
FERC	¶	61,110	(2004),	order	on	reh’g,	109	FERC	¶	61,010	(2004).	
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provide	 transmission	 service	 and,	 accordingly,	 such	 facilities	 are	 not	 integrated	 with	 the	 SPP	
system.”16	

The	 criteria	 facilitate	 the	 evaluation	 of	 numerous	 factors	 that	 must	 be	 considered	 in	
determining	zonal	placement.		Such	factors	include:		

o The	scope	and	configuration	of	the	new	Transmission	Owner’s	facilities;	
o Whether	the	new	facilities	form	a	coherent	system	within	SPP’s	existing	system;		
o Whether	 the	 new	 facilities	 are	 significantly	 integrated	 with	 the	 facilities	 of	 other	

transmission	owners;	and		
o The	 extent	 to	 which	 the	 new	 facilities	 can	 function	 independently	 of	 other	

Transmission	Owners.17	

These	 criteria	 look	 at	 the	 incorporation	 of	 a	 new	 Transmission	 Owner	 into	 SPP	 from	 a	
transmission	system	scope	and	configuration	perspective.		The	criteria	do	not	assess	whether	cost	
shifts	 may	 result	 from	 a	 Transmission	 Owner’s	 zonal	 placement.	 	 RR172	 proposes	 to	 address	
concerns	about	both	the	transparency	of	SPP’s	criteria	for	zonal	placement	and	prevention	of	cost	
shifts.	

IV. There	Are	Compelling	Benefits	to	Joining	an	RTO	Without	Relying	
on	Cost	Shifts		

The	benefits	of	RTOs	are	numerous,18	including	the	following:		

o Substantial	customer	savings	in	power	production	costs	in	Day	2	markets;	
o Equal	and	non‐discriminatory	transmission	system	access;		
o More	efficient	congestion	management;		
o Potential	elimination	of	point‐to‐point	charges	and/or	rate	pancaking;	
o Efficient	 Market	 Operations—i.e.,	 operate	 energy,	 capacity	 and	 ancillary	 service	

markets	using	low‐cost	unit	commitment,	dispatch,	and	congestion	management;	
o 50	basis	point	adder	for	RTO	participation;	
o More	efficient	regional	planning	for	transmission	and	generation	investments;	
o More	effective	management	of	parallel	flows;	and	
o Improved	grid	reliability.	

	

                                                            
16		 Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,	Docket	No.	ER16‐204‐001,	“Initial	Brief	of	Southwest	Power	Pool,	Inc.,”	at	
pp.	7‐8	(Dec.	14,	2016)	(internal	citations	omitted)	(“SPP	Initial	Brief”).	
17   SPP	Initial	Brief	in	Docket	No.	ER16‐204‐001	at	pp.	8‐9. 
18		 See,	e.g.,	Regional	Transmission	Organizations,	Order	No.	2000,	89	FERC	¶	61,285	at	2	(1999)	(listing	
numerous	benefits	of	RTOs).	
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These	benefits,	and	others	 like	them,	should	be	sufficient	 for	attracting	new	Transmission	
Owning	members	to	SPP.		A	cost	shift	should	not	be	the	reason	for	an	entity	to	join	SPP.	

V. Conclusion	

RR172	 is	 designed	 to	 strike	 a	 balance	 between	 attracting	 new	 Transmission‐Owning	
Members	 to	 SPP,	 by	 retaining	 their	 ability	 to	 obtain	 the	 substantial	 traditional	 benefits	 of	 RTO	
membership,	while	eliminating	the	unnecessary	and	unfair	potential	for	such	new	members	to	also	
shift	costs	to	existing	members.	 	 It	does	so	by	proposing	to	codify	SPP’s	zonal	selection	criteria	in	
the	 Tariff.	 	 This	will	 aid	 both	 potential	 new	 Transmission	 Owners/Transmission	 Customers	 and	
existing	 Transmission	 Customers	 in	 making	 business	 decisions	 in	 SPP.	 	 Additionally,	 RR172	
provides	 a	 bi‐directional	 approach	 to	 protect	 both	 new	 Transmission	 Owners/Transmission	
Customers	 and	 existing	 Transmission	 Customers	 from	 paying	 for	 facilities	 that	 were	 not	 jointly	
planned.	 	 Following	 the	 new	 Transmission	 Owner’s	 integration	 into	 SPP,	 all	 SPP	 studied	 and	
approved	projects	will	be	allocated	in	accordance	with	the	Tariff.	 	 	RR172	is	consistent	with	SPP’s	
Member‐driven	culture	and	existing	license	plate	rate	design.			
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SPC Topics for Prioritization 

 
• Observations No action needed 

1. Flat or negative load growth 
2. More renewables in the future (wind and solar)  
3. Exports aren’t expected to provide significant relief 

 
• Operational and planning gaps Priority – Low: TPITF Recommendations are intended to modify 

these gaps: Action: wait for the outcomes of the TPITF modifications.  
 
• Market implications that are costing consumers Priority – Low: Enhanced assurance on 

ARR/TCRs will mitigate this issue: Action: See below. 
 
• Are there planning processes that need to be changed? Priority – High: SAWG may already be 

addressing.  Process changes will be needed (Tariff and Business Practices).  Recent Generator 
Interconnect NOPR has implications also: Action: Recommend to MOPC and Board to resurrect or 
reconstitute the GI Task Force; TWG may also need to participate.  Jay Caspary to create straw-
proposal scope for the Task Force charter.   

 
• Are the tools used by operations sufficient? (ST-yes, LT-no) Priority – Low: Efforts already 

underway to address NERC Essential Reliability Services, as well as longer-term efforts PMO 
projects: Action: Continue Ops ERS efforts and PMO projects (VSAT, PMU, etc.). 

 
• ARR/TCR with firm transmission and consumers’ inability to hedge as expected Priority – High: 

This is a top priority.  SPP is operating within the Rules as they were designed.  This is a deliverability 
issue resulting from the GI (i.e., rights are function of the GI): Action: Recommend to MOPC and 
Board to seek determination if there is a better mechanism.  Reevaluate and resurrect or 
reconstitute the Congestion Hedging Task Force under MWG.  Because the system we have today 
was designed that way, Ty Mitchell will create example of the disconnect in the existing process for 
MOPC/SPC/others.  Ensure this topic is on the MOPC January agenda.   

 
• Do the market design incentives reflect appropriate generation and consumer responses? Priority 

– High: Action: See above. 
 
• Expansion of other market products  Priority – Low: Efforts already underway in the Price 

Formation Task Force: Action: Continue PFTF  
 
• Need to hear from other groups: Priority – Low: Efforts already underway to address in the 

Export Pricing Task Force: Action: Continue EPTF Outreach and participation. 
 wind 
 clean line experience 
 
• Expand the scope of the TF?  No. 
 
• Storage NOPR Priority – Medium:  Action: Consider SPP Comments. Richard Dillon working 

with the ISO/RTO Council members on the development of joint comments.  On SPC January 
agenda. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
GENERATOR INTERCONNECTION IMPROVEMENT TASK FORCE 

Organizational Group Scope Statement 
January 5, 2017 

 

Purpose 
The Generator Interconnection Improvement Task Force (GIITF) is formed to identify 
improvements to increase the efficiency and capacity of the SPP GI study process and 
to address new requirements arising from new FERC rulemaking initiatives. 

Scope of Activities 
In carrying out its purpose, the GIITF will: 

1. Evaluate the existing SPP Generator Interconnection Procedures (GIP) and 
recommend changes that will:  

a. Improve process efficiency and capacity, 

b. Improve value to Interconnection Customers and Transmission Owners, 
and 

c. Streamline and simplify processes both internally and customer-facing. 

2. Evaluate new FERC orders and rulemakings like RM17-8 which impact the SPP 
GIP and recommend changes that will enhance SPP’s ability to effectively 
comply with new requirements. 

3. Complete its work and make recommendations to the Markets and Operations 
Policy Committee (MOPC) for approval at the October 2017 regular meeting.   

The GIITF may recommend changes to the SPP GIP, SPP Business Practices, and 
internal SPP procedures.   

Representation 
The GIITF will be comprised of up to 10 representatives from the SPP membership as 
appointed by the Chair of the MOPC to be divided evenly between Transmission 
Owning members and Transmission Using members. 
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Duration 
The GIITF will operate from the date of initial approval of this charter until its work is 
completed as determined by the MOPC.   

Reporting 
The GIITF will report to the MOPC.   
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SPP Wind Overview
January 2017
Bruce Rew, P.E. 

Vice President, Operations
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Wind Installed as of January 1, 2017
• Total Generation Capacity 87,459 MW 

• Wind Capacity 16,124 MW 
 18.4% of total generation capacity
 49.2% wind penetration record
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4

Year Peak Wind Month

2015 9,948 MW December

2016 12,336 MW December

Wind Output Records Breaking 
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Year Peak Wind 
Penetration

Month

2015 38.3% November

2016 49.2% April

Wind Penetration Increasing
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Net Load

• Net Load (load minus wind) 
had its widest ranges in the 
Integrated Marketplace in 
2016

6

10-15 
GW

5.8%

15 - 20 
GW

23.4%

20 -25 
GW

32.0%

25 - 30 
GW

21.1%

30 - 35 
GW

9.0%

35 - 40 
GW

5.6%

40 - 45 
GW

3.1%

45 + GW
0.1%

Net Load Breakdown - 2016 

Year Minimum Maximum

2014 12.5 GW 43.7 GW

2015 11.5 GW 43.8 GW

2016 10.5 GW 46.1 GW
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Approximation of Energy pricing impacts

• In 2016, wind has been increasingly on the margin

• Natural gas prices traded within a small range ($1.50-3.75)

• The Marginal Energy Cost (MEC) component of the 
Locational Marginal Price (LMP) has been negative for 
over 150 hours in 2016
Using 2016 data as an approximation, there is about a $1 

MEC decrease for every 1,000 MW of wind added
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Wind, Load, and MEC by Year

8

Average RTBM Marginal Energy Cost (MEC)

*2014 data only includes data >= 3/1/2014
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Wind, Load, and Congestion by Year

10

Average # of Congested Flowgates (Real-Time)

*2014 data only includes data >= 3/1/2014
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Ice threat across primary wind area 1/17/17

11Image from Weather.com
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Icing conditions affect wind output
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Wind dropped 3000 MW 

Low Level Jets cause unexpected Wind Drop on 
11/10/2016
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What Happened?  
• When the surface air starts heating up 

on the Great Plains, it pushes the ‘Low 
Level Jet’ upward higher into the 
atmosphere, so the wind power output 
drops.

• When the surface cools down after 
sunset, the Low Level Jet drops back 
closer to the ground and increases wind 
speed. It seems this is mostly a Great-
Plains issue.

http://www.theweatherprediction.com/sever
e/llj/
http://forecast.weather.gov/glossary.php?wo
rd=low%20level%20jet
http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/csd/projects/lama
r/
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Next steps for enhancing Reliability  
1. Implement alerting for the system conditions that lead to potential 

wind drops. 

2. To get a list of potential commitments, SPP will run additional 
sensitivities using Unit Commitment studies around 6-7 
am. Operators have the ability to use the confidence bands 
calculated by Energy & Meteo in their studies now (Markets 1.19 
release).

3. Additional thoughts from E&M:  
 Concerning the question if severity and frequency of this sort of 

activity could increase:  In Germany we observe that the daily 
pattern changed with increasing hub heights and the problem 
got worse during the last years. So I would think that the problem 
also intensifies in the US. 
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2017 Variable Generation Integration Study 
• SPP Performed 2010 Wind Integration Study

 Initial wind study for SPP region
 Provided recommendations to accommodate high levels of wind to approx. 12GW

• 2016 Wind Integration Study
 Evaluated additional wind being added to the region
 Seven recommendations in progress

• 2017 Variable Generation Integration Study (VIS)
 Performed transient stability analysis for 45% and 60% penetration
 Frequency response analysis for 45% and 60% penetration
 Seasonal voltage stability analysis for 2017 and 2021
 Seasonal load pocket stability analysis for 2017
 Targeted 5 minute future ramping for 5 year outlook

• 2017 VIS Workshop in Little Rock on February 15-16
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18

1. SPP Staff using an online VSA tool will manage voltage stability with an appropriate margin.

2. The Transmission Working Group (TWG) to assess whether SPP should perform voltage 
stability analysis for low load scenarios as part of SPP Planning process.

3. TWG re-evaluate and consider increasing the existing Damping Ratio of 0.8% found in the SPP 
Disturbance Performance Requirements criteria.

4. SPP Staff install online transient stability contingency screening and time domain analysis tools 
for next day operational analysis.

5. SPP Staff to further analyze and quantify the risk of short-term and long-term load and 
renewable forecast deviations.

6. TWG to assess the cause and impact of modes of interarea oscillation for machines identified 
within the VIS report for the SPP Planning area. 

7. Synchrophasor Strike Team (SST) to consider the VIS report findings as parameters for future 
PMU siting.

2017 VIS Draft Recommendations
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Summary SPP variable generation impacts
• Wind variation under normal conditions

• Icing forecasting and reaction to events

• Forecasting such as jet stream impact

• Squall line of storms

• Voltage 

• Stability

• Ramping
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20

Increased and More 
Reliable Wind Generation

Reevaluating 
value of 

Ancillary 
Services

Additional 
Tools and 

Situational 
Awareness

Policy 
Changes
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21

SPP Essential Reliability Services

1st half 
2017

2nd half 
2017

1st half 
2018

2nd half 
2018

1st half 
2019

2nd half 
2019

1st half 
2020

Flexible Product 
evaluation

Various policies to enhance integration of renewables 

Enhancing Wind and Solar Forecasting

Evaluate and enhance planning processes 
to address voltage 

Voltage tools, policies, and 
procedures

Operational Transient tools, 
policies, and procedures
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Report to the Strategic Planning Committee 

January 19, 2017 

 

Activity Update 
On January 10, 2017 the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission accepted, effective January 14, 2017, 
SPP's revisions to Section 6.2 of the Bylaws to expand the Strategic Planning Committee by one seat to 
allow up to four, but no less than three, representatives from the SPP Board of Directors. 

Background 
SPP’s SPC is currently comprised of thirteen members: three representatives from the Board of Directors, 
five representatives from the Transmission Owning Member sector as nominated by the CGC, and five 
representatives from the Transmission Using Member sector as nominated by the CGC. The Corporate 
Governance Committee.  SPP proposed to modify Section 6.2 (Strategic Planning Committee) of the 
Bylaws to expand its SPC by one seat to allow up to four, but no less than three, representatives to be 
from the Board of Directors. The addition of up to one additional representative from the Board of 
Directors is to accommodate increased growth in the SPC’s workload. 

On August 24, 2016, the Corporate Governance Committee (“CGC”) approved the proposed Bylaws 
revisions to increase Board of Directors participation on the Strategic Planning Committee and 
recommended these revisions to the Board of Directors on October 25, 2016 which the Board approved 
in accordance with the processes provided in Section 10 of the Bylaws. 

Action Requested 
Approve amended Scope Document. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Organizational Group Scope Statement 
April 25, 2017 

 
 

Purpose 
The Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) is responsible for the development and 
recommendation of strategic direction for the company in accordance with its scope as 
approved by the Board of Directors. 

 
Scope of Activities 

a) Gather information from the SPP Members, customers, Staff, regulatory 
jurisdictions, market monitors, and legislative bodies on industry trends, forecasts 
and directions; 

 
b) Assess the industry environment in which SPP will be operating; 

 
c) Assess SPP’s capabilities and competencies against the industry environment, 

including coordination with neighboring entities; 
 

d) Develop and recommend to the Board of Directors a mission and vision 
statement and accompanying goals and objectives; 

 
e) Formulate strategies to ensure achievement of SPP’s mission statement, goals, 

objectives, and responsibilities, and recommend necessary modifications to SPP 
processes to carry out these strategies; 

 
f) Initiate definition of futures for transmission planning models; 

 
g) Work with other Organizational Groups in developing related action plans, 

schedules and budgets; 
 

h) Complete a self-assessment annually to determine how effectively the SPC is 
meeting its responsibilities; and 

 
i) Perform such other functions as the Board of Directors may delegate or direct. 

Deleted: 26, 2016
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Representation 
The SPC shall be comprised of up to fourteen members. Up to four, but no less than 
three, representatives shall be from the Board of Directors; five representatives from 
the Transmission Owning Member sector as nominated by the Corporate Governance 
Committee; and five representatives from the Transmission Using Member sector as 
nominated by the Corporate Governance Committee. 

 
Reporting 
The Strategic Planning Committee reports directly to the Board of Directors. 

Deleted: thirteen

Deleted: Three
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SPC 49

Strategic Planning Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Number of responses 13 10 8 10 11 12 11

Response rate 93% 83% 67% 83% 92% 100% 92%
Overall effectiveness score 3.9 4.5 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2

Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.6
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 4.4 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.2 4.2 4.8 4.5 4.5 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.4 4.8 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.4

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.2
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.7 4.7 4.6
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.2 4.3 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.3
Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.4 4.5 4.9 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.4 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.6
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.2 4.3 4.9 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.3
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.5 4.4 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.1 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.4

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and 
plans. 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.5
The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.6
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.3 4.3 4.9 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.6
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 4.5 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.6

Michael D. provides excellent service as the Secretary!  Job well done.

The committee honors the tradition of queueing participants to allow input.  At its best, this tradition is respectful of all speakers and ideas.  At its worst, the queue 
interrupts exchange for problem resolution and abandons theories mid-conversation.  This is worth a review to ensure the traditional format is working for the 
committee.

If the SPP footprint expands to the west:  1.  Consider the need for specific west side groups  2.  Consider the need for specific east/west side voting protocols for specific 
east/ west issues if separate east/west groups are not warranted  3.  Consider expanding or re-balancing the representation of the committees to respect geographic 
diversity.

The SPP stakeholder process works!  I appreciate the facilitation role that staff effectively provides.
Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Much of what the SPC addresses happens within the staff, and is not always directly visible. It can sometimes be hard to tell if change has been effective.  This comment 
does not include the competitive transmission process, and that was done on time and is very visible.  It also needs some changes.  Which are are working on in the 
CTPTF.

Average score
Question

The SPC is a very fluid committee, and the agenda is more of a guideline than a plan. This is both good and bad.

-
Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

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

-

The SPC is not always about accomplishing something at every meeting - unless you count thinking and sharing as accomplishing. Much of the SPC's work is thought work, 
and that can take some time to germinate.

Have a joint meeting with the CAWG.  Have meeting at member company sites with briefings on their strategic planning.    Have a meeting with SEAMS partners to 
review their strategic plans.

try to meet at a time different than after the MOPC mtg.  It seems those attending SPC and the MOPC are pretty tired after the emotional discussions at MOPC over a 2 
to 3 day period.  
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SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(August 2015 – July 2016) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) 
 
HAS THE CHARTER/SCOPE BEEN REVIEWED IN THE PAST YEAR:    Y      -      N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Bernard, Phyllis Director N/A 6 0 
Eckelberger, Jim Director N/A 6 0 
Skilton, Harry Director N/A 6 0 
Wise, Michael 
(Chairman) (2015) 

Golden Spread Electric 
Cooperative  

Cooperative (TU) 6 0 

*Deggendorf, Michael Kansas City Power & Light 
Company 

Investor Owned 
Utility (TO) 

4 1 
(1 Proxy) 

Evans, Les Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative 

Cooperative (TU) 5 1 

Florom, Dennis Lincoln Electric System Municipal (TU) 6 0 
Grant, Bill Xcel Energy Investor Owned 

Utility (TO) 
5 1 

(1 Proxy) 
Janssen, Rob Dogwood Independent Power 

Producer (TU) 
6 0 

Langthorn, Jake Oklahoma Gas and Electric 
Company 

Investor Owned 
Utility (TO) 

5 1 
(1 Proxies) 

McCellon-Allen, Venita American Electric Power Investor Owned 
Utility (TO) 

3 2 
(2 Proxies) 

Risan, Mike Basin Electric Power 
Cooperative 

Cooperative (TO) 2 0 

Wahle, Ray Missouri River Energy 
Services 

Municipal (TU) 0 2 
(2 Proxies) 

Desselle, Michael Southwest Power Pool Staff Secretary 6 0 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
The date indicates the year the individual was elected to the position of Chairman. 
 
 
Members are represented in the following areas: 

Transmission Owners Transmission Users Directors 
5 5 3 

 
Sectors 

Investor 
Owned 
Utility 

 
Cooperative 

 
Municipal 

 
State 

 
Federal 

Independent 
Power  

Producer/ 
Marketer 

Independent 
Transmission 

Company 

Alternate 
Power/ 
Public 
Interest 

 
Large 
Retail 

 
Small 
Retail 

4 3 2   1     
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AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):    42  
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:     Live:       4        Teleconference:      2            
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS:   4:55 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:      9  
 
*MEETING COST(S):      $43,449.21  
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of teleconference expenses, 
and Director fees for attendance. 
 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. 1. Export Pricing Task Force Creation 
2. Policy Direction for Capacity Margin Task Force 
3. Policy Direction for the Transmission Process Improvement Task Force 
4. Exit Study Task Force Creation 
5. Policy Direction for the Clean Power Plan Task Force 
6. Initiated Competitive Transmission Process Improvement efforts following completion of SPP’s first 

Competitive Solicitation Process 
7. Inaugural Finance Committee/SPC collaboration on SPP Operating Plan 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. 1. Export Pricing Policy/Methodologies Development/Direction 
2. Additional Clean Power Plan Policy Development/Direction 
3. Strategic Signposts Observation and resulting Strategic Scenario shifts 
4. Enhance FC/SPC Operating Plan collaboration 
5. Exit Study Policy Development/Direction 
6. New Member Expansion 
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ZONAL PLACEMENT

• Summary & Overview

• Background & Related Dockets

• Policy Questions

• SPP Staff Proposal
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ZONAL PLACEMENT: 
SUMMARY 
• To determine whether to place existing 

transmission facilities and ATRR of a Transmission 
Owner into an existing SPP pricing Zone or in its 
own separate Zone, SPP applies a set of four 
criteria.

• The situation could be a new Transmission Owner 
joining SPP or an existing SPP Transmission Owner 
purchasing existing facilities.

3



ZONAL PLACEMENT:  
BACKGROUND
• SPP staff apply the criteria to assess whether to put the 

facilities and ATRR into an existing pricing zone or create a 
new zone.

• The four criteria:

(1) whether the new Transmission Owner’s ATRR is less than the 
ATRR of an existing pricing Zone with the smallest ATRR;

(2) the extent to which the facilities substantively increase the 
SPP regional footprint; 

(3) the extent to which the facilities are embedded within a pre-
existing zone; and, 

(4) the extent to which the facilities are integrated with 
(including number of interconnections) an existing zone.

• The zonal placement determination is included with the ATRR 
filing at FERC. 
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ZONAL PLACEMENT:
BACKGROUND
• The criteria are not in the SPP Tariff or other governing 

document.

• The criteria used do not address any cost impacts that may 
result from the zonal placement determination.

• Cost impacts associated with zonal placement have been the 
subject of protests in recent ATRR dockets.
 City of Independence
 Tri-State 

• RR 172 was discussed at the Strategic Planning Committee 
meeting on October 13, 2016.

• To facilitate the SPC’s discussion of the policy issues involved, 
SPP Staff was directed to draft a straw proposal

5



ZONAL PLACEMENT:  
POLICY QUESTIONS

(1) Whether the zonal placement criteria should be 
included in the SPP Tariff

(2) Whether cost impacts associated with zonal 
placement should be addressed by SPP 

6



ZONAL PLACEMENT

• Review of SPP Staff’s Proposal
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Item 1 - Zonal Placement Criteria for Existing Facilities 
 

SPP staff would like to propose a policy for the placement of the costs of existing facilities in SPP zonal 
rates (“zonal placement criteria”).  This zonal placement criteria starts with a statement of the situations 
to which it is applicable.  The scope is limited to: (1) integration of a potential SPP Transmission Owner’s 
existing facilities with consequent impacts on Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) 
under Schedule 9, or (2) purchase by a current SPP Transmission Owner of existing facilities that would 
be included in that TO’s Zonal ATRR under Schedule 9.  Rules already exist in the Tariff for ratemaking 
and cost recovery for newly planned and constructed facilities under Schedule 11 and Attachment J and 
for designation of ownership of new facilities under Attachments O and Y.  Therefore, this proposal can 
focus on the ownership of existing facilities and Zonal ATRR only.  This limited definition of applicability 
may help alleviate the Order 1000 concerns expressed by some commenting parties. 

Although an SPP Transmission Owner has Section 205 filing rights for the purpose of recovering its 
revenue requirement, SPP has the right to file under Section 205 to designate which existing and/or new 
Zone(s) those costs are placed in.  The TO has a right to apply unilaterally for cost recovery, but the 
Regional Transmission Organization also has sole authority under Order 2000 to exercise its tariff 
administration and design function.  This function includes the responsibility to address the cost 
allocation of the TO’s duly-approved revenue requirement.  In addition to being consistent with Order 
2000, this approach is supported under the Membership Agreement because a TO’s Section 205 rights 
only cover service over its own facilities.  The Section 205 rights under the Membership Agreement do 
not extend to the rates for service over the facilities of other TOs, which is what occurs in Zones with 
multiple TOs.  Therefore, a TO would have to file under Section 206 if it wishes to unilaterally seek 
designation of a specific Zone for recovery of its costs.  For these reasons, SPP must address issues 
related to zonal placement for a TO, while the TO has the right to file for recovery of its revenue 
requirement.  In this regulatory framework under Section 205 (Section 206 for non-jurisdictional TOs 
making their own filings), the TO’s and the RTO’s rights and responsibilities are complementary.   

Informational Requirements 

The potential or current TO must provide information to SPP for the purpose of SPP’s evaluation of the 
zonal placement of the existing facilities that are proposed to be added to Attachment H, Table 1, 
Column 3.  This data set is to contain information about the following: 

1. Integration of facilities, including the number and capacity of interconnections with existing SPP 
Zones and degree to which the facilities are embedded in existing SPP Zones 

2. Integration of planning and operations with existing SPP Zones 
3. Identification of those facilities the TO intends to include in its transmission rate base under 

Attachment AI criteria 
4. Zonal revenue requirement and the primary components of that revenue requirement 

calculation, plus: 
o Estimated rate effects under Schedules 1 and 9 on the TO’s customer load and on the 

Network Customers’ load in any existing Zone that the facilities may be placed in  
o Cost effect of termination or modification of any agreement(s) with existing SPP TOs and 

cost effect of any elimination of rate pancaking as a result of zonal integration 
o Estimated effect on responsibility for Schedule 11 costs including Zonal Base Plan, 

Balanced Portfolio transfer, and Region-wide 



5. Load of the TO’s customer base and identification of any such load in existing SPP Zones 

All information submitted will be subject to review and verification by SPP.  Based on this review, SPP 
may revise the data as it deems appropriate prior to using it in evaluation of zonal placement.   

This proposal does not establish a schedule or deadline for provision of this data.  Such a deadline likely 
would be problematic in view of FERC’s order in Docket No. ER15-859.  As a practical matter, the TO 
must provide the information with sufficient lead time for SPP staff to perform its review and formulate 
a zonal determination prior to the necessary filing. 

Upon the filing with FERC of any proposal to add existing facilities to the Zonal ATRR under Schedule 9, 
the filing party will make a good faith effort to provide notification of such filing within ten business days 
to the affected TOs and Network Customers in that Zone.  Such notification requirement will not affect 
any necessary filing by SPP.   

It may be preferable to place all the Tariff language for this proposal in only Attachment H, not 
Attachment AI.  There are questions concerning application of Attachment AI and construction of new 
facilities that may need to be addressed by stakeholders at some point.  However, the key issues under 
RR 172 are the structure of zonal rates and rate impacts, not definition of transmission facilities.  
Although these two sets of issues are interrelated, it would be helpful to separate them as much as 
possible in order to promote timeliness and clarity in decision-making. 

Zonal Placement Criteria 

In evaluating the zonal placement of existing facilities, SPP staff is to review the information provided by 
the TO and address the following criteria: 

1. Whether the ATRR of the facilities being placed under the Tariff is less than the ATRR of the 
existing Zone with the smallest ATRR; 

2. Extent to which the facilities substantively increase the SPP regional footprint; 
3. Extent to which the facilities are embedded within an existing Zone; 
4. Extent to which the facilities are integrated (including the number of interconnections) with an 

existing Zone. 

The first two criteria are to determine if the facilities being placed under the Tariff are substantial 
enough to justify creating a separate pricing Zone.  If a separate pricing Zone does not appear justified, 
the last two criteria are to be used in determining the most appropriate existing Zone in which to place 
the facilities.   

Item 2 - Cost Shift Mitigation 
 
For this proposal, any potential cost shifts and rate impacts on both new Network Customers and 
existing Network Customers in the directly affected Zone could be added to the zonal placement 
criteria.  This cost shift analysis would include impacts under Schedules 1, 9, and 11 and may encompass 
a multi-year period if doing so captures additional relevant information. 

The cost shift analysis is bi-directional so as to evaluate impacts on both new and existing Network 
Customers.  However, the analysis for existing customers should take into account their existing 



obligations under Schedule 11, which is not the case for new Network Customers that result from 
placement of facilities under the Tariff. 

Provisions addressing new Network Customers that are entering SPP as a result of integration of existing 
facilities should be structured in a manner so as to recognize that those customers may or may not be 
affiliated with the existing TO or with the TO with facilities to be transferred. 
 
The proposal also could include provisions for SPP to file with FERC for mitigation of cost shifts that 
exceed a designated threshold.  A potential approach to this mitigation is a multi-year phase-in of the 
impact of the Schedule 1 and Schedule 9 revenue requirements on the Network Customers experiencing 
the negative rate impact, whether they are customers associated with the facilities being transferred or 
customers associated with the existing Zone. 

The final year of the phase-in would include the entire revenue requirement that is accepted by FERC for 
determination of charges under Schedules 1 and 9.  The cost to be phased in is the difference between 
that revenue requirement and the amount which ties to the cost shift threshold.  For example, if the 
calculated cost shift without mitigation is 15 percent and the cost shift threshold is 10 percent, the 
phase-in could be 10 percent in year one, 11 percent in year two, 12 percent in year three, 13 percent in 
year four, 14 percent in year 5, and 15 percent (i.e., the entire revenue requirement as accepted by 
FERC) after year five.   

In determining whether to request rate mitigation and to calculate the transition for mitigation, an 
objective threshold is needed.  Such a threshold may include one of the following examples: 

Method A:  File for mitigation if SPP’s estimate of the impact on existing Network Customers of 
adding existing facilities to their Zone is greater than a 10 percent increase over their current 
costs under Schedules 1, 9, and 11-zonal or if SPP’s estimate of the impact on new Network 
Customers of including them in an existing Zone is greater than a 10 percent increase over their 
current costs including pancaked or grandfathered rates. 

Method B: File for mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW and 
that resulting rate is higher than the average rate across all Zones in the region under Schedules 
1, 9, and 11-zonal before facilities integration.  There would be no requirement to consider 
mitigation if the resulting rate is lower than the regional average. 

Method C: File for mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW by 10 
percent of the regional average (Schedules 1, 9, and 11-zonal) rather than as a percent of the 
affected Zone’s rate.  Also file for mitigation if the rate impact on new Network Customers is 
greater than 10 percent of the regional average. 

Method D: File for mitigation if a combination of two or more thresholds is triggered.  For 
example, consider mitigation if the facilities’ integration increases the zonal rate per MW by 
more than 10 percent and that resulting rate is higher than the average rate across all Zones in 
the region. 

 



Transmission 
Service & 
Transmission 
Rights 
Richard Dillon

Director, Market Design
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TSR vs. TCR Process Differences

TSR
1. All Service is accounted 

for and modeled                

2. SFTs are to  grant 
incremental service

3. SFT has 3% cutoff factor

4. Uses Planning Model

5. “Realistic” Gen/Load 
dispatch; feasible steady 
state system

6. System intact

TCR
1. Participants pick and 

choose valuable service

2. SFT is run annually on 
entire set of each year’s 
chosen paths

3. SFT has no cutoff factor

4. Uses Market Model

5. Not Based On Gen/Load 
but financial rights

6. Outages forecasted

2



Options for Change
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TSR

TCR

TSR

TCR

OR

Closer 
to 

Closer 
to 



Specific Options for Change

1. Reduce TSR by removing the benefit of counterflow

2. Require TCR nomination for all TSRs – effectively 
requiring TSR holders to take TCR counterflow positions

3. Remove ARR process

4

TSR
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Consequences of Changes to TSR

5

• Reduce TSR by removing the benefit of counterflow

1. TSR: Capacity Requirements Issues Arise
 If TSR allocation is reduced to converge with feasible financial 

rights, the associated capacity rights will also be reduced which 
will move the gap to another process

 Significantly lower feasibility of energy delivered to locations in 
solution

2. Award rate of ARRs/TCRs will increase and be more in-line 
with TSR awards; however
 The simultaneous feasibility for a new TSR is performed once on an 

incremental basis.  ARR/TCR simultaneous feasibility is performed 
on the entire nomination set using current models.  Therefore, 
differences will continue to exist.

TSR



Consequences of Changes to TCR

6

• Require TCR nomination for all TSRs – effectively 
requiring TSR holders to take TCR counterflow positions

1. Removes flexibility
 ARR/TCR holders are now required to hold positions that may not 

be beneficial

 Potentially large risk and exposure to parties for disadvantageous 
positions

2. Increases prevailing flow (wanted) awards
 Greatly increases prevailing flow awards of all parties; however, this 

benefit may not be distributed equally among all entities

TC
R



Other Considerations
1. Today, many Generation Owners do not ask for 

Transmission Service and dispatch directly in the 
market.  This can adverse impact those who have 
financial positions as their operation will be curtailed 
equally and the congestion right position may be 
exposed.

2. It may be viable to look at separating Capacity 
Requirements (via Transmission Service) from the 
process for determining Candidate ARRs

3. The TSR Process is conducted with Planning Models 
and Methods and the TCR Process is conducted with 
Operational Models and Methods – these could be 
aligned 
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ARR 
Curtailment 
by Source
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ARRs 
Abdicated 
by Source
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Projects that 
can alleviate 
curtailment 
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Next Steps?
• MWG and a Task Force to look at potential solutions and 

cost/benefit of each

• Target Date for Proposal :  Late 2017
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