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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 14 – 15, 2018 

DoubleTree Hotel – Billings, MT 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the previous meeting minutes 
2. Approved the meeting agenda 
3. Approved RR 317 
4. Approved the 2019 ITP Scope 
5. Approved topology changes to the 2019 ITP BA models contingent upon a determination made 

by the ESWG to keep or reconsider the renewable resource plan amounts in the 2019 ITP 
Assessment 

6. Approved a motion to allow members to submit 69 kV contingencies for consideration in the 
constraint assessment and BA powerflow needs assessment 

7. Approved RR 262 
8. Approved RR 305 
9. Approved changes to the Map Request process  
10. Approved AEP’s study of the Hope – Emmet interconnection met the requirements of SPP 

Planning Criteria 5.5 
11. Approved the DLTF recommendation related to changes to the SPP Disturbance Performance 

Requirements document 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 14-15, 2018 

DoubleTree Hotel – Billings, MT 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 8:02 am. The following members were in 
attendance or represented by proxy (Attachment 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d – Day 1 Attendance, Day 2 Attendance, 
WebEx Attendance Day 1, WebEx Attendance Day 2): 
 

Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Westar and KCPL, Evergy Companies 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc. 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area  
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Noman Williams, South Central MCN 

 
Proxies 
The following proxies were provided for all or portions of the meeting (Attachment 1e – Proxies): 
 
Partial Proxy 

• Cody Sickler (Tri-State Generation & Transmission) proxy for Chris Pink (Tri-State Generation & 
Transmission) 

• Jody Holland (SC MCN) proxy for Noman Williams (SC MCN) 
• Josh Verzal (Omaha Public Power District) proxy for Dan Lenihan (Omaha Public Power District) 
• Michael Wegner (ITC Great Plains) proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) 
• Derek Brown (KCPL & Wester, Evergy Companies) proxy for Nate Morris (Empire District 

Electric) 
• Josie Daggett (WAPA) proxy for Gayle Nansel (WAPA) 

 
Full Proxy 

• Jim McAvoy (OMPA) proxy for James Ging (KPP) 
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• Jeremy Severson (BEPC) proxy for Matthew Stoltz (BEPC) 
 
Kirk Hall, TWG Staff Secretary, informed Travis that the group had a quorum. 
 
Antitrust Guidelines 
Kirk noted the TWG that the agenda for the meeting included Antitrust Guidelines and reminded the 
group that certain topics were not allowed for discussion during the meeting.  
 
Previous Meeting Minutes Approval 
Travis asked the TWG for any changes to the minutes (Attachment 1f, 1g, 1h, 1i, 1j,1k – May 15-16, 2018 
TWG Minutes, May 31, 2018 TWG Minutes, June 13, 2018 TWG Minutes, June 28, 2018 TWG Minutes, 
June 29, 2018 TWG/ESWG Joint Minutes, July 25, 2018 TWG Minutes).  TWG members requested some 
corrections in the meeting minutes.     
 

Motion:  Randy Lindstrom made a motion to approve the set of TWG meeting minutes as 
modified during the meeting. Michael Wegner seconded the motion.  The motion was 
approve unanimously.  

 
Agenda Approval 
Travis asked the TWG to approve the agenda (Attachment 1l – August 15-16, 2018 TWG Agenda) as 
posted.   
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion to approve the agenda, seconded by Derek 
Brown. The motion passed with no opposition.   

 
Meeting Materials Review 
The TWG had no comments on the meeting materials.  

Agenda Item 2 – Current Action Items 

Kirk reviewed the latest list of Action Items (Attachment 2 – Current Action Items).  Kirk discussed an 
unofficial action item to get the TWG, ESWG, and MDWG Chairs together with management at SPP to 
discuss ways to improve the model building process.  Travis asked Kirk to engage the SAWG in the 
discussions.   

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC/Board Update 

Travis updated the TWG on the actions and discussions at the latest round of MOPC and Board of 
Directors meetings.  Travis mentioned the approval of the 2018 ITPNT and a Sponsored Upgrade study 
for the Northwestern – Aberdeen 115 kV line.  Kirk also highlighted the MOPC approved the Lubbock 
Power & Light Exit analysis to be included in the 2019 ITP Scope, which would be discussed later in the 
meeting.   

Agenda Item 4 – 2018 ITPNT Update 

Schedule Review – Short Circuit Needs Assessment 
Jason Terhune, SPP staff, reviewed the short circuit needs assessment schedule (Attachment 3a - Short 
with the TWG.  As part of his discussion, Jason mentioned the concept of a final short circuit assessment 
and asked the TWG would be in favor of evaluating short circuit issues caused by the final portfolio.  
Discussion focused on the schedule impact it would cause due staff’s dependence on the members for 
data.  Members and staff discussed the potential ways to address the schedule. The TWG liked the 
concept of a final reliability assessment, but based upon the impact to the schedule it was determined it 
would be best to incorporate it as part of the 2020 ITP Study. The TWG was given additional clarify on 
how the data would be supplied for the needs assessment.  
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Action Item:  Staff to send a request to members requesting the ease of compiling of SC 
rating data 

 
Schedule Review – Constraint Assessment 
Clayton Mayfield gave a short update on the Constraint Assessment and reminded the TWG staff would 
be requesting approval from the TWG before finalization.  He informed the TWG he was not sure of the 
date staff would need review and approval due to changes due to other milestones to be discussed at the 
ESWG.   
 
Load and Gen Charts 
Kirk reviewed the load and gen charts (Attachment 3b – Load and Gen Charts) with the TWG.  The TWG 
had no concerns with the data presented.   
 
Persistent Operational Issues Review 
Will Tootle, SPP staff, reviewed with the TWG the list of persistent operational issues (Attachment 3c – 
Persistent Operational Issues Review) that met the criteria of a Persistent Operational Need in the ITP 
Manual to allow for member review, feedback, and new information.  Stakeholders requested staff 
provide additional information for these facilities in the needs assessment.  Will also asked the group if 
they agreed with the concept of grouping resources together to meet the requirements of the economic 
need criteria for resources receiving Make Whole Payments.  Members seemed to agree with the 
potential for grouping to meet the criteria, but preferred to see that detailed more clearly in the ITP 
Manual language prior to allowing it. 
 
2019 ITP Scope Updates – RR 317:  Operational Model Development 
Will moved on to discuss an RR that affects the 2019 ITP Scope document (Attachment 3d – RR 317:  
Operational Model Development).  Will reminded the TWG of the current inability to test solutions for 
persistent operational needs identified using the Market congestion criteria.  He requested the TWG 
approve the revision request, which coincides with the language in the scope.  Will confirmed to the TWG 
that an action item with the ESWG was active to continue to address the topic in the future.   
 

Motion:  Scott Benson made a motion to approve RR 317 as modified during the meeting, 
John Knofczynski seconded the motion. The motion passed with no opposition.   

 
2019 ITP Scope Updates – 2019 ITP Scope Document 
Kirk discussed the 2 changes to the 2019 ITP Scope (Attachment 3e – 2019 ITP Scope) including 
changes related to the Persistent Operational Needs and the Lubbock Exit Analysis.  Kirk reminded the 
group that two topics in the document had been previously discussed or approved in the past and the 
actual scope document needed to be approved.   
 

Motion:  Scott Benson made a motion to approve the 2019 ITP Scope.  Jeremy Severson 
seconded the motion, which was approved unanimously.   

 
2019 ITP Siting Adjustment 
Liz Gephardt, SPP staff, gave a presentation (Attachment 3f – 2019 ITP Siting Adjustment) to the TWG 
regarding American Electric Power’s recent announcement to cancel the Wind Catcher project and the 
potential effect on the 2019 ITP Assessment.  Staff introduced 3 different options to adjust the 2019 ITP 
Assessment based on the information that the Wind Catcher project had been cancelled, including the 
effect the options had on specific items under the purview of the TWG.  Liz discussed the three options 
with the TWG and informed the TWG that they would be requested to vote on a motion that included each 
of the potential impacts to the Generator Outlet Facilities milestone, which is owned by the TWG.  The 
change to the Generator Outlet Facilities would be contingent upon a motion made and approved by the 
ESWG that may alter the previously approved renewable resource amounts and/or siting milestones, as 
these items are owned exclusively by the ESWG.  During the discussion, Liz reviewed the history of the 
modification of the point of interconnection from Tulsa North 345 kV to Riverside 345 kV and the siting 
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selection process which took into account siting availability and expected cost of network upgrades due to 
the interconnection of an individual resource.  During the discussion, the TWG requested to weigh in on 
their preferred option that was presented to staff.  A straw poll was conducted amongst voting members 
with 13 members in favor of Option 2 (staff’s recommendation), 6 members in favor of Option 3, and no 
members in favor of Option 1.  They requested the straw poll be provided to the ESWG during their 
discussion.   
 

Motion:  Scott Benson made a motion, seconded by Gayle Nansel, to approve the 
corresponding changes for each option, contingent upon the option approved by the 
ESWG: 

- Option 1 
o No changes 

- Option 2 
o Change to wind projections in the 2019 ITP Scope 
o Removal of Riverside 345 kV GOF (21st Street – Tulsa SE 138 kV 

rebuild) 
o No additional GOFs for additional conventional sites 
o Expedited MOPC action for 2019 ITP Scope change 

- Option 3 
o Removal of Riverside 345 kV GOF (21st Street – Tulsa SE 138 kV 

rebuild) 
o No additional GOFs for additional wind sites 

 
The motion passed unanimously.    

Agenda Item 5 – Use of Transmission Operating Guides 

Jason Speer, SPP staff, led a discussion with the TWG on the use of Transmission Operating Guides 
(Attachment 4 – Use of Transmission Operating Guides) with the TWG and other stakeholders.  Jason’s 
presentation outlined the issues that were observed regarding op guide use in the 2018 ITPNT and was 
the first step in accomplishing a stakeholder request to develop a process for op guide usage moving 
forward.  Stakeholders reached some level of consensus regarding some concepts of a potential new op 
guide process including: 

 
• identifying the expected use as either for planning purposed, Ops, or both 
• making a determination on the allowable use of the op guide prior to the needs assessment 
• consideration of cost when determining whether an op guide is the most cost-effective 

decision 
• development of guidelines or criteria to guide a determination on whether the op guide 

remains valid or can be withdrawn 
 
Additional topics were discussed such as the use of an op guide as a short-term mitigation and whether 
the incumbent TO should be responsible for all costs of network upgrades needed with the withdrawal of 
an active and valid op guide. Jason thanked the members for their feedback and staff committed to bring 
a draft process back to the TWG at a later meeting. 

Agenda Item 6 – BA Powerflow Models 

Energy Market Education 
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, provided an education session (Attachment 5a – Energy Market Education) to 
the TWG on the Integrated Market and congestion.  Kelsey showed examples of real-time congestion 
caused by different reasons and discussed the differences between the planning models and the real-
time operations.  The TWG discussed the impact of renewable generation added through the GI process 
without firm service, which causes real-time congestion and asked for staff’s comments on whether that is 
a GI issue.  Staff reminded the members the renewable generation provides SPP with low cost energy 
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that is especially useful when congestion is low, but members who have firm transmission service can 
convert it to Auction Revenue Rights to maintain a hedge for periods where Locational Marginal Prices 
are high.  Some TWG members still believe it’s a GI issue where the transmission distribution factors 
utilized in the GI process should be decreased which would, in turn, cause more network upgrades to be 
assigned.  A previous member of the Market Working Group did note that there are examples where 
entities with a hedge are not completely hedged in the Integrated Market. 
 
BA Powerflow Needs 
Continuing the discussion, Kelsey moved on to discuss violations observed in the BA powerflow models 
(Attachment 5b – BA Powerflow Needs), where non-firm/as available generation is included.  Staff 
compared the previous ITPNT BA model structure vs the ITP BA powerflow (previously ITP10 
methodology) structure including their similarities and differences before discussing whether thermal or 
voltage violations being observed in the ITP BA powerflow models should be considered reliability issues.  
Staff offered more questions regarding whether transmission solutions should be built for these issues 
and should these potential solutions be classified as reliability or economic projects.  Stakeholders 
generally seem comfortable with the approach that these issues should be evaluated in an economic 
assessment prior to an NTC for a Network Upgrade being recommended.  Kirk also reminded the TWG of 
staff’s previous practice of testing violations observed in the BA powerflow models as constraints in the 
economic model, and based upon the results of the economic evaluation, either invalidating or 
reclassifying the need as economic which is documented in the ITP Manual.   
 
Select 69 kV violations in the BA Needs Assessment 
Kelsey moved on the last presentation (Attachment 5c – Select 69 kV facilities in the BA Needs 
Assessment) regarding the BA powerflow models to discuss how staff should evaluate 69 kV violations 
observed in the BA powerflow models.  Kelsey reminded the TWG that the ITP Manual calls for ‘select 69 
kV facilities’ to be studied as either monitored and/or contingent elements in the BA powerflow needs 
assessment.  Kelsey used the previous discussion regarding the BA powerflow models along with 
additional considerations on how 69 kV facilities are handled in real-time as a way of addressing 69 kV 
issues prior to making his staff recommendation.   
 

Motion:  Nathan McNeil made a motion to allow stakeholders to submit 69 kV 
contingencies, monitored elements, or mon/con pairs for staff consideration to be 
included in the constraint assessment and BA powerflow needs assessment with 
justification provided with each submittal.  Staff would review the potential constraint and 
provide justification to the members if the constraint was deemed not necessary before 
being removed.  Jason Shook seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   

Agenda Item #7 – Generator Retirement Process 

Kirk gave a presentation (Attachment 6 – Generator Retirement Process) to the TWG on a new SPP-wide 
process to evaluate generator retirements.  Kirk discussed the proposed technical evaluation process and 
options on the timing of the evaluation.  The 3 options included 1) a 6 month submission window followed 
by a 6 month analysis period, 2) a 3 month submission window followed by a 6 month analysis period, 
and 3) an ad hoc submission and 6 month analysis period.  The technical evaluation process was 
discussed with no major questions from the TWG, however, stakeholders favored the ad hoc evaluation 
because that process was the quickest overall.  Kirk asked the TWG if they felt like an economic analysis 
should be done as part of the evaluation.  The TWG generally felt like this study should focus on reliability 
only.   

Agenda Item #8 – Revision Requests 

RR 262:  Attachment AQ Business Practice 
Josh Ross, SPP staff, presented Revision Request 262 (Attachment 7a, 7b – RR 262:  Attachment AQ 
Business Practice, RR 262 Attachment AQ Business Practice Revision), which creates a new business 
practice for the Attachment AQ process.  The TWG discussed the new expedite process and what would 
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occur if the study cannot be completed in time.  In the end, the TWG was reminded the same risk applies 
today if the study cannot be completed, but staff did confirm the surcharge amount would be refunded. 
The TWG then discussed previously approved tariff revisions made in Attachment AQ to simplify the 
process on changes that were non-substantive at delivery points, noting that the revisions were not 
approved as the AQITF intended.   
 

Motion:  Jim McAvoy made a motion to approve RR 262 as modified by the TWG.  John 
Knofczynski seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 11 votes in favor, 9 votes 
against and 1 abstention.  Those voting against the motion included:  Derek Brown 
including his proxy for Nate Morris, Josh Verzal, Michael Mueller, Nathan McNeil, Travis 
Hyde, Kalun Kelley, Matt McGee, and John Boshears.  Jason Shook was the lone TWG 
members who abstained.   

 
After the meeting, those individuals who voted against the motion or abstained were provided the 
opportunity to submit their voting rationale.  The submitted responses are provided below.   
 
Nathan McNeil (MIDW) 
 

I voted no since there was still disagreement among the members about the delivery point 
changes involving no load change/additions.  The language in the RR does not seem to meet the 
will of TWG, and I would rather address the issue before the RR is approved. 
 

Derek Brown (Evergy Companies and proxy holder for Nate Morris) 
 

Evergy Companies (KCPL and Westar) and Empire District Electric (through proxy) voted No on 
the RR 262 Attachment AQ Business Practice because the definition of a Delivery Point 
Modification in the proposed business practice was too broad. It lists the, “expansion or 
modification of existing Local Delivery Facilities”, in this definition. Expansion or modification of 
distribution facilities used for NITS should be excluded from this definition as they will have no 
impact on the transmission system if there is not a corresponding change in load. The language 
in the current proposed business practice would result in large volumes of nuisance Attachment 
AQ request submissions to SPP. Additionally, SPP Staff stated on the TWG call that requests for 
the following changes in local delivery facilities outlined in Section 2 of Attachment AQ still need 
to be submitted to SPP, even though they will not be studied by the SPP: 
 
1. Any increase of capacity at a delivery point without a corresponding change to the load at the 
delivery point;  
2. Any distribution transformer changes without a corresponding load change; or  
3. Increase to a facility rating at a delivery point. 
 
If they will not be studied and there are no changes necessary to NITSAs, why are we submitting 
them to SPP under Attachment AQ? It appears that nothing will be done with them. Any of the 
above types of local delivery facility changes impacting transmission facility ratings will be 
communicated through other SPP standard processes and all models will be updated 
accordingly. 
 

John Payne (KEPCo) 
 

KEPCo opposed the TWG motion to approve RR 262 because we do not feel we need an 
Expedited Study process. The BP states that the expedited study will take priority over studies 
that include a preliminary assessment if the workload becomes excessive. That means those of 
us Transmission Customers that do not pay for the expedited study would have less timely 
processing of our requests. Therefore those that pay more get better service. The AQ process 
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should be equally responsive to all levels of customers. A ‘fix’ that benefits one class of customer 
at the possible expense of another class of customer is not a ‘fix’. 

 
Before moving on to the next agenda item Jim McAvoy, AQITF chair, agreed to speak with David Kays 
regarding the issue. 
 

Action Item:  Jim McAvoy will speak with David Kays (RTWG Chair) regarding the 
unresolved process issue within the AQ process related to submitting information on non-
substantive changes to delivery points.   

 
RR 305:  Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate Transmission Service 
Caitlin Shank, SPP staff, presented the TWG with Revision Request 305 (Attachment 7c,7d – RR 305: 
Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate Transmission Service, RR 305 Presentation) 
requesting their approval.  The TWG had no concerns with the RR.   
 

Motion:  Chris Pink made a motion to approve RR 305.  The motion was seconded by 
Jason Shook and passed unanimously.  

Agenda Item #9 – Dispatch in the Aggregate Transmission Service Study Process 

Charlton Hill, SPP staff, gave a presentation (Attachment 8 – Dispatch in the Aggregate Transmission 
Service Study Process) to the TWG describing how the Aggregate Transmission Service process is done 
as a response to TWG Action Item 185.  The TWG discussed the model build process and the dispatch 
process for including the incremental transmission service requests.  The TWG also discussed some 
implications of the transmission service process on the Integrated Market.   

Agenda Item #10 – Updated Map Request Process 

Justin Fultz, SPP staff, presented a potential change to the map request process (Attachment 9 – 
Updated Map Request Process) and asked the TWG to approve the changes to the process.  
Stakeholders debated the need the current more restrictive process including the availability of CEII data.  
Members asked if the change would allow them to have unlocked PDFs of maps for printing.  Staff was 
unsure if that would be available and wanted to consult with the SPP Legal department before confirming 
that would be available.  
 

Motion:  Jody Holland made a motion to remove CEII marking and requirement of NDA to 
acquire copies of SPP transmission maps and atlases and allow the PDFs provided to be 
unlocked to allow for printing of maps.  Nathan McNeil seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed with one abstention from Matt McGee (AEP).   

 
After the meeting, Matt McGee provided the following reasoning for his abstention: 
 

While I understand that the SPP map information is generally available from other sources, the 
SPP map still appears to meet the FERC definition of CEII. 

Agenda Item #11 – Member Voting Education 

Kirk discussed with the TWG members the expectations for member voting with regards to abstentions.  
He reminded the members that the other working groups specifically the MOPC and Board look the TWG 
as a technical working group whose members should be prepared to take a position on voting items 
unless there is a specific reason to abstain.   

Agenda Item #12 – IBIS Update 

Doug Bowman, SPP staff, reviewed short circuit ratio and its effects on the transmission system with the 
TWG (Attachment 10 – Short Circuit Ratio) and discussed progress of the IBIS study with the TWG.  
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Doug informed the members that the dynamic models for the study were expected to be complete by the 
end of the month.  Once completed, staff plans to request the members review the models and provide 
changes based upon their review.  Members asked about the inclusion of short circuit ratio into SPP 
processes for the issuance of NTCs.  Kirk informed the members that the recommendation for a short 
circuit criteria is a possibility of the study and if included in SPP processes, it would likely fall into the GI 
process.   

Agenda Item #13 – 2020 ITP Update 

Schedule 
Juliano Freitas, SPP staff reviewed the 2020 ITP Schedule (Attachment 11a – 2020 ITP Schedule) with 
the TWG.  The TWG had no questions or concerns with the schedule.   
 
Scope 
Kirk kicked off the 2020 ITP Scope (Attachment 11b – 2020 ITP Scope) milestone with the TWG 
informing the group of the expected schedule and items the TWG will need to review prior to the Scope’s 
completion. 
 
Generation Retirement Consistency 
Chris Jamieson, SPP staff, discussed the need for consistency (Attachment 11c – Generation Retirement 
Consistency) between the generation and load review milestone for the 2020 Economic model build and 
the planned retirements in the 2020 ITP Base Reliability model build.   
 
Load and Generation Review 
Theva Coleman, SPP staff, kicked off the Load and Generation Review milestone for the 2020 ITP 
process (Attachment 11d – Load and Gen Review).   

Agenda Item 14 – Interconnection Reviews 

Hope – Emmet  
Alan Ward, AEP, presented the results (Attachment 12 – City of Hope Study Results) from the Criteria 5.5 
study for the Hope – Emmet interconnection.  The TWG had no concerns with the results.   
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion endorsing AEP met the requirements of Criteria 
5.5 and endorsing the efforts of the study work.  Michael Wegner seconded the motion.  
The motion passed with no opposition.   

Agenda Item #15 – TWG Reports 

MDWG Reports 
Derek Brown, MDWG Vice-Chair, provided a report (Attachment 13a – MDWG Report) to the TWG on the 
latest progress from the MDWG.  Derek discussed the newly approved MDWG Charter, the schedule for 
the next annual model build, and discussed a new effort to develop three task forces underneath the 
MDWG for each type of model built by the MDWG and staff.  Derek also mentioned the MDWG’s desire 
to work with the TWG and ESWG to reduce the number of models for the 2020 MDWG/2021 ITP model 
build.   
 
DLTF Report 
Derek Brown, DLTF Chair, provided a report (Attachment 13b – DLTF Report) to the TWG on the 
progress of working being done in the DLTF.  Derek’s updated included DLTF activities on the composite 
load model (CMLD) development.  Derek also discussed the action item from the TWG related to more 
analysis related to the SPP Disturbance Performance Requirements.  Derek provided a draft 
recommendation (Attachment 13c – DLTF Subgroup Recommendation) and asked for the TWG to 
endorse the recommendation. 
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Motion:  John Knofczynski made a motion to accept the DLTF recommendation. Nathan 
McNeil seconded the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

 
TPLTF 
Scott Jordan, SPP staff, provided the TWG a report (Attachment 13d – TPLTF Report).  Scott updated 
the group on the Geomagnetic Disturbance Model set, preliminary Geomagnetic Induced Currents flow 
analysis, and capturing of GMD model-specific data.  Scott also noted that results from the GIC flow 
analysis are tentatively planned to be presented to the TWG in November.   

Agenda Item #16 – 2018 Compliance and Advanced Studies Update 

Jason Terhune asked for member feedback for the posting of TPL-only violations to facilitate the 
completion of the annual TPL assessment.  Jason suggested options for the TWG including the 
development of a single workbook for TPL and ITP purposes or the development of separate workbooks 
for the TPL and ITP processes.  Members agreed with the option of developing separate workbooks for 
the TPL and ITP processes.   

Agenda Item #17 – 2019 TWG Meeting Schedule 

Kirk discussed the 2019 Meeting Schedule (Attachment 14 – 2019 Meeting Schedule) and locations with 
the TWG to begin scheduling the face-to-face meetings for the 2019 Calendar year.   

Agenda Item #18 – NERC Activities Update 

Shannon Mickens, SPP staff, provided the TWG with an update on all NERC activities related to 
transmission planning (Attachment 15a, 15b – NERC Activities Update, SPIDER Scope Document).  

Agenda Item #19 – Summary of Action Items 

Kirk reviewed the action items from the meeting.  Action items taken from the meeting are:   
 

• Staff to send a request to members asking for the ease of compiling of SC rating data 
• Jim McAvoy to speak with David Kays (RTWG Chair) regarding the unresolved process issue 

within the AQ process related to submitting information on non-substantive changes to delivery 
points 

Agenda Item #17 – Discussion of Upcoming Meetings 

Kirk reminded the group of the upcoming meetings.    
 
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
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53 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
54 Calvin Daniels (WFEC) calvin.daniels@wfec.com
55 Aaron Vander Vorst avandervorst@tradewindenergy.com
56 Jarred Cooley (SPS) jarred.j.cooley@xcelenergy.com
57 Korey Wells (OPPD) krwells@oppd.com
58 Kevin Foflygen kevin.foflygen@cityutilities.net
59 Dustin Betz (NPPD) ddbetz@nppd.com
60 Josh Norton jnorton@spp.org
61 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
62 Brian Johnson (AEP) bajohnson1@aep.com
63 Tom Hopkins jmandizha@mwenergy.com
64 Justin Fultz jfultz@spp.org
65 Neeya Toleman (SPP) ntoleman@spp.org
66 Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com
67 Charles Shue (ITCGP) cshue@itctransco.com
68 Theva Coleman tchanthaseny@spp.org
60 Liz Gephardt (SPP) lgephardt@spp.org
70 Jeremy Harris (Evergy) jeremy.harris@westarenergy.com
71 Zack Bearden (SPP) zbearden@spp.org
72 Chris Cranford (SPP) ccranford@spp.org
73 Gimod Olapurayil golapurayil@itctransco.com
74 kalen coleman kcoleman@spp.org
75 Antonio Barber (SPP) abarber@spp.org
76 Jason Speer jspeer@spp.org
77 Harold Wyble (KCPL) harold.wyble@kcpl.com
78 Ellen Bailey (SPP) ebailey@spp.org
79 Nikki Roberts nroberts@spp.org
80 Derek Johnson (SPP) jjohnson@spp.org
81 Daniel Benedict (INDN) dbenedict@indepmo.org
82 Daniel Benedict (INDN) dbenedict@indepmo.org
83 Mitch Krysa mkrysa@indepmo.org
84 Alan Burbach aburbach@les.com
85 Michael Odom (SPP) modom@spp.org
86 David Melvin D.Melvin@occemail.com
87 Sherri Maxey smaxey@spp.org
88 Jason Terhune (SPP) jterhune@spp.org
89 Mike S (OPPD) mswan@oppd.com
90 Katy Onnen (Evergy) katy.onnen@kcpl.com
91 chris pink cpink@tristategt.org
92 Hagen Boehmer (SPP) hboehmer@spp.org
93 Shannon Mickens smickens@spp.org



94 David Sargent david.sargent@swpa.gov
95 Heather Starnes (MJMEUC/KMEA) heather@healylawoffices.com



Participant Name Email
1 Diego Toledo (GRDA) dtoledo@grda.com
2 Dee Edmondson dedmondson@spp.org
3 Charles Cates ccates@spp.org
4 Dona Parks (GRDA) dparks@grda.com
5 Raman Somayajulu (Enel) raman.somayajulu@enel.com
6 Harold Wyble (KCPL) harold.wyble@kcpl.com
7 Clayton Mayfield (SPP Staff) cmayfield@spp.org
8 Brad Johnston bjohnston@spp.org
9 Jason Mazigian (BEPC) jmazigian@bepc.com

10 Martin Green (AEP) megreen@aep.com
11 Brooke Keene bkeene@spp.org
12 Jeff McDiarmid jmcdiarmid@spp.org
13 Chenal WebEx awhite@spp.org
14 Aravind Chellappa (SPS) aravind.chellappa@xcelenergy.com
15 Charles Shue Cshue@itctransco.com
16 Marisa Choate mchoate@spp.org
17 Caitlin Shank cshank@spp.org
18 Shelly-Ann Maye mayes78.sm@gmail.com
19 Dan Lenihan djlenihan@oppd.com
20 Joe Fultz GRDA jfultz@grda.com
21 kalen coleman kalencoleman@gmail.com
22 Eric Rodriguez eric.rodriguezreyes@nexteraenergy.com
23 Eddie Watson ewatson@spp.org
24 Michael Wegner (ITC) mwegner@itctransco.com
25 Micha Bailey (SPP) mcbailey@spp.org
26 Gimod Olapurayil contactgimod@gmail.com
27 Michael Mueller michael.mueller@aecc.com
28 Charles Aleman (GSEC) caleman@gsec.coop
29 Jason Mazigian (BEPC) jmazigian@bepc.com
30 John Boshears (SPRM) john.boshears@cityutilities.net
31 Jonathan Hayes jhayes@spp.org
32 Mike Hughes mhughes@spp.org
33 Caitlin Shank cshank@spp.org
34 Aaron Vander Vorst avandervorst@tradewindenergy.com
35 Jeremy Severson (BEPC) jseverson@bepc.com
36 Noman Williams nwilliams@gridliance.com
37 Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org
38 Steve Hardebeck(OGE) hardebsm@oge.com
39 Jon Langford jlangford@spp.org
40 Phil Westby(BEPC) pwestby@bepc.com
41 Kim Farris (SPP) kfarris@spp.org
42 Moses Rotich mrotich@spp.org
43 Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com
44 Will Tootle wtootle@spp.org
45 Gimod Olapurayil contactgimod@gmail.com
46 Jerry Bradshaw jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net



47 Ross Hohlt dhohlt@ameren.com
48 Cody Sickler csickler@tristategt.org
49 Andrew Berg andrew.berg@mrenergy.com
50 Aaron Shipley ashipley@spp.org
51 Michael Odom (SPP) modom@spp.org
52 Melanie Hill mhill@spp.org
53 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
54 Calvin Daniels (WFEC) calvin.daniels@wfec.com
55 Aaron Vander Vorst avandervorst@tradewindenergy.com
56 Jarred Cooley (SPS) jarred.j.cooley@xcelenergy.com
57 Korey Wells (OPPD) krwells@oppd.com
58 Kevin Foflygen kevin.foflygen@cityutilities.net
59 Dustin Betz (NPPD) ddbetz@nppd.com
60 Josh Norton jnorton@spp.org
61 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
62 Brian Johnson (AEP) bajohnson1@aep.com
63 Tom Hopkins jmandizha@mwenergy.com
64 Justin Fultz jfultz@spp.org
65 Neeya Toleman (SPP) ntoleman@spp.org
66 Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com
67 Charles Shue (ITCGP) cshue@itctransco.com
68 Theva Coleman tchanthaseny@spp.org
69 Liz Gephardt (SPP) lgephardt@spp.org
70 Jeremy Harris (Evergy) jeremy.harris@westarenergy.com
71 Zack Bearden (SPP) zbearden@spp.org
72 Chris Cranford (SPP) ccranford@spp.org
73 Gimod Olapurayil golapurayil@itctransco.com
74 kalen coleman kcoleman@spp.org
75 Antonio Barber (SPP) abarber@spp.org
76 Jason Speer jspeer@spp.org
77 Harold Wyble (KCPL) harold.wyble@kcpl.com
78 Ellen Bailey (SPP) ebailey@spp.org
79 Nikki Roberts nroberts@spp.org
80 Derek Johnson (SPP) jjohnson@spp.org
81 Daniel Benedict (INDN) dbenedict@indepmo.org
82 Mitch Krysa mkrysa@indepmo.org
83 Alan Burbach aburbach@les.com
84 Michael Odom (SPP) modom@spp.org
85 David Melvin D.Melvin@occemail.com
86 David Melvin D.Melvin@occemail.com
87 Sherri Maxey smaxey@spp.org
88 Jason Terhune (SPP) jterhune@spp.org
89 Mike S (OPPD) mswan@oppd.com
90 Katy Onnen (Evergy) katy.onnen@kcpl.com
91 chris pink cpink@tristategt.org
92 Hagen Boehmer (SPP) hboehmer@spp.org
93 Shannon Mickens smickens@spp.org



94 David Sargent david.sargent@swpa.gov
95 Heather Starnes (MJMEUC/KMEA) heather@healylawoffices.com



Participant Name Email
1 Dustin Betz (NPPD) ddbetz@nppd.com
2 Phil Westby(BEPC) pwestby@bepc.com
3 Steve Hardebeck(OGE) hardebsm@oge.com
4 Theva Coleman (SPP) tchanthaseny@spp.org
5 Don Frerking (KCP&L Westar) don.frerking@kcpl.com
6 Ellen Bailey (SPP) ebailey@spp.org
7 John Allen john.allen@cityutilities.net
8 Jason Mazigian (BEPC) jmazigian@bepc.com
9 Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com

10 Charles Aleman (GSEC) caleman@gsec.coop
11 Brian Johnson (AEP) bajohnson1@aep.com
12 Garrick Nelson (WAPA-UGPR) gnelson@wapa.gov
13 Sherri Maxey smaxey@spp.org
14 Harold Wyble (KCPL) harold.wyble@kcpl.com
15 Mitch Krysa mkrysa@indepmo.org
16 Shannon Mickens smickens@spp.org
17 KVB kvanbrimer@spp.org
18 Jarred Cooley (SPS) jarred.j.cooley@xcelenergy.com
19 Monica Evans mevans@spp.org
20 Zack Bearden (SPP) zbearden@spp.org
21 Michael Mueller michael.mueller@aecc.com
22 Brooke Keene (SPP) bkeene@spp.org
23 Cody Sickler csickler@tristategt.org
24 Chris Jamieson cjamieson@spp.org
25 Liz Gephardt (SPP) lgephardt@spp.org
26 Andrew Berg andrew.berg@mrenergy.com
27 Joe Fultz jfultz@grda.com
28 Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org
29 Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org
30 John Boshears (SPRM) john.boshears@cityutilities.net
31 Joshua Pilgrim jpilgrim@spp.org
32 Dee Edmondson dedmondson@spp.org
33 Dona Parks (GRDA) dparks@grda.com
34 kalen kcoleman@spp.org
35 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
36 Nikki Roberts nroberts@spp.org
37 Caitlin Shank cshank@spp.org
38 Gimod Olapurayil contactgimod@gmail.com
39 Amber Greb agreb@spp.org
40 David Spargo dpspargo@oppd.com
41 Charles Shue (ITCGP) cshue@itctransco.com
44 Mike S mswan@oppd.com
45 Diego Toledo (GRDA) dtoledo@grda.com
46 Tony Green tgreen@spp.org
47 Scott Jordan sjordan@spp.org
48 Michael Wegner (ITC) mwegner@itctransco.com



49 Caitlin Shank cshank@spp.org
50 Kim Farris (SPP) kfarris@spp.org
51 Moses Rotich mrotich@spp.org
52 Antonio (SPP staff) abarber@spp.org
53 Jerry Bradshaw jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net
54 Justin Fultz jfultz@spp.org
55 Mike Hughes mhughes@spp.org
56 Heather Starnes (MJMEUC/KMEA) heather@healylawoffices.com
57 Josh Norton jnorton@spp.org
58 Baryaley Sharwani (WAPA-UGPR) sharwani@wapa.gov
59 Jeremy Harris (Evergy) jeremy.harris@westarenergy.com
60 David Melvin d.melvin@occemail.com
61 Clayton Mayfield (SPP) cmayfield@spp.org
62 Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org
63 Hagen Boehmer (SPP) hboehmer@spp.org
64 Nate Morris (EDE) nate.morris@libertyutilities.com
65 Neeya Toleman (SPP) ntoleman@spp.org
66 chris pink cpink@tristategt.org
67 Melanie Hill mhill@spp.org
68 Jason Speer jspeer@spp.org
69 James Bailey (SPP) jbailey@spp.org
70 Marisa Choate mchoate@spp.org
71 Kevn Foflygen kevin.foflygen@cityutilities.net
72 Alan Burbach aburbach@les.com
73 Chenal WebEx awhite@spp.org



Kirk, 
 
I have a scheduling conflict for two hours of the upcoming TWG meeting and will thus need a proxy for 
those two hours.  It is one hour today and one hour tomorrow.   
 
Cody Sickler will be that proxy. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Chris Pink 
 
Technical Services and Bulk Systems Planning Manager 
Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association 
1100 West 116th Ave 
Westminster, CO 80234 
303.254.3339 
cpink@tristategt.org 
 
 
Kirk/Travis, 
 
Michael Wegner will have my proxy for tomorrow’s TWG meeting.  I should be there Wednesday. 
 
Thanks, 
Alan K. Myers, P.E. 
Director, Regional Planning 
ITC Holdings Corp. – a Fortis Company 
248-946-3689 
785-783-2229 
785-215-0595 cell 
amyers@itctransco.com 
 
27175 Energy Way 
Novi, MI 48337 
 
 
Kirk & Travis, 
Derek Brown has graciously accepted to serve as my proxy for the first portion of tomorrow’s meeting.  I 
will join the call ~3:00 CST.  I will be able to attend Wednesday without a proxy. 
 
Nate Morris | Liberty Utilities  (Missouri) | Regional Manager of System Planning and Transmission 
P: 417-625-4292 | C: 417-291-5378 | E: Nate.Morris@libertyutilities.com 
3400 S Kodiak Road, Joplin, MO 64804 
 
 
 
Kirk: 

mailto:cpink@tristategt.org
mailto:amyers@itcgreatplains.com
mailto:Nate.Morris@libertyutilities.com


 
I give my proxy to Josie Daggett on the afternoon of August 14 for the TWG meeting.  I will be attending 
the meeting in the morning but have to leave for a few hours after lunch.  I may or not return that 
day.  She will have my proxy in my absence.  
 
Gayle R. Nansel | Transmission Planning Manager 
Western Area Power Administration | Upper Great Plains Region  
(O) 406.255.2830 | (M) 406.698.6714 | nansel@wapa.gov 
 
 
Kirk, 
I will not be able to attend the August TWG Face to Face.  Moving kids to college that week.  I would like 
to give my proxy to Jim McAvoy with OMPA. 
Thank You 
 
James Ging 
Director of Engineering Services 
Kansas Power Pool 
CommunityOwnedPower 
100 N. Broadway, Suite L110 
Wichita, KS 67202 
316 425 0446 O 
620 222 8181 

 
 
Travis and Kirk, 
 
I will not be able to attend TWG next week.  Jeremy Severson will be my proxy. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Matthew Stoltz, P.E. 
Director, Transmission Services 
Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
1717 E Interstate Ave 
Bismarck, ND  58503 
 e-mail: mstoltz@bepc.com 
 phone: 701.557.5647 
 web: basinelectric.com 
 
 
Guys I am traveling tomorrow and will not be able to participate so I will provide my proxy to Jody 
Holland for any action that need to be taken. 
 
Noman Williams 
Sr. VP / COO 
Phone:  972-476-0110 
Cell:  785-259-5110 
201 E John Carpenter Fwy 

mailto:nansel@wapa.gov
mailto:mstoltz@bepc.com
http://www.basinelectric.com/


Suite 900 
Irving, TX 75062 
Nwilliams@gridliance.com 
 
 
 
Kirk, 
 
As I mentioned earlier this morning I have to leave the TWG meeting now.  I was on the phone for 
agenda voting item 6c, and then had to leave after the vote took place.  Josh Verzal will have my proxy 
for the remainder of the TWG meeting today.  Josh will have my proxy for tomorrow’s portion as well 
unless I’m able to rejoin at some point tomorrow – I’ll let you know tomorrow if I’m able to rejoin.    
 
Thanks, 
 
Dan Lenihan, P.E.  
Director – Planning & Strategy  
Energy Delivery 
Omaha Public Power District  
Voice: (402) 552-5126 (ECC) / (402) 636-2560 (EP) 
Email: djlenihan@oppd.com 
 

mailto:Nwilliams@gridliance.com
mailto:djlenihan@oppd.com
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

May 15-16, 2018 

Magnolia Hotel – Denver, Colorado 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the meeting agenda 
2. Approved the previous meeting minutes 
3. Approved staff’s recommendation to remove all Scenario 5 Summer needs from the 2018 ITPNT 

Assessment 
4. Approved staff’s recommendation for the dispatch methodology of the Fall and Spring season ITP 

models 
5. Approved RR 279 for Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluations 
6. Approved RR 291 for a Revision Request Process Change 
7. Approved the PRC-023-4 list 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

May 15-16, 2018 

Magnolia Hotel – Denver, Colorado 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 8:02 am. The following members were in 
attendance or represented by proxy (Attachment 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d – Day 1 Attendance, Day 2 Attendance, 
WebEx Attendance Day 1, WebEx Attendance Day 2): 
 

Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool 
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc. 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area  
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
Noman Williams, South Central MCN 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light 

 
Proxies 
The following proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1e – Proxies): 
 

• Cody Sickler (Tri-State Generation & Transmission) proxy for Chris Pink (Tri-State Generation & 
Transmission) 

 
The following proxies were provided for portions of the meeting: 
 

• Calvin Daniel (Western Farmers’ Electric Cooperative) proxy for Kalun Kelley (Western Farmers’ 
Electric Cooperative 

• Josh Verzal (Omaha Public Power District) proxy for Dan Lenihan (Omaha Public Power District) 
• Gimod Olapurayil (ITC Great Plains) and Michael Wegner proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great 

Plains) 
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Kirk Hall, TWG Staff Secretary, informed Travis that the group had a quorum. 
Antitrust Guidelines 
Kirk noted the TWG that the agenda for the meeting included Antitrust Guidelines and reminded the 
group that certain topics were not allowed for discussion during the meeting.  
 
Previous Meeting Minutes Approval 
Travis asked the TWG for any changes to the minutes (Attachment 1f, 1g, 1h, 1i – February 21, 2018 
TWG Minutes, March 14, 2018 TWG Minutes, March 19 2018 TWG Minutes, April 18, 2018 TWG 
Minutes) prior to requesting a vote to approve.  Kirk informed the TWG of a change requested in the April 
18 Minutes, and Joe Fultz provided some grammatical corrections to the March 14 and March 19 
minutes.   
 

Motion:  Matt McGee made a motion to approve the set of TWG Meeting Minutes as 
modified during the meeting.  James Ging seconded the motion.  The motion was approve 
unanimously.  

 
Agenda Approval 
Travis reviewed the agenda with the members and noted that although no items needed to be added or 
removed, the order would be altered to accommodate the Annual Flowgate Assessment and TRM Item, 
and the joint session with the RCWG on t and TRM Item, and the joint session with the RCWG on RR 
237. 
 

Motion:  Nate Morris made a motion to approve the agenda, seconded by Noman Williams. 
The motion passed with no opposition.   

 
Meeting Materials Review 
Travis asked the TWG to provide any comments on materials posted late.  Matt McGee noted that AEP 
may not be willing to vote on the Flowgate Assessment and TRM values due to the amount of time 
needed for review.  Scott Benson also noted that member comments were due on the same day of the 
meeting and that allows limited review from staff to come to an agreement amongst all parties.   

Agenda Item 2 – Current Action Items 

Kirk reviewed the latest list of Action Items (Attachment 2 – Current Action Items).  The TWG had no 
comments on the Action Items list, but did request a detailed explanation on the attendance policy for 
working group members described in the SPP Bylaws.   
 
Kirk explained to the group that if a member of a working group is unable to attend a meeting, that 
member is counted as absent with regards to the attendance policy in the SPP Bylaws that says 
members who miss three consecutive meetings are considered to have resigned from the group.  This 
attendance requirement exists regardless of whether a proxy is provided for any or all of the consecutive 
meetings missed.   

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC/Board Update 

Travis updated the TWG on the actions and discussions at the latest round of MOPC and Board of 
Directors meetings.  Travis reminded the group that the TWG Charter was approved by the MOPC after 
being modified from what the TWG approved.  Kirk explained to the group that it still required an approval 
by the Corporate Governance Committee (CGC) and the Board, however it would likely be the end of the 
year based upon the CGC’s next scheduled meeting.  Kirk also mentioned that the MDWG Charter was 
approved, however, the MOPC did make a request to the MDWG to review their membership as well.  
Kirk also noted that the Sponsored Upgrade studies approved by the TWG were approved by both the 
MOPC and the Board.   
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Agenda Item 4 – 2018 ITPNT Update 

Scenario 5 Summer Discussion 
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, discussed the progress on the Scenario 5 Summer only violations evaluation 
(Attachment 3a – Summer Scenario 5 Discussion).  Kelsey reviewed the Operational and economic 
analysis (based upon Future 3 2017 ITP10 models) completed by staff and informed the TWG that some 
of the projects being evaluated do address the operational issues around the Wichita and Northeast 
Kansas areas.  The economic analysis on planning models showed limited benefits including some 
negative benefits for the projects under evaluation.  Kelsey also mentioned that staff has determined it 
cannot calculate the benefits of new projects using the methodology approved in the new ITP Manual for 
persistent operational economic congestion.  This limits SPP’s evaluation of potential solutions where 
operational congestion has occurred.   
 
Derek Brown (Westar) stated that Westar believes loading on West to East lines in Northeast Kansas will 
continue based upon the current and expected growth of wind installations in Kansas.  He also noted that 
as a result of the wind, there are known stability issues related to Jeffery Energy Center and Wolfcreek 
nuclear plant, where a network upgrade would increase or remove the stability limitation.  Randy 
Lindstrom (NPPD) questioned why the stability issues observed in real time are not studied in the 
Generator Interconnection (GI) process.  Staff reminded stakeholders that the GI process may not 
capture those stability issues because they aren’t targeted by the study process and the dispatch of the 
GI models does not match the security constrained unit commitment and economic dispatch of the 
Integrated Market which allows economic non-firm service.   
 
Kelsey concluded his presentation and recommended to remove all Scenario 5 Summer needs from the 
2018 ITPNT Assessment citing: 
 

• the limited synergies between Summer Scenario 5 needs and operational congestion, 
• small or negative potential APC benefits of the economic analysis, 
• staff’s limited ability to evaluate new projects against previous operational congestion, and  
• the 2019 ITP Assessment’s more comprehensive evaluation of issues and solutions.   

 
Motion:  Jason Shook made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to remove all 
Scenario 5 Summer needs from the 2018 ITPNT assessment.  Calvin Daniel seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed unanimously with 14 votes in favor, 0 votes against.  Eight 
abstentions were recorded from Randy Lindstrom (NPPD), Nathan McNeil (MIDW), Nate 
Morris (EMDE), Derek Brown (WERE), Dan Lenihan (OPPD), Harold Wyble (KCP&L), Noman 
Williams (SCMCN), and Michael Mueller (AECC).   

 
After the motion had passed, those abstaining were requested to provide a reason for their abstention. 
 
Randy Lindstrom provided the following reason for his abstention:   
 

I do not support removing all of the Scenario 5 Summer needs without consistent treatment of 
those projects which were driven only by the Scenario 5 Winter and Scenario 5 Light Load 
models. If we are going to study the Scenario 5 models in the ITPNT, then any needs driven from 
these models should be treated in a consistent manner and this motion fails to accommodate 
what was approved in the study scope.  

 
Harold Wyble provided the following reason for his abstention:   
 

KCPL does not agree that needs that are real operational issues should be removed from 
consideration for mitigation simply because Staff is unable to calculate APC benefits for the 
mitigations. 

 
Derek Brown provided the following reason for his abstention:  
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Westar abstained on the motion regarding the Scenario 5 Summer model because we disagreed 
with the conclusion that the infeasibility of calculating potential APC benefit from operational 
models was enough justification to remove all Scenario 5 Summer Needs from the 2018 ITPNT 
assessment. First and foremost, the Wichita transformer and Jeffrey Energy Center transmission 
line issues are reliability needs. The result of an APC benefit analysis on these types of projects 
should be used only to prove they do not cause unreasonable harm from an economic 
standpoint. The five and 10-year economic looks using the 2017 ITP10 models show that 
implementing potential projects to fix these Scenario 5 needs resulted in noise from a dollars 
perspective. Together, both of these needs have met the persistent operational needs criteria in 
that they have each accumulated more than $10M in congestion costs over the last 24 months. It 
is a reasonable assumption that these costs will increase given the amount of future wind farm 
generation coming online in the next 2-3 years west of these constraints. Given the generation 
retirements expected in Wichita by the end of 2018, this will only aggravate the Wichita 
transformers issue. Also, additional merit should be given to the potential Jeffrey Energy Center 
projects in relieving known first swing stability constraints at that 2400 MVA plant. Stability 
margins at Jeffrey Energy Center will continue to go down without the addition of a new EHV 
transmission line. Taking all this into consideration, there is enough evidence for TWG to 
recommend that a project be done to address these needs to the MOPC and the SPP Board.  

 
Nathan McNeil provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

I abstained over concerns of delaying action on issues in Kansas that have shown up in the 
Scenario 5 analysis, are now permanent flowgates that have seen significant historical 
congestion, and are near identified stability constraints.  These issues are likely to get worse as 
more wind generation develops in the western half of Kansas and waiting for 2019 ITP studies 
means that no long-term solution will be approved for more than a year. 

 
Transmission Operating Guide Discussion 
Kelsey moved on to a discussion on the use of Transmission Operating Guides (Attachment 3b, 3c – 
Transmission Operating Guide Discussion, ITP Manual Appendix B) in the ITPNT Assessment.  
Stakeholders seems to generally favor transmission upgrades over the long-term use of an Op Guide, but 
they did acknowledge an Op Guide can be an inexpensive solution when compared to an upgrade. Travis 
suggested that staff move forward with the status quo on Op Guides, which suggested staff will 
implement them.  Kelsey did ask if any stakeholders felt the Op Guide was ineffective as written or 
wanted to discuss more specifics with staff.  Gayle Nansel (WAPA) and Derek Brown (WERE) each 
raised their hand to let staff know more discussion was needed.  Travis asked for staff to capture an 
action item to review the policy on Op Guides.   
 

Action Item:  Staff to review the Op Guide policy in Attachment B of the ITP Manual and 
bring a proposal to stakeholders on how to handle Op Guides in the future.   

 
SPP BA Model Discussion 
Kelsey then began a discussion on the SPP BA model (Attachment 3d – SPP BA Model Discussion) and 
staff’s review of the model details and the overall process to build the model.  TWG members 
contemplated the usage of a coupling criteria and a few members expressed some concern with ‘kicking 
the can down the road’ on NTC issuance where the true need date may have already passed.  A question 
was raised as to the validity of the BA model to be used as a sensitivity case in the TPL assessment if 
staff believes it to not be a good representation for issuing NTC.  Staff reminded stakeholders the TPL 
sensitivity model does not require a Corrective Action Plan Automatically and the TPL study does not 
issue NTCs.   
 
Short-term Horizon Projects Discussion 
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Kelsey moved on to a discussion related to the project needed only in the early year of the 2018 ITPNT 
(Attachment 3e – Short Term Horizon Projects).  He informed the TWG and other stakeholders that staff’s 
general opinion is that projects should not be issued for needs that are no longer present the out year of 
the study.  Stakeholders informed staff of some specific issues regarding the violations shown in the slide 
deck regarding their area, including information that several facilities identified as short term horizon 
needs have been identified as permanent flowgates currently or in the past.  A few TWG members noted 
that these issues should be reviewed on a case by case basis prior to removing them from consideration 
 
Portfolio Discussion/Summit Feedback 
Finally, Kelsey requested feedback or discussion on the recent Planning Summit.  He also informed 
stakeholders that a new version of the project list had been posted the previous day.   

Agenda Item 5 – Base Reliability Model Renewable Dispatch Methodologies 

Light Load Wind Dispatch 
Michael Odom, SPP staff, provided the results (Attachment 4a – Base Reliability Light Load Wind 
Resource Dispatch) of staff’s action item to bring back data regarding the dispatch of wind resources for 
the spring season for a discussion to determine the correct methodology to dispatch firm wind resources 
in the Base Reliability light load case.  Kirk reminded the members that the Light Load model would be 
the new base model for all SPP planning studies including the ITP, TPL, Transmission Service, AQ, etc.  
Staff was asked if a contingency analysis similar to TPL had been completed on a high wind model.  
Charles Hendrix reminded the group that a high wind MDWG case had been used as a sensitivity case 
for the 2017 and 2018 TPL Assessments, but the difference is that it would be the base case TPL model 
moving forward.  Based on the action item, Travis determined that the action item would be closed, 
however a stakeholder request to understand how the Transmission Service process would dispatch 
renewable requests in the new Base Reliability models was made.   
 

Action Item:  Staff to report back to the TWG members how the Transmission Service 
process will model new service requests for renewables in the new Base Reliability 
models 

 
Spring/Fall Peak Renewable Dispatch 
Michael moved on to discuss the renewable dispatch methodology (Attachment 4 b – Spring/Fall Peak 
Renewable Dispatch) for the fall and spring peak cases needed for studies outside the SPP process.  
Michael informed the TWG of staff’s recommendation to follow the format for the summer and winter 
seasons using an average historical dispatch amount for the previous 5 years.   
 

Motion:  Nate Morris made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation.  Derek Brown 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with no opposition. 

Agenda Item 6 – Revision Requests 

RR 261:  Sponsored Upgrade Clarification 
Micha Bailey, SPP staff, reviewed the progress made by RR 261 (Attachment 5a, 5b – RR 261:  
Sponsored Upgrade Clarification zip file, BP Definition of Material Modification of Network Upgrades with 
TWG Comments) through the process.  He also mentioned that the TWG was requested to provide 
support to the RTWG through the development of a definition of ‘materially modified’ as it relates 
modifications of existing interconnections.  The TWG discussed the conditions for a change to the 
transmission system to be considered a Sponsored Upgrade.  Specifically, the TWG were concerned that 
the conditions for a Sponsored Upgrade were too inclusive and some situation outside the control of the 
facility owner should be removed.  These situations included a requirement to move lines as a result of 
roadwork or maintenance.  Replacement of old or aging infrastructure was also discussed as too inclusive 
for material modification.  Stakeholders suggested the exceptions for material modification listed in the 
draft business practice be placed in the tariff instead and a clear definition for an ‘interconnection’ was 
also needed.   
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RR 305:  Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for ATS 
Micha also introduced RR 305 (Attachment 5c – RR 305).  TWG had no concerns or question related to 
this RR.   
 
RR 279:  Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluation 
Aaron Shipley, SPP staff, reviewed RR 279: Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluation (Attachment 5d, 5e – 
RR 261:  Sponsored Upgrade Re-evaluation, RR 279 TWG Presentation).  TWG had no concerns with 
the RR. 
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion to approve the RR 279.  Jason Shook seconded 
the motion, which passed with no opposition. 

 
RR 291:  Revision Request Process Change 
Chris Cranford, SPP staff, discussed RR 291 (Attachment 5f – RR 291:  Revision Request Process 
Change) with the TWG and requested they approve the RR.  Chris noted the RR was updated after the 
meeting materials were posted to include some revisions approved by the Market Working Group.  Aaron 
Shipley, SPP staff, also clarified that this process change is intended to make the non-expedited Revision 
Request process more efficient.  Kirk also reminded the TWG that the Impact Analysis portion of the RR 
process that is being modified almost exclusively affects the Integrated Market and would likely have no 
affect any governing documents owned by the TWG.   
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion to approve the RR.  Daniel Benedict seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with 13 votes in favor, 7 votes against, and 2 abstentions.  
TWG members voting ‘No’ included:  Noman Williams (SCMCN), Randy Lindstrom (NPPD), 
Scott Benson (LES), Jim McAvoy (OMPA), Harold Wyble (KCP&L), Dan Lenihan (OPPD), 
and Daniel Benedict (INDN).  The individuals abstaining from the vote included:  Nate 
Morris (EMDE) and Derek Brown (WERE). 

 
Daniel Benedict provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote: 
 

Like many others INDN feels an expedited process already exists and another avenue is not 
needed. 

 
Jim McAvoy provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote: 
 

OMPA voted NO on RR 291 for two (2) primary reasons: 
 

1. There is a current expedited process in place that works. 
2. The proposed process revisions would subject other (secondary) working groups to potential 

unnecessary multiple reviews of the same RR due to lack of Impact Analysis results. 
 
Nate Morris provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

Empire abstained from approving the following RR due to that this appeared to be an attempt to 
be able to push RR’s through without having to go through an Impact Analysis.  Empire feels that 
the Secondary Groups and MOPC should be given appropriate notification of any Impact 
Analysis.  There is already a process in place to expedite RR’s with the appropriate Impact 
Analysis.  Empire did not see that RR 291 was needed and therefore abstained. 

 
Derek Brown provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

Westar abstained on RR291 because there is already a process to expedite a revisions request if 
necessary. So, this RR is unnecessary. Additionally, making it a standard option to send an RR to 



 
 
 

 

Page 8 of 11 

a secondary working prior to an impact analysis could result multiple reviews by those secondary 
working groups.  

 
Scott Benson provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote: 
 

LES opposed RR291 because, though classified as a clarification, RR291 represents a 
fundamental change to the established RR process.  The RR process already has a mechanism 
in place for SPP to move RRs forward through the process when expedited or urgent action is 
required.   

 
Harold Wyble provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote: 
 

KCPL voted against RR291 because a process already exists to expedite the revision request 
through working groups if deemed necessary.  Secondary working groups cannot review RRs 
effectively prior to completion of the impact analysis. 

 
Randy Lindstrom provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote: 
 

Secondary Working Groups should have the ability to be aware of the Impact Analysis results 
before acting on a revision request and this new language eliminates that previous requirement. 
There is also an existing expedited RR process which does not appear to be broken, so there is 
no identified need for RR 291. 

Agenda Item #7 – ITP Manual Section 9.3 Discussion 

Juliano Freitas, SPP staff, discussed Section 9.3 of the ITP Manual (Attachment 6 – ITP Manual Section 
9.3) with the TWG.  Juliano reminded the TWG of the process for late model data submittals included in 
the ITP Manual.  Juliano noted the difficult time staff has had with the late model data submittals.  Some 
members noted that many changes made after Pass 5 were a direct result of a change made during Pass 
5 causing problems that needed to be corrected.  Stakeholders also noted they have not seen a reduction 
in models being built, which was expected as part of the TPITF.  At the end of the discussion Travis 
suggested the Chairs from the TWG, ESWG, and MDWG get together with the SPP management team 
for the ITP process and work together on an action plan to improve the model build and coordination. 
 

Action Item:  TWG, MDWG, and ESWG Chairs to work with the managers of Reliability 
Planning, Economic Planning, and Modeling to develop an action plan to improve the 
model build process 

 
At this time members of the RCWG joined the meeting to discuss RR 237.   

Agenda Item #8 – Joint Session with RCWG on RR 237:  Criteria Section 5 Clean Up 

Kirk reviewed RR 237 and the RCWG-submitted comments with the TWG (Attachment 7a, 7b – RR 237 
Recommendation Report, RR 237 RCWG Comments).  Stakeholders were concerned with the 
applicability of NERC-defined terms and Open Access Transmission Tariff terms and the potential 
confusion that could be a result from the existing language.  Gayle Nansel informed the group that UMZ 
has a waiver of the high voltage criteria that would be voided upon the change in the Criteria and that 
leave WAPA with major concerns as a result of the RR.  Staff acknowledged that the Criteria could be 
updated to account for the waiver, instead of another RR waiver needed by the UMZ.  Due to time 
restrictions the entire RR was unable to be reviewed, however the RCWG was asked to find 3-4 
individuals to meet with a few TWG individuals and the staff secretaries to finalize revisions prior to an 
upcoming RCWG meeting.  Chris Colson (WAPA), Scott Benson (LES), Derek Brown (WERE), and Andy 
Berg (MRES) were selected to represent the TWG during these phone calls. 
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Agenda Item #9 – 2019 ITP Update 

Schedule Update 
Juliano provided the TWG with an update on the 2019 ITP Assessment (Attachment 8a – 2019 ITP 
Schedule Update).  The TWG had no comments or concerns 
 
Model Development Update 
Eddie Watson, SPP staff, provided an update on the powerflow model development (Attachment 8b – 
2019 ITP Model Updates) for the 2019 ITP Assessment.  Eddie updated stakeholders on the late data 
submittals, the progress of incorporating that data, and the inclusion of the 2017 AG-1 study results.  

Agenda Item #10 – 2020 ITP Preliminary Timeline 

Jason Davis, SPP staff, showed the TWG an early timeline (Attachment 9 – 2020 ITP Preliminary 
Timeline) of the 2020 ITP Assessment.  The TWG had no questions or concerns.   

Agenda Item #11 – Inverter-Based Integration Study Update 

Brandon Hentschel, SPP staff, discussed the dispatch process (Attachment 10 – IBIS Model 
Development) for the models that will be analyzed during the IBIS study.  Members noted they had not 
been informed of the models being posted for review and were interested to review the cases including 
the model change log staff committed to provide.   
 

Action Item:  Staff to check on the progress of the IBIS models and the model change log. 

Agenda Item #12 – 2018 Deliverability Study Scope 

Alex Crawford, SPP staff, presented the scope for the 2018 Deliverability Study (Attachment 11a, 11b – 
Deliverability Study Scope, Deliverability Study Overview).  Randy Lindstrom noted that the scope did not 
include the recommendations made by the TWG previously to only model firm transmission service or 
share the study results the incumbent TOs since he believes they are reliability-related.   
 

Motion:  Jason Shook made a motion to endorse the 2018 Deliverability Study Scope.  No 
second was made and no action was taken. 
 

A few other members agreed with the Randy’s comments Travis requested those who disagreed with the 
scope to provide their comments to staff so they may be made available for discussion at the next Supply 
Adequacy Working Group (SAWG) meeting.  Alex suggested that those who disagreed with the scope to 
call in to the SAWG and participate in the discussion as well.   

Agenda Item #13 – TWG Reports 

MDWG Report 
Nate Morris (MDWG Chair), Empire District Electric, provided the TWG with an update (Attachment 12a – 
MDWG Report) on the current model builds including the dynamic model build.  Nate also discussed a 
recent MDWG item they are currently working on which would support an effort to reduce the number of 
models built.   
 
DLTF Report 
Derek Brown (DLTF Chair), Westar Energy, reported on the work (Attachment 12b – DLTF Report) being 
done by the Dynamic Load Task Force.  The TWG had no questions or concerns.   
 
TPLTF Report 
Chris Colon (TPLTF Chair), Western Area Power Authority, reported on the work (Attachment 12c – 
TPLTF Report) being done by the TPL Task Force.  The TWG had no questions or concerns. 
 
AQITF Report 
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Jim McAvoy (AQITF Chair), Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority, reported on the work (Attachment 12d 
– AQITF Report) being done by the Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force.  The TWG had no 
questions or concerns. 
 
This portion of the agenda was completed at the end of Day 1 during a closed session due to the 
competitive nature of the information being discussed.  Certain background materials were posted on 
GlobalScape due to the information included.  Day 2 of the meeting was held publicly for the remainder of 
the meeting.   

Agenda Item 14 – 2018 Compliance and Advance Studies Update 

PRC-024-4 
Kalen Coleman, SPP staff, reviewed the results of SPP’s PRC-023-4 analysis and asked for the TWG to 
approve the information.   
 

Motion:  Nathan McNeil made a motion to approve the PRC-023-4 list as posted. Gayle 
Nansel seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.   

 
MOD-030-3 Flowgate Candidate Additions/Removals 
Melanie Hill, SPP staff, asked the TWG to consider approving the Flowgate Candidate Addition and 
Removals as part of the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment.  A few stakeholders informed staff that their 
Operations staff had not yet submitted comments as part of their review, therefore they were not willing to 
vote on a motion today.  Because a full review was not complete for each of the members, Travis directed 
Kirk to seek an expedited approval via email on May 21 to allow for meeting materials to be provided for 
the ORWG on May 31st.  Members agreed with this approach. 
 
TRM Analysis 
Since this item is related to the Flowgate Candidate Additions/Removals, it will be included in the email 
vote on May 21.   

Agenda Item #15 – Standards Coordination Outreach 

Shannon Mickens, SPP staff, gave a detailed presentation on SOLs/IROLs (Attachment 14 – Standards 
Coordination Outreach IROL) for the TWG. The TWG had no questions or concerns.   

Agenda Item #16 – Summary of Action Items 

Kirk reviewed the action items from the meeting.  Action items taken from the meeting are:   
 

• Staff to review the Op Guide policy in Attachment B of the ITP Manual and bring a proposal to 
stakeholders on how to handle Op Guides in the future  

• Staff to report back to the TWG members how the Transmission Service process will model new 
service requests for renewables in the new Base Reliability models 

• TWG, MDWG, and ESWG Chairs to work with the managers of Reliability Planning, Economic 
Planning, and Modeling to develop an action plan to improve the model build process 

• Provide an update to the TWG on the progress of the IBIS model build 

Agenda Item #17 – Discussion of Upcoming Meetings 

Kirk reminded the group a meeting was planning to be scheduled for the last week in May and asked 
those who had not responded to the poll to respond in quickly so the best time could be selected.  
Additionally, Kirk informed the group of the previously scheduled meetings on June 13, June 28, and the 
face-to-face meeting in August.   
 
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.   
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Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
 
Supplemental Information 
On Tuesday, May 22, 2018, the TWG voted by email to approve the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment 
and the associated TRM values.  The vote was completed using the expedited voting process outlined in 
the TWG Email Voting Protocol.   
 

Motion:  Nate Morris made a motion to approve the 2018 SPP Flowgate Assessment 
candidates for removal, addition, and alteration as well as the associated TRM values.  
Harold Wyble seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with 20 votes in 
favor and no abstentions.   

 
Note:  2 votes in favor were submitted shortly after the voting window closes that are not shown in the 
vote count above.   
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

May 31, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the meeting agenda 
2. Approved a motion to not move forward with projects to address 2018 ITPNT Year 2 Needs 
3. Approved a motion to approve certain projects needed in the 2018 ITPNT SPP BA models 
4. Approved a motion to see transmission solutions for specific needs in the 2018 ITPNT 

Assessment 
5. Approved a motion to reaffirm the removal of the Scenario 5 Summer only needs from the 2018 

ITPNT Assessment 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

May 31, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 1:03 pm. The following members were in 
attendance (Attachment 1a): 
 

Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, Inc. 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc. 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area  
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
Noman Williams, South Central MCN 
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light 

 
Proxies 
The following partial proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1b – Proxies): 
 

• Dustin Betz (NPPD) proxy for Randy Lindstrom (NPPD) 
• Michael Wegner (ITC Great Plains) and Michael Wegner proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) 

 
Travis requested approval of the meeting agenda with a modification based upon a request for an 
additional topic from Derek Brown at Westar.   
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion to approve the modified agenda.  Chris Pink 
seconded the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

 

Agenda Item 2 – 2018 ITPNT Update 

2018 ITPNT Year 2 Only Needs 
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, began discussion on the 2018 ITPNT on the topic of needs only observed in Year 
2 (Attachment 2a – 2018 ITPNT Year 2 Only Needs) of the 2018 ITPNT models.  After Kelsey concluded 
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with staff’s recommendation to move away from issuing NTCs for upgrades only in Year 2 of the models, 
individuals with the specific issues related these needs discussed their specific needs.  Individuals 
pointed out that some of the facilities had been identified as permanent or temporary flowgates, identified 
in previous studies, or driven by the dispatch in the models.  Travis asked each of the individuals with 
issues if they had a mitigation, and informed the TWG a worthy justification for the need to spend money 
on transmission upgrades was necessary based on more recent discussions at the MOPC with regards to 
approval of projects.   
 

Motion:  John Boshears made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to not move 
forward with projects to address the monitored facilities listed in the presentation because 
the needs are not observed in the later years of the study.  Jim McAvoy seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with three abstentions from Derek Brown, Harold Wyble, and 
Dustin Betz. 

 
SPP BA Only Needs 
Next, Kelsey discussed the needs observed only in the BA models (Attachment 2b – 2018 ITPNT SPP 
BA Only Needs).  After Kelsey reviewed his presentation, individuals representing the utility with the 
projects in question discussed the specific details related to the needs.  After the discussion the members 
agreed with staff’s recommendation and made a motion to approve. 
 

Motion:  Jason Shook made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation.  Scott Benson 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

 
Transmission Operating Guide Usage 
Kelsey moved on to the topic of Transmission Operating Guide (op guide) usage in the 2018 ITPNT 
(Attachment 2c, 2d – Transmission Operating Guide Usage, 2016 ITP Manual).  Kelsey reviewed SPP’s 
process for the use of op guides which includes testing and validation, discussion with the TO(s) who are 
in control of the op guide and the facilities in question, and a recommendation whether it should be used.  
After following this process to evaluate needs where op guides may be an available solution, two needs in 
the 2018 ITPNT were recommended by the Transmission Owner to remain unsolved by the use of an 
existing op guide.  These facilities are the Wolf Creek 345/69 kV transformer in Westar and the Navy – 
Grand Avenue – Northeast 161 kV line in KCP&L.  Staff informed the TWG that the implementation of 
each op guide in the planning models will address the needs observed in the 2018 ITPNT.   
 
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, reviewed with the TWG the issues powerflow and angular stability issues 
around the Wolf Creek plant.  Derek suggested that the TWG use the opportunity of the Wolf Creek 
345/69 kV transformer to address both the steady state powerflow and the angular stability concerns 
when one of the 345 kV lines connected to the plant is taken out of service.  Westar does not believe the 
op guide in question is applicable or effective because there is no short-term emergency rating included 
in the op guide and the op guide is intended to address angular stability situations resulting from N-1-1 
contingency conditions which are not applicable in the 2018 ITPNT.  Harold Wyble, KCP&L, also 
discussed KCP&L’s reasoning for the ineffectiveness of the op guide citing that the op guide is not 
effective because no short-term emergency rating is included in the op guide and KCP&L does not 
believe that op guides are appropriate for long-term planning.   
 
The remaining discussion involved the Wolf Creek issues.  Stakeholders discussed the history angular 
stability concerns at Wolf Creek and noted the op guides had been in place for years and questioned 
what had changed to worsen the issue.  Derek informed the group of 2 possible reasons that have 
caused the angular stability margins over time.  Those reasons include:  the increase of west-to-east 
transfers in the SPP footprint displacing the dispatch of generation in the east, and a more realistic 
dynamic user model able to more accurately show how the transmission system responds to contingency 
conditions near the Wolf Creek plant.  Stakeholders shared concerns with addressing an N-1-1 angular 
stability issue in the ITPNT Assessment that does not consider angular stability or N-1-1 contingencies, 
however, did recognize the importance of addressing decreasing angular stability margins.  Derek stated 
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he felt the best solution for the issues observed in the ITPNT and considering other issues observed in 
both real-time and various other planning studies would be a new 345 kV line from Wolf Creek to Emporia 
Energy center because it could address steady state and angular stability issues.  This solution is also the 
most cost-effective EHV solution since the next closest 345 kV station is over 100 miles away.  After a 
lengthy discussion, Travis asked the group for a motion how to move forward.   
 

Motion:  Nathan McNeil made a motion to use the operating guides for the needs identified 
on Slide 4 but to seek solutions for the needs identified in the 2018 ITPNT on Slide 5, 
excluding the Lawrence Hill transformer due to previous TWG action and consider the 
additional issues observed in the local area around the needs.  Matt McGee seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with 13 votes in favor, 5 in opposition, and 3 abstentions.  The 
individuals voting ‘No’ included:  Travis Hyde (OG&E), John Boshears (CUS), Jim McAvoy 
(OMPA), Michael Wegner (ITC GP), and Noman Williams (SCMCN).  The individuals 
abstaining included:  Scott Benson (LES), Dan Lenihan (OPPD), and Dustin Betz (NPPD). 

 
After the meeting Noman Williams provided the following reason for his No vote: 
 

While I support the notion that Westar was promoting, I believe promoting these issues at this late 
stage of the study process was not appropriate and therefore should be studied in the next ITP. I 
also have a concern that these projects should not be identified in a reliability study and should 
be included in reliability/economic study to determine the overall value/benefit for the potential 
upgrades. 

 
After the meeting Jim McAvoy provided the following reason for his No vote: 
 

Wolf Creek – Lang (Emporia) 345 kV line – I can remember Westar transmission planning wanting 
to build this line since the 1980’s.  It would be a short line and allow Wolf Creek plant to operate at 
full output if one of the other 345 kV lines were removed from service for any reason.  As I 
remember, the operating guide at the time specified Wolf Creek to back down its output to a certain 
level if any of the three (3) existing 345 kV lines tripped, so if another 345 kV line tripped, there 
would not be stability issues.  The Westar philosophy during that time was focused on not building 
transmission and the use of operating guides because of uncertain rate recovery.  Since the 
implementation of the SPP tariff in 1998 and the subsequent SPP transmission planning and 
studies processes, transmission owners have been able to build more transmission with much more 
confidence in investment recovery.  With that being said, the existing operating guide still works 
and it appears this is a “nice to have” project.  So why spend millions of dollars to build a line and 
have most of the other SPP members pay for it?  If it is ultimately needed per SPP transmission 
planning processes, I concur with Noman Williams that this project should be a competitively bid 
Order 1000 project. 
 
Wolf Creek 345/69 kV transformer replacement – as Derek explained during the TWG meeting, 
recent southeast Kansas transmission work has eliminated the past operating practice of opening 
the 69 kV line that is connected to this transformer and thus relieving any overloads on it.  It would 
seem to me that zonal reliability projects involving the 69 and 138 kV system in southeast Kansas 
would best solve this issue versus a regional funded project to replace this transformer.  I believe 
Westar and SPP should look at zonal options for this issue. 

 
After the meeting, Travis Hyde provided the following reason for his No vote: 
 

OG&E would like to see a more detailed process developed (tariff/criteria) that explains the process 
of evaluation of when a permanent Transmission Operating Guide (TOG) is no longer desired or 
valid.  What level of studies would be required to determine if the TOG is no longer valid?  Since 
many of the OP Guides mitigate more stringent NERC violations beyond the standard (N-1) 
contingency evaluation, who should be paying for infrastructure than needs to be built to mitigate 
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the problem if an Op Guide is removed?  Especially if a TOG has been valid for the last 15-20 
years.   
 
OG&E also has concerns that many of the TOG’s that were discussed were showing up not to be 
valid anymore were identified only in the Scenario 5 model set of the 2018 ITPNT studies.  OG&E 
considers Scenario 5 models to be a more extreme look of the system and have concerns that 
NTC’s may get issued from the Scenario 5 model set.  OG&E feels that further discussion is 
warranted around the topic of TOG’s before projects get identified and issued NTC’s. 

 
After the meeting, John Boshears provided the following reason for his No vote: 
 

When an operating guide has been used by a company for years or decades to keep from building 
a system improvement I feel that company should pay for that improvement when it is built. 

 
After the meeting, Dustin Betz provided the following reason for his abstention: 

 
NPPD registered an Abstention vote due to the language in the motion requiring the consideration 
of other factors when developing solutions for the remaining 2018 ITPNT needs.  NPPD supports 
the development of low cost solutions to address the two remaining needs (Navy – Grand Avenue 
– Northeast 161 kV and Wolf Creek 345/69 kV Transformer) as the TOs have indicated the TOGs 
won’t address the issues in the appropriate time frame and the lack of short-term ratings available 
for use in long-term system planning.  Also, NPPD is concerned that broadening the scope of the 
2018 ITPNT study to consider other factors in solution development will cause the study to be 
delayed and introduces ambiguity into the process. 
 
NPPD suggests SPP/Westar consider strengthening its GI study processes to better quantify and 
address the stability issues in the Wolf Creek area.  On the call, new GI’s were mentioned several 
times as degrading stability margins in this area of the system.  If so, then it would behoove 
SPP/Westar to ferret out these concerns during the GI process before the situation gets worse and 
a major event happens on the system. 

 
After the meeting, Scott Benson provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

LES abstained on this vote because I could understand both sides of the discussion.  The local 
area TOs made some good arguments as to why the TOGs should be removed from 
consideration, but I also thought SPP staff made some valid points in recommending that the 
TOGs be maintained in accordance with the ITP Manual. 

 
Scenario 5 Summer Only Needs Discussion 
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, discussed each of the needs (Attachment 2e – Westar Energy Needs in 
the 2018 ITPNT) identified in the 2018 ITPNT Scenario 5 Summer models related to Westar Energy’s 
facilities for the TWG to consider transmission solutions instead of removal from the study.  Included in 
the discussion were the facilities in violation near the Jeffery Energy Center and Wichita, KS areas.  The 
TWG discussed the specifics around each issue.  Derek asked the TWG to re-affirm their previous motion 
to remove the needs from the Scenario 5 Summer models from the 2018 ITPNT Assessment. 
 

Motion:  Derek Brown made a motion for the TWG to re-affirm staff’s recommendation that 
all Scenario 5 Summer needs be removed from the 2018 ITPNT Assessment.  Harold Wyble 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 13 in favor, 1 opposed, and 8 abstentions 
The single vote against the motion was from Derek Brown (WERE).  The 8 abstentions 
from the vote included:  Michael Wegner (ITC GP), Nathan McNeil (MIDW), Nate Morris 
(EMDE), Randy Lindstrom (NPPD), Jim McAvoy (OMPA), Noman Williams (SC MCN), Kalun 
Kelley (WFEC), and Harold Wyble (KCP&L).   
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After the meeting, Derek Brown provided the following reason for his No vote: 
 

Westar voted no on the motion regarding the Scenario 5 Summer model because we disagreed 
with the conclusion that the infeasibility of calculating potential APC benefit from operational 
models was enough justification to remove all Scenario 5 Summer Needs from the 2018 ITPNT 
assessment. First and foremost, the Wichita transformer and Jeffrey Energy Center transmission 
line issues are reliability needs. The result of an APC benefit analysis on these types of projects 
should be used only to prove they do not cause unreasonable harm from an economic 
standpoint. The five and 10-year economic looks using the 2017 ITP10 models show that 
implementing potential projects to fix these Scenario 5 needs resulted in noise from a dollars 
perspective. Together, both of these needs have met the persistent operational needs criteria in 
that they have each accumulated more than $10M in congestion costs over the last 24 months. It 
is a reasonable assumption that these costs will increase given the amount of future wind farm 
generation coming online in the next 2-3 years west of these constraints. Given the generation 
retirements expected in Wichita by the end of 2018, this will only aggravate the Wichita 
transformers issue. Also, additional merit should be given to the potential Jeffrey Energy Center 
projects in relieving known first swing stability constraints at that 2400 MVA plant. Stability 
margins at Jeffrey Energy Center will continue to go down without the addition of a new EHV 
transmission line. Taking all this into consideration, there is enough evidence for TWG to 
recommend that a project be done to address these needs to the MOPC and the SPP Board.  

 
After the meeting, Nathan McNeil provided the following reason for his abstention:   
 

I abstained over concerns of delaying action on issues in Kansas that have shown up in the 
Scenario 5 analysis, are now permanent flowgates that have seen significant historical 
congestion, and are near identified stability constraints.  These issues are likely to get worse as 
more wind generation develops in the western half of Kansas and waiting for 2019 ITP studies 
means that no long-term solution will be approved for more than a year. 

 
After the meeting, Harold Wyble provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

KCPL does not agree that needs that are real operational issues should be removed from 
consideration for mitigation simply because Staff is unable to calculate APC benefits for the 
mitigations. 

 
After the meeting, Michael Wegner provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

ITC abstained on this motion, because I didn’t see the point of making a motion to “re-affirm” an 
action that was already determined by the working group.  

 
After the meeting Randy Lindstrom provided the following reason for his abstention: 
 

I do not support removing all of the Scenario 5 Summer needs without consistent treatment of 
those projects which were driven only by the Scenario 5 Winter and Scenario 5 Light Load 
models. If we are going to study the Scenario 5 models in the ITPNT, then any needs driven from 
these models should be treated in a consistent manner and this motion fails to accommodate 
what was approved in the study scope.  

 
After the meeting Kalun Kelley provided the following reason for his abstention: 

I abstained from this TWG vote because WFEC feels that there needs to be further clarification of 
the scoping language.  SPP has also stated that they do not have an effective way to address 
these issues, at this time.   
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Portfolio Discussion/Summit Feedback 
The TWG had no comments related to the May 2nd Planning Summit or the draft portfolio. 

Agenda Item 3 – Generation Outlet Facilities 

Kirk discussed the Generator Outlet Facilities process (Attachment 3 – GOF Process) for the 2019 ITP 
Assessment.  The TWG had no concerns related to this topic.   
 
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:02 pm.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
 
Supplemental Information 
On Wednesday, May 30, 2018, through Friday, May 1, 2019, the TWG voted to approve Pass 5b of the 
2019 ITP Base Reliability models as part of an email vote.  The vote occurred after a stakeholder review 
period.   
 

Motion:  Harold Wyble made a motion to approve Pass 5b of the 2019 ITP Base Reliability 
models.  Scott Benson seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with 23 
votes in favor and no abstentions.   
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

June 13, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the meeting agenda 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

June 13, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 9:01 am. The following members were in 
attendance (Attachment 1a): 
 

Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Westar and KCP&L, Evergy Companies 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool 
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area  
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
 

 
Proxies 
The following proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1b – Proxies): 
 

• Jence Mandizha (Midwest Energy) proxy for Nathan McNeil (Midwest Energy) 
• Dustin Betz (NPPD) proxy for Randy Lindstrom (NPPD) 
• Josh Verzal (OPPD) proxy for Dan Lenihan (OPPD) 
• Rachel Hulett (SC MCN) proxy for Noman Williams (SC MCN) 
• Michael Wegner (ITC Great Plains) partial proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) 

 
Kirk Hall, TWG staff secretary informed the group there was a quorum. 
 
Travis requested approval of the meeting agenda with a modification to discuss the Lawrence Hill 
transformer under the 2018 ITPNT agenda item. 
 

Motion:  Chris Pink made a motion to approve the modified agenda.  Joe Fultz seconded 
the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

Agenda Item 2 – 2018 ITPNT Update 

Lawrence Hill 230/115 kV Transformer 
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Kirk opened the discussion by highlighting the context around the use of transmission operating guide 
(Attachment 2a – Transmission Operating Guide Usage) in SPP processes, specifically the ITP process.  
After a quick discussion, Kirk moved on to the Lawrence Hill 230/115 kV transformer and informed the 
TWG that it was inadvertently excludes from previous discussions regarding the use of transmission 
operating guides.  Because of this omission, staff was requesting the TWG approve the use of an op 
guide or transmission solution to solve the need observed in the 2018 ITPNT.  Derek Brown (Westar 
Energy) discussed Westar’s position on the issue suggesting a transmission solution was necessary for 
due to: the operating guide not including a short-term emergency rating and the issue is being driven by 
load in the Lawrence, KS area.  The group discussed the merits of using the generation in the area (as 
described in the op guide) to address the issue, including the age of the Lawrence Energy Center units 
and the Lawrence Hill transformer, versus a transmission solution.   
 

Motion:  Derek Brown made a motion directing staff to seek a transmission solution to 
address the Lawrence Hill 230/115 kV transformer in the 2018 ITPNT.  Matthew Stoltz 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 8 ‘Yes’ votes, 6 ‘No’ votes, and 5 
abstentions.  Four members were absent from the vote.  Those voting against the motion 
included:  Travis Hyde (OKG&E), Scott Benson (LES), John Boshears (CUS), Kalun Kelley 
(WFEC), Jim McAvoy (OMPA), and Jason Shook (GDS representing ETEC).  Those 
abstaining from the vote included:  Jence Mandizha (MIDW), James Ging (KPP), Josh 
Verzal (NPPD), and Chris Pink (Tri-State G&T) 

 
After the meeting, the individuals voting against the motion provided the following reasons for their vote.  
 
Travis Hyde (OKG&E) 
 

OG&E would like to see a more detailed process developed (tariff/criteria) that explains the 
process of evaluation of when a permanent Transmission Operating Guide (TOG) is no longer 
desired or valid.  What level of studies would be required to determine if the TOG is no longer 
valid?  Since many of the OP Guides mitigate more stringent NERC violations beyond the 
standard (N-1) contingency evaluation, who should be paying for infrastructure than needs to be 
built to mitigate the problem if an Op Guide is removed?  Especially if a TOG has been valid for 
the last 15-20 years.  OG&E feels that further discussion is warranted around the topic of TOG’s 
before projects get identified and issued NTC’s. 

 
Jim McAvoy (OMPA) 

 
As others have stated, many companies have used TOG’s for many years to mitigate thermal or 
voltage issues.  Questions about the ongoing effectiveness of TOG’s, who should pay if a 
transmission project replaces a TOG, and when is a TOG no longer valid need solid answers.  
For these reasons, OMPA voted NO on the motion. 

 
Scott Benson (LES) 
 

Although LES appreciates the particular needs in this area of the system, we voted against the 
motion because we’d like to revisit the general process for retiring TOGs before acting on this one 
specific issue.  This is something that would be applicable to many more areas across the 
footprint, so we feel a more holistic determination would be best before we begin making one-off 
decisions. 

 
Kalun Kelley (WFEC) 
 

I voted no because the reasons I stated in my prior abstention have not been addressed.  
Essentially, the construction of network upgrades to alleviate the use of these TOGs is not 
addressed in our current processes.  TWG should not be approving projects that are not 
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supported by a scope that provides a consistent process for analysis and justification 
parameters.  I support the development of these processes and parameters so that the TWG will 
be able to consistently analyze concerns like this in the future. 

 
After the meeting, the individuals abstaining from the vote provided the following reasons for their 
abstention.   
 
Dustin Betz (NPPD) 

 
NPPD abstained due to initial uncertainty surrounding the Lawrence Hill generation units and 
future retirement plans.  NPPD supports the notion of addressing N-1 issues with transmission 
solutions, but the information presented during the discussion phase of the motion approval 
created some confusion in our mind about the need.  Clarification was made after the vote from 
SPP and Westar about Lawrence Hill generation and the N-1 need remains intact.  GRDA 
actually changed its vote from NO to YES due to this clarification so the motion passed.  NPPD 
did not want to oppose the motion moving forward so we left our abstention vote stand as it 
wouldn’t affect the outcome of the vote. 

 
James Ging (KPP) 
 

KPP abstained because it was not clear if the TOG has become ineffective or if replacing the 
transformer was just a nice project to have.  It was clear to me that the Op guide has worked for 
many years, but not convinced it has become uneconomical.  The replacement of the transformer 
was due to the generation.  If the generation was to go away the need for the transformer 
replacement would go away.  So given the unclarity of the future of the units the OP guide 
seemed to be the best option.  I agree with Travis that we as a group need to work much harder 
on the policy surrounding TOG guides and how cost are allocated.  I did not oppose the project 
because Westar has done a great job of doing project to relieve import limits around its system.  
This very well could be a solid project and was needing more information around the economic 
impacts if the TOG stays or is removed. 

 
Chris Pink (Tri-State G&T) 
 

I abstained because the issues and their history weren’t entirely clear to me.  Also, the future 
status of the primary project driver (generation) was questioned.  Nevertheless, I would have 
been fine with approval if that was the will of the rest of the working group.  I agree that OP 
guides are not long term solutions. 

 
Josh Verzal (OPPD) 
 

OPPD abstained due to unclear guidance on the application and effectiveness of standing TOGs 
to alleviate needs in the ITP study process.  From OPPD’s perspective, our standing TOGs are 
legacy TOGs that were originally set up as supplemental Operating aids for our transmission 
flowgates and were implemented as a last resort tool for the Transmission Operators to use in the 
event of real-time operational issues on the transmission system.  With the advent of the 
Integrated Market most, if not all, of these are now addressed by the Market dispatch and the 
TOGs are not the primary means of mitigation.  For all other reliability needs that are identified 
out of the ITP process that do not have an existing TOG, generation redispatch is not tested as a 
fix to mitigate the needs.  If this principle of utilizing generation redispatch as the first option to fix 
needs was applied to all reliability needs in the portfolio, there would potentially be fewer projects 
being issued out of the ITP process.  OPPD is not necessarily saying that is the way the needs 
should be evaluated, but this shows the need for additional policy or guidance regarding 
generation redispatch and TOGs. 
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Jence Mandizha (MIDW) 
 

The fact that SPP dispatches Westar’s generating units #4 and #5 at Lawrence Hill in a way that 
overloads the Lawrence Hill 230/115 kV transformer works in favor of the transformer upgrade. 
The age of the transformer and generating units (30 ~ 50 years) and the unclarity of the future of 
generation at Lawrence Hill favors further use of the OP guide. More importantly MIDW abstained 
because it was not clear whether the OP guide that had been used for many years in this case 
had become ineffective. 

 
Operating Guide Usage and Consideration of Additional Needs 
Kirk moved on to discuss the additional analysis staff had completed around the Wolf Creek area based 
on the discussion and approved TWG motion from the May 31 TWG Net Conference.  During that 
meeting, the TWG recommended transmission solutions be sought out to solve the Navy – Grand Avenue 
– Northeast 161 kV line and Wolf Creek 345/69 kV transformer, while considering other needs in the local 
area.  Discussion during that meeting focused on the angular stability issues observed in various SPP 
studies near Wolf Creek.  After the prior TWG meeting, staff performed some additional analysis to allow 
the TWG to make an informed decision, including steady state, economic, and transient stability analysis.  
Additionally, the Kirk covered options for the TWG to consider on how to continue evaluating the issues 
around Wolf Creek.  The TWG discussed the options presented and the historical usage of the op guide 
in other SPP processes. 
 
 

Motion:  Jason Shook made a motion to use the Wolf Creek Op Guide for the 2018 ITPNT 
and continue discussing how to move forward evaluating the issues around Wolf Creek.  
The motion was seconded by Jim McAvoy.  Prior to the vote, Derek Brown commented to 
the TWG that the motion being considered was not consistent with the motion made 
during the prior TWG net conference, when the TWG previously discussed the issues 
around Wolf Creek.  The motion passed with 10 votes in favor, 9 votes against, and 1 
abstention.  Three members were absent from the vote.  The votes against the motion 
were made by Derek Brown (WERE), Joe Fultz (GRDA), Dustin Betz (NPPD), Matt McGee 
(AEPW), Gayle Nansel (WAPA), John Payne (KEPCo), Chris Pink (TSG&T), Matthew Stoltz 
(BEPC), Rachel Hulett (SC MCN).  The abstention was provided by Alan Myers (ITC GP). 

 
After the meeting, the individuals voting against the motion provided the following reasons for their vote.  
 
Derek Brown (KCP&L and Westar, Evergy Companies) 
 

KCPL and Westar, Evergy companies, voted NO because the motion was inconsistent with the 
requirements for an effective TOG as detailed in Appendix B of the ITP Manual and because 
there was no clear action taken to address the issues around Wolf Creek.  The TWG should have 
been more consistent in its treatment of all TOG impacted facilities in the 2018 ITPNT Study.  
Regarding the Wolf Creek stability issues, the motion did not address the thermal issue for the 
Wolf Creek transformer or set a clear direction going forward.  The motion simply stated that 
TWG will be “continuing discussion how to move forward evaluating issues around Wolf Creek.” 
Evergy agrees that more discussion is needed regarding the use of TOGs in future ITP studies.  
However, there has been sufficient information provided to the TWG showing that stability 
margins have degraded at Wolf Creek, there is a thermal issue with the transformer that needs 
addressed, and SPP staff has shared that a potential 345 kV line solution provides some 
economic benefit. TWG should recommend a study be performed to identify the best solution to 
the thermal and stability issues as soon as possible.  
 

Rachel Hulett (SCMCN) 
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I voted no as I thought TWG could provide better guidance for future study plans of the transient 
stability issues.  I thought the motion was too generic in that regard.  
 

Chris Pink (Tri-State G&T) 
 

I voted no because I thought the proper direction would have been to recommend a fix 
(replacement) to the transformer overload problem. 
 

Matthew Stoltz (BEPC) 
 

I voted no as I thought TWG could have provided better guidance regarding the plan to consider 
the transient stability issues.  I thought the motion was too generic in that regard.  I’m concerned 
that the local TO/TOP is uncomfortable with the effectiveness of their operating guide and 
therefore TWG should of provided a clearer path to address their concerns.  I would have voted 
yes on the steady state fix.   
 

Matt McGee (AEP) 
 

AEP voted against the motion because we do not believe it is proper for SPP to continue to rely 
upon a TOG for an N-1 thermal overload of the Wolf Creek transformer.  The owner of the 
facilities says the TOG is not effective and does not support using it for planning purposes, and 
there is no short-term rating needed for implementation of the TOG.  We believe a transmission 
solution is needed for the 2018 ITPNT N-1 issue at Wolf Creek and that replacing the transformer 
is a reasonable solution. 
 

Gayle Nansel (WAPA) 
 

I voted NO as I felt we had adequate information to provide direction and a recommendation.  I 
felt a transmission solution for Wolf Creek 345/69 KV transformer could have been recommended 
by TWG to address the thermal issue identified in the 2018 ITPNT study by replacing the 
transformer which I believe is nearing the end of its expect service life (35+ years old).  The 
stability issue surrounding Wolf Creek still needs to be considered for future discussion, study 
and vetting through future SPP studies. 
 

Joe Fultz (GRDA) 
 

GRDA voted no because of the inconsistencies in the ITP Manual referring to the use of STER’s 
to implement the TOG.  There are no applicable STERs’ assigned to these facilities.  GRDA 
believes the TWG should discuss the topic of system stability issues (N-1-1) that continue to 
worsen as more resources continue to be added to the grid.  GRDA would’ve voted yes to 
upgrade the Wolf Creek transformer to mitigate the thermal overload.   
 

Dustin Betz (NPPD) 
 

NPPD voted NO due to inconsistency with the approach of addressing N-1 issues with 
transmission solutions.  NPPD would have liked to have seen a transmission solution for Wolf 
Creek 345/69 KV transformer be recommended by TWG to be consistent in the treatment of 
these issues.  NPPD was in favor of the Wolf Creek 345/69 kV transformer replacement project to 
address the thermal issue identified in the 2018 ITPNT study.  The N-1-1 stability issues 
surrounding Wolf Creek should still be considered for future discussion and study by SPP.  The 
Wolf Creek stability issues should continue to be vetted through consultation with the TWG in 
future studies. 

 
Final Project List 
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Kirk, then moved on to discuss the final project list (Attachment 2b – 2018 ITPNT Final Project List), 
including the changes approved during the meeting for the Lawrence Hill 230/115 kV transformer and the 
use of the Wolf Creek op guide.  Western Farmers’ Electric Cooperative also requested the removal of 
the Lebanon cap bank project due to concern around the duplicative modeling of a capacitor bank in the 
area as well as power factor modeling concerns.   
 

Motion:  Based upon SPP staff recommendations and specific TWG direction John 
Boshears made a motion to approve the 2018 ITPNT Final Project List.  Rachel Hulett 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

Agenda Item 3 – RR 309:  Separation of RC Area SOL Methodology from Planning Criteria 

Neil Robertson, SPP staff, presented RR 309 (Attachment 3 – RR 309:  Separation of RC Area SOL 
Methodology from Planning Criteria) to the TWG for their approval.  The TWG discussed the RR and 
coordination with other current or future NERC standard revisions and made some revisions to the 
document prior to approval.   
 

Motion:  Gayle Nansel made a motion to approve RR 309 as modified during the meeting.   
Joe Fultz seconded the motion.  The motion to approve the RR was approved 
unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – Updated Map Request Process 

This item was not discussed due to time restrictions. 

Agenda Item 5 – 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment Report 

Melanie Hill, SPP staff, reviewed the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment Report (Attachment 4 – 2018 
Annual Flowgate Assessment Report) with the TWG and asked for their approval.   
 

Motion:  Joe Fultz motioned to approve the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment Report, 
seconded by Dustin Betz.  The motion passed unanimously.   

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

June 28, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the meeting agenda 
2. Approved a motion to recommend the 2018 ITP Assessment to the MOPC for endorsement 
3. Approved a motion to endorse RR 314: ITP Manual Model Build Update  
4. Approved a motion to endorse the analysis done in SUS-006: Northwestern Aberdeen 115 kV line  
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

June 28, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 1:03 pm. The following members were in 
attendance (Attachment 1a): 
 

Nathan McNeil (Vice-Chair), Midwest Energy Inc. 
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Evergy Companies, KCP&L and Westar 
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
Kalun Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area  
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 
Noman Williams, South Central MCN 
 

Proxies 
The following proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1b – Proxies): 
 

• Josh Verzal (OPPD) proxy for Dan Lenihan (OPPD) 
• Steve Hardebeck (OG&E) proxy for Travis Hyde (OG&E) 

 
The agenda was updated to reflect Action Items for Agenda Items 3 and 4. Travis requested approval of 
the meeting agenda with the proposed modifications.   
 

Motion:  Alan Myers made a motion to approve the modified agenda.  James Ging 
seconded the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

Agenda Item 2 – 2018 ITPNT Update Report (Action Item) 

Kirk began discussions on the 2018 ITPNT Final Portfolio (Attachment 2a, 2b – 2018 ITPNT Portfolio 
Presentation, 2018 ITPNT Report) by reviewing the NTC withdrawals and the rate impact data, which was 
information the TWG had not previously seen.  One question was raised regarding the Need Date of a 
project, however, staff reminded the stakeholders that the staging milestone had not been completed at 
the time.   
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Staff recommended the TWG endorse the 2018 ITPNT Assessment, contingent upon the corrections 
discussed during the meeting, as documentation of completion of the Near-Term Assessment of the ITP 
planning process specified in SPP OATT Attachment O, Section III and endorse the 2018 ITPNT 
Assessment including the issuance, modification, and withdrawal of NTCs for projects within the four-year 
financial commitment window and NTC-Cs for projects that are >100 kV and >$20M for a refined cost 
estimate.  
 

Motion:  Noman Williams made a motion accepting staff’s recommendation.  Alan Myers 
seconded the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

Agenda Item 3 – RR 314: ITP Manual Model Build Update (Action Item) 

Michael Odom discussed RR 314 (Attachment 3 – RR 314 ITP Manual Model Build Update), which 
intends to address ambiguity in the model build process for the ITP Base Reliability and the ITP Short 
Circuit models. There was a concern regarding a TPL standard for outages longer than 6 months and a 
parenthetical was added to the RR to address this. A question was also raised regarding why new NRIS 
generators are not modeled in the Base Reliability models.  Staff clarified that ERIS resources are not 
modeled in the BR models until they are in service because staff is concerned about the Network 
Upgrades identified for these resources.   Staff did note that there is a check completed to make sure 
Network Upgrades associated with generator resources are modeled.   
 

Motion:  Matthew Stoltz made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to approve RR 
314. Derek Brown seconded the motion, which passed with no opposition.   

Agenda Item 4 – SUS-006: Northwestern Aberdeen 115 kV line (Action Item) 

Josh Ross, SPP Staff, discussed the Sponsored Upgrade Study Report (Attachment 4a, 4b – SUS 006 
Northwestern Aberdeen 115 kV line Presentation, SUS 006 Northwestern Aberdeen 115 kV line report) 
for Northwestern Energy (Sponsor and Host TO) to build a new 3.3 mile 115 kV line in Aberdeen, SD. 
The purpose of this line is to create redundancy on their system. Members questioned the need for the 
facility and the fact that it had not been identified in any of SPP’s planning studies.  Members expressed 
their concerns regarding Attachment Z2 credits and how it could affect other stakeholders.  
 

Action Item:  Staff to come back to the TWG to discuss the process for evaluating whether 
Sponsored Upgrades for Z2 credits. 

 
Motion:  Jason Shook made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to endorse the 
Sponsored Upgrade Study work and the study report. Nate Morris seconded the motion, 
which passed with no opposition. Randy Lindstrom abstained from voting.    

 
After the meeting Randy Lindstrom provided the following reasoning for his abstention: 
 

I abstained since there was no documentation of the need for this Sponsored Upgrade (SU) in the 
SPP Study Report and my position is that SPP Staff should document the need for the SU in 
accordance with Attachment Z2. Other potentially impacted Transmission Owners and Customers 
need to be advised during the SU approval process that they may be required to provide revenue 
credits to the Sponsor of this project. I do not oppose a TO building a new SU to improve the 
reliability of service to their local area load as long as they are willing to fund the SU entirely. I am 
opposed to the current “but for” test being implemented to determine Z2 crediting from previously 
approved transmission service. 
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Agenda Item 5 – Further Evaluation of Wolf Creek Area  

Staff discussed the potential for further evaluation of the Wolf Creek area with the TWG and requested 
feedback on the potential to evaluate the area.  Staff highlighted the potential options to address it moving 
forward including a high priority study, requesting a modification to the 2019 ITP Scope, or waiting for the 
2020 ITP study.  The TWG did not have any specific direction on how to address the issue and decided to 
wait for Westar or staff to make a recommendation moving forward to evaluate the Wolf Creek area. 

Agenda Item 6 – Updated Map Request Process 

This item was not covered due to lack of time.  
 
 
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:09 pm.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
 
 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

Economic Studies/Transmission Working Group Joint Meeting 

June 29, 2018 

Webex/Conference Call 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

1. Approved the 2019 ITP needs sensitivity scope to address study results impacted by potential LP&L 
system exit 
 
 
  



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES/TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP JOINT MEETING 

June 29, 2018 

WEBEX/CONFERENCE CALL 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

ESWG Chair Alan Myers (ITC) and TWG Vice-Chair Nathan McNeil (MIDW) called the meeting to order at 
1:00 p.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 78 web conference participants, representing 16 of 17 ESWG members and 20 of 23 TWG 
members. (Attachment 1 – June 29, 2018 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers and Nathan McNeil asked for any proxy statements; five proxies were identified. (Attachment 2 
– Proxy Statements) 

ESWG 

• Natasha Henderson (GSEC) named Evan Racine-Johnson (GSEC) as her proxy 
• John Olsen (Evergy) named Don Frerking (Evergy) as his proxy 

TWG 

• Travis Hyde (OGE) named Steve Hardebeck (OGE) as his proxy 
• Matthew Stoltz (Basin) named Jeremy Severson (Basin) as his proxy 
• Joe Fultz (GRDA) named Dona Parks (GRDA) as his proxy 

 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Alan Myers and Nathan McNeil presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or corrections.   
(Attachment 3 – June 29, 2018 ESWG/TWG Agenda). 

ESWG: Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD) to adopt the 
agenda. The motion was approved unanimously. 

TWG: Chris Pink (Tri-State) made a motion; seconded by Scott Benson (LES) to adopt the 
agenda as amended. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 1d – Antitrust Reminder 

Kirk Hall (SPP) provided an antitrust reminder to the group. 

Agenda Item 2 – Lubbock Sensitivity 

Juliano Freitas (SPP) reviewed a presentation discussing a proposal for a Lubbock sensitivity to 
determine what operational and planning reliability, economic, and policy needs could be mitigated or 
relieved resulting from the LP&L system moving to ERCOT. Bennie Weeks (SPS), explained the actions 
taken by SPS to mitigate the problem for the next ITP Assessment (2020 ITP). Juliano informed the group 
that performing the sensitivity could have a 500 hour and up to $37,000 impact to the ITP schedule. The 
group discussed several options, which staff will look into, and agreed to move forward with the 
sensitivity. (Attachment 4 – 2019 ITP Lubbock Sensitivity)   



 
ESWG: Al Tamimi (SUNC) made a motion; seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES) to approve 2019 ITP 
needs sensitivity scope to address study results impacted by potential LP&L system exit. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 

TWG: Derek Brown (Evergy) made a motion; seconded by Jason Shook (GDS) to approve 2019 
ITP needs sensitivity scope to address study results impacted by potential LP&L system exit. 
The motion was approved unanimously. 

 

Agenda Item 3 – 2019 Quarterly Report Card  

Juliano Freitas (SPP) presented the Quarterly Report card to the ESWG and TWG.  Per section 9.4 of the 
ITP Manual, SPP will provide a quarterly report to MOPC highlighting the assessment milestones from the 
preceding quarter. He discussed adherence to milestone timelines in regard to data review and submittal, 
scheduled reviews and approvals, and issues that have required mitigation for the process to remain on 
schedule.  The report card will go to the MOPC in July. (Attachment 5 – 2019 Quarterly Report Card) 

 

Closing Items 

There were no action items from the meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Amber Greb 

ESWG Secretary 

Kirk Hall 

TWG Secretary 
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TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

July 25, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
• Summary of Action Items • 

 
1. Approved the meeting agenda 
2. Approved the Generator Outlet Facilities (GOFs) for the 2019 ITP Assessment
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Southwest Power Pool 

TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

July 25, 2018 

SPP Corporate Campus – Little Rock, AR 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Call to Order 
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 9:00 am. The following members were in 
attendance (Attachment 1a - Attendance): 
 

 
Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System 
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield 
Derek Brown, Westar and KCP&L, Evergy Companies 
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority 
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool 
Kalun Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative 
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District 
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District 
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Matt McGee, American Electric Power 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy 
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric 
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Gayle Nansel, Western Area Power Authority 
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T  
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative 

 
Proxies 
The following proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1b – Proxies): 
 

• Jence Mandizha (MIDW) partial proxy for Nathan McNeil (MIDW) 
• Michael Wegner (ITC GP) proxy for Alan Myers (ITC GP) 
• Rachel Hulett (SC MCN) proxy for Noman Williams (SC MCN) 

 
It was noted that there was an update to the 2018 ITPNT Report that was originally posted with the 
meeting materials. This update was made to include NTC Withdrawal information that was not in the 
report that was originally posted. 

Agenda Item 2 – 2019 ITP 

Generator Outlet Facilities 
Kirk Hall, SPP staff, began the discussions on the 2019 ITP Generator Outlet Facilities (Attachment 2a – 
GOF Presentation) by reviewing the overall GOFs process and the list of selected GOFs. The TWG 
raised questions related to using capacity factor as an indicator of the need for a GOF, which was not 



 
 
 

 

Page 3 of 4 

considered as an indicator for the need for a GOF.  In response to another question, Kirk informed the 
TWG that most of the renewable resources included in the resource plan are included in the GI Queue, 
while the conventional resource plan is not represented in the GI Queue at all.  Kirk did inform the TWG 
that staff planned to discuss a potential siting adjustment with the ESWG the following day to adjust siting 
for one resource in the renewable resource plan to move from Tulsa North 345 kV to Riverside 345 kV.  
This adjustment would impact the recommended GOFs.  To avoid any schedule impacts, staff proactively 
developed a GOF for each potential site and asked that the TWG approve the GOFs contingent upon the 
ESWG decision on the siting adjustment.    
 

Motion:  Nate Morris made a motion recommending the TWG approve the inclusion of the 
identified GOFs for the 2019 ITP Assessment, contingency upon the determination by the 
ESWG for potential siting adjustment.  Joe Fultz seconded the motion, which passed with 
no opposition.   
 

Constraint Assessment 
Clayton Mayfield, SPP staff, gave a presentation (Attachment 2b – Constraint Assessment) about the 
background and methodology utilized during the Constraint Assessment that will be performed as part of 
the 2019 ITP. Members asked a question about how temporary flowgates related to temporary outages 
will be vetted and considered for the 2019 ITP. Clayton explained that SPP Staff will be compiling 
previous versions of temp flowgates that will be looked into on a case by case basis. These will then be 
vetted with the stakeholders and they can review and provide feedback.  Clayton also identified the 
specific dates where the TWG would be requested to provide feedback to staff.   
 
Pass 5c Base Reliability Models 
Eddie Watson, SPP staff, gave a presentation (Attachment 2c – 2019 ITP Model Update Additional 
Evaluations) providing updates on the 2019 ITP models. He provided information on the changes that 
have been implemented in the latest pass, including the details of the ~40 submitted changes that would 
be included. There was no further discussion.  
 
Base Reliability Needs Assessment P3 Event Schedule  
Jason Speer, SPP staff, provided an updated on the P3 process as well as presented the schedule that 
will be utilized for the P3 analysis on the Base Reliability models (Attachment 2d – 2019ITP P3 Events 
Process). Matt McGee asked a question regarding the 2% differentiator for violations and further 
clarification was provided. 

Agenda Item 3 – RR 261 and Materially Modified Business Practice 

Micha Bailey, SPP staff, provided the group with updates regarding comments to RR 261 Sponsored 
Upgrade Clarification and a revision request for the Business Practice definition of Material Modification 
(Attachment 3a, 3b – BP Definition of Material Modification for Network Upgrades, RR 261 SPP 
Comments TWG Revisions). TWG members asked if this definition of ‘materially modified’ would be 
leveraged for FAC-002. Staff suggested that it should be used to meet some of the requirements for FAC-
002-2 because SPP will be using the Sponsored Upgrade process and language to meet FAC-002 
compliance for new facilities.  Language was modified to account for TWG discussion on the removal of 
new facilities and potential for proactive rehabilitation to be considered system maintenance.  The TWG 
had a significant amount of discussion about how the definition of material modification accounted for 
aging infrastructure. Discussion concluded with a staff and TWG consensus these documents could be 
sent to the RTWG for further review and discussion.  Kirk suggested for TWG members or other 
stakeholders that disagreed with some of the unapproved language to review their concerns with their 
RTWG representative or to participate in the RTWG discussion.  
 

Agenda Item 4 – Updated Map Request Process 

Due to time constraints, this item was tabled until the August TWG meeting. 
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Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:03 am.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kirk Hall 
Secretary 
 
 



 

Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 
violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 14-15, 2018  
Doubletree Hotel – Billings, MT 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
Tuesday 8:00 am – Wednesday 12:00 pm (Mountain Time)  

 
1. Administrative Items ...............................................................................................Travis Hyde (10 min.) 

a. Call to Order  
b. Proxies 
c. Previous Meeting Minutes Approval (Action Item) 

i. May 15-16, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes 
ii. May 31, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes 
iii. June 13, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes 
iv. June 28, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes 
v. June 29, 2018 Joint TWG/ESWG Meeting Minutes 
vi. July 25, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes 

d. Antitrust Guidelines 
e. Agenda Approval (Action Item) 
f. Meeting Materials Review 

 
2. Current Action Items Review ......................................................................................... Kirk Hall (5 min.) 
 
3. MOPC/Board Update ..............................................................................................Travis Hyde (10 min.) 
 
4. 2019 ITP Update............................................................................................................... Staff (1 ½ hrs.) 

a. Schedule Review 
i. Short Circuit Needs Assessment Schedule – Jason Terhune 
ii. Constraint Assessment Update – Clayton Mayfield 

b. BR Load and Gen Charts – Staff  
c. Persistent Operational Issues Review – Will Tootle  
d. 2019 ITP Scope Updates 

i. RR 317:  Operational Model Development (Action Item) – Will Tootle 
ii. 2019 ITP Scope Document (Action Item) – Staff 

1. Persistent Operational Needs Evaluation  
2. Lubbock Sensitivity Scope Update 

e. 2019 Siting Adjustment (Action Item) – Liz Gephardt 
 
5. Use of Transmission Operating Guides in the ITP .................................................... Jason Speer (1 hr.) 
 
6. BA Powerflow Models ................................................................................................. Kelsey Allen (1 hr.) 

a. Energy Market Education 
b. BA Powerflow Needs 
c. Select 69 kV violations in the BA Needs Assessment (Action Item) 

 
7. Generator Retirement Process ......................................................................................... Kirk Hall (1 hr.) 



 

Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 
violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

 
8. Revision Requests ............................................................................................................. Staff (75 min.) 

a. RR 262:  Attachment AQ Business Practice (Action Item) – Josh Ross 
b. RR 305:  Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate Transmission Service – 

Caitlin Shank (Action Item) 
 
9. Dispatch in the Aggregate Transmission Service Study Process ......................... Charlton Hill (30 min.) 
 
10. Updated Map Request Process (Action Item) ......................................................... Justin Fultz (25 min.) 
 
11. Member Voting Education ........................................................................................... Kirk Hall (15 min.) 
 
12. IBIS Update ................................................................................ Doug Bowman/Jason Tanner (30 min.) 
 
13. 2020 ITP Update................................................................................................................ Staff (20 min.) 

a. Schedule – Juliano Freitas 
b. Scope – Kirk Hall 
c. Generation Retirement Consistency – Chris Jamieson 
d. Load and Generation – Theva Coleman 

 
14. Interconnection Review ......................................................................................................... All (15 min.) 

a. Hope – Emmet (Action Item) – Alan Ward 
 
15. TWG Reports ......................................................................................................................... All (40 min.) 

a. MDWG Report – Nate Morris 
b. DLTF Report (Action Item) – Derek Brown 
c. TPLTF Report – Chris Colson 

 
16. 2018 Compliance and Advanced Studies Update ............................................. Jason Terhune (15 min.) 

a. Non-ITP Violations Posting 

 
17. 2019 TWG Meeting Schedule ..................................................................................... Kirk Hall (15 min.) 

 
18. NERC Activities Update ................................................................................ Shannon Mickens (15 min.) 
 
19. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................. Kirk Hall (5 min.) 

 
20. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................... Kirk Hall (5 min.) 

a. September 12, 2018 (Additional Meeting Time Needed) 
b. October 10, 2018 
c. November 13-14, 2018 

 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP

Action Item Status Report

Page 1 of 31

Item Date Originated Action Item Updates

Status
(Not 

Started, In 
Progress, 
Closure 

Pending, 
On Hold, 
Closed)

Owner Notes/Comments

162 March 16, 2016

Staff to set up a specific time for TWG to review section 7 of the 
SPP Planning Criteria

February 14, 2018:  A portion of SPP Criteria Section 7.2 has been added to RR 237 for the TWG to consider.  
October 30, 2017:  Section 5 is currently under review with RR 237.  Once RR 237 is completed, focus will turn to 
all or portions of Section 7.  
November 8, 2016:  Because of the new TPITF process, the Planning Criteria will be updated along with a large 
portion of other governing documents such as the OATT and Business Practices.  Section 5 of the Criteria will need 
to updated as well.  Once this section is corrected, a section by section approach will be taken to modify, update, or 
delete sections of the SPP Planning Criteria, including Section 7.

In Progress Kirk Hall

177 February 15, 2017
Staff to perform data check to show what the dispatch of wind 
might be using approaches previously discussed at TWG. 
Members asked that load also be considered in the examples 

August 7, 2018:  Data presented at May TWG Meeting, Additional request noted in Action Item 185.  
May 9, 2017:  Staff currently working gathering data to show the historical trends for the light load seasons. Complete Modeling

183 August 7-8, 2017

Staff to begin to compile information and develop initial criteria 
for Remedial Action Scheme policy for TWG/ORWG review

February 14, 2018:  Staff has consolidated the survey responses and developed a draft proposal for the TWG and 
ORWG to consider moving forward
October 30, 2017:  Staff has put together a list of potential applications for a RAS for discussion and review with the 
TWG

In Meeting Kirk Hall/Jason 
Tanner Agenda Item 7

184 May 15-16, 2018

Staff to review the Op Guide Policy in Attachment B of the ITP 
Manual and bring a proposal to stakeholder on how to handle op 
guides in the future

In Meeting Jason Speer Agenda Item 5

185 May 15-16, 2018

Staff to report back to the TWG members how the Transmission 
Service Process will model new service requests for renewable 
in the new Base Reliability models

In Meeting Charlton Hill Agenda Item 10

186 May 15-16, 2018
TWG, MDWG, and ESWG Chairs to work with the managers of 
Reliability Planning, Modeling, and Economic Planning to 
develop an action plan to improve the model build process

In Progress

187 May 15-16, 2018 Provide an update to the TWG on the progress of the IBIS model 
build In Meeting Jason Tanner/Doug 

Bowman Agenda Item 13

188 June 28, 2018 Staff to come back to the TWG to discuss the process for 
evaluating whether Sponsored Upgrades for Z2 credits. In Progress Transmission Service 

Staff



Item Date Originated Action Item

1 February 3-4, 2010

Staff to create a work plan for the new TPL-001-4 Standard 
implementation.

5 May 11-12, 2011

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

18 February 21-22, 2012
Staff to perform gap analysis for Criteria 3 and 12.2-12.4 as well as 
additional comparison of Criteria 4 against NERC Standards. 

33 August 21-22, 2012

RTO and RE staff to work with the MDWG to address data 
reporting requirements and enforceability for 
merchant/independently-owned generation and transmission 
assets.  Define 1) who is responsible for the data exchange, 2) 
when data exchange is required, 3) how to enforce the exchange 
of data.  

58 May 14, 2013
Staff to research options 4 and 5 (All Constrained Elements and 
Constrained with Threshold) on how to define CBA reliability needs 
in future ITPNTs. 



63 May 14, 2013

MDWG to investigate adding unit availability as option in MOD 
database.

64 May 14, 2013

Staff to research generation retirements process in ITPNT.

73 August 14-15, 2013

Staff to investigate if rating changes on existing flowgates could 
cause a flowgate to be removed from SPP’s permanent flowgate 
list.

74 August 14-15, 2013

Staff to develop proposal for procedures to determine generation 
and transmission regarding CIP-002-5 using the MISO’s 
methodology as a building block. Bring procedures to September 
meeting.

79 October 23, 2013

Staff agreed to call Randy to discuss the Ft Randal – Spencer line. 
(WAPA integration study)

80 November 18-19, 2013
Staff to coordinate SPS load submitted in AQ process that was not 
included in the HPILS loads that may accelerate the need of some 
HPILS projects

81 November 18-19, 2013 Staff to develop proposal for investigation of series compensation 
for the December 18 conference call

82 November 18-19, 2013
Staff to investigate which areas did not receive email request for 5 
contingencies to be assessed using the Fast Fault Screening Tool

83 November 18-19, 2013

Staff to generate list of affected generation facilities so TWG will 
know what units will be affected

84 November 18-19, 2013 TWG to create TPL Standards task force to work with staff on 
impacts of the new TPL-001-4 standard

85 November 18-19, 2013
Staff to give the TWG trending data for the Near Term violations 
that would have generated an NTC and double check the 
contingencies to confirm they are valid  

87 November 18-19, 2013 Staff to summarize the discussion on ITP Improvements and 
provide comments back to the TWG for review

88 November 18-19, 2013
CRTF to bring a sample of the protocol document to the TWG to 
review the formatting as well as continue investigation of Criteria 
12.2 and the impacts of its removal



89 November 18-19, 2013

Staff to share AQ Improvement Task Force revised tariff language 
as well as the business practice before taking it to the MOPC

90 December 9, 2013 Staff to check the with the SPP Legal Dept. to determine who 
qualifies as an authorized officer for an applicant company 

91 December 9, 2013
Staff to research what was intended by ‘configurations’ in the 
business practice language 

92 December 18, 2013 Staff to updated Appendix I with all supplied in-service dates in 
time for the January MOPC meeting 

93 December 18, 2013
Staff to add language to 2015 ITPNT Scope regarding CBA 
analysis and provide to TWG for email vote as soon as possible

94 December 18, 2013
Staff to work on completion of the TPL assessments earlier and 
hold a separate call to review and approve the TPL reports 

95 December 18, 2013 Staff to update the 2013 TPL Comprehensive Report with changes 
made to the Steady State and Dynamic Reports

96 December 19, 2013 Staff to remove GSUs and matching POR/PODS from the FAC-
013-2 report before distribution

97 January 22, 2014 Staff to firm up dates on the 2015 ITP10 schedule and provide a 
full two weeks for review of the constraint assessment

98 January 22, 2014 Staff to bring a 2015 ITPNT schedule to the members

99 January 22, 2014
Staff to develop a list of past projects issued due to the connection 
of generation to be presented at the next TWG meeting

100 January 22, 2014 Staff to post the translation of the generator names

101 January 22, 2014

Staff to determine how possible NTCs identified in the IS will be 
handled

102 February 11-12, 2014

Staff to close Action Item 3 and create new action item combining 
benchmarking for DSA Tools and the Fast Fault Screening Tool

103 February 11-12, 2014

Staff to poll the TWG to see how many members have more 
stringent facility 
ratings methodology and how many TOs have their own ratings 
methodology

104 February 11-12, 2014
SPP Staff to include an example in the methodology of what should 
be included or excluded on the list and combine multiple CIP-002-5 
lists into one

105 February 11-12, 2014

Staff to continue investigation of trending data to include voltage 
analysis, model comparisons, and determine if any other methods 
may provide additional insight in 
to the need for NTCs in the first 3 years



107 February 11-12, 2014
SPP Staff to develop a draft set of guidelines for double circuit 
capable transmission by May to present to the TWG.

108 February 11-12, 2014
SPP Staff to report numbers based on the DFAX analysis at the 
March conference call

109 February 11-12, 2014
MDWG to determine how to capture the MISO North-South and 
South-North flows in the model

110 February 11-12, 2014
MDWG to discuss the need for year 5 and year 10 models related 
to the new 
TPL-001-4 standard at next MDWG meeting

113 March 12, 2014

SPP Staff to discuss the possibility of firming up the language 
around study estimates and the timeline in which an NTC is issued

114 March 12, 2014
Staff to develop full list of flowgates that were removed and provide 
reason for removal and post to true share by Friday, March 21st

115 March 28, 2014 Staff to note that TWG will discuss HPILS impacts on ITP10 and 
ITPNT scopes at a later date

116 April 3, 2014 Staff to email the new DFAX numbers to TWG members on April 
04, 2014

117 April 23, 2014 Staff to create criteria for RMR identification and present analysis 
results to members

118 May 20-21, 2014
SPP Staff to determine study requirements to install Series 
Compensation on a chosen line and determine costs and workload 
associated with the studies.

120 June 13, 2014 Include flowgate process discussion as agenda topic in future 
TWG meeting

121 June 13, 2014

SPP Staff to confirm if anyone has reached out to 
WAPA/Heartland/Basin for the new model build

122 August 12-13, 2014

Staff to work with legal to understand at what point collaboration 
can be done in the ITP process

123 August 12-13, 2014

Staff to overlay the proposed ITPNT schedules with the TWG work 
schedule

124 August 12-13, 2014

Staff to present the ITPNT cycle change proposal to the RTWG, 
ESWG, and ORWG for feedback

125 August 12-13, 2014
Staff to clean up the Planning Improvement Task Force Scope and 
present to the TWG in October for November meeting approval



126 August 12-13, 2014
SPP Staff to send data request to TOs requesting the number of 
user-submitted contingencies and incorporate TWG review of 
clearing time

127 August 12-13, 2014
Staff to look into cost for 3rd party review

128 August 12-13, 2014 Staff to send out the list of assumed retirements and send out a 
document of assumptions for the models

129 November 18, 2014

Staff to work on development of a tool with PTI for TOs to 
accurately measure Successive Positive Peak Ratio as defined in 
the Disturbance Performance Requirements document approved 
by the TWG with a target completion date of the end of 1st quarter 
in 2015

130 December 18, 2014

Staff to review Criteria 4 and add specificity as it relates the TWG's 
ability to approve flowgates and also coordinating JOA language 
updates if necessary to be presented at the April MOPC

131 December 18, 2014
Staff to present on the Fast Fault Screening Tool and provide a 
comparative analysis of the tool at the February TWG meeting

132 February 17-18, 2014
Staff to determine the costs for members to submit 5 contingencies 
per planning event and bring back to the March TWG conference 
call

133 February 17-18, 2014
Staff/TPL TF to request documentation of each member’s spare 
equipment strategy

134 February 17-18, 2015
Doug Bowman to work with NPPD on Gerald Gentleman Station 
stability issues not seen during the 2014 TPL Analysis

135 February 17-18, 2015
Staff to review previous ITPNT Assessments to determine how 
many projects were approved based upon being needed in either 
Scenario 0 or 5

136 March 18, 2015
Staff to explore TARA for other options to perform the constraint 
assessment

137 March 18, 2015

Staff  to review the use of TPL-001-4 contingencies where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is not allowed for the 2016 ITPNT 
assessment

138 March 18, 2015 Staff to work with Gayle Nansel on the Short Circuit model review

139 March 18, 2015
Staff to address questions discussed during the meeting related to 
BPR-059 for discussion and approval during the March 25 Net 
Conference

140 March 18, 2015 Staff to send out an email for the SPP/MISO CSP needs posted on 
TrueShare

141 March 25, 2015 Staff to follow up on determining if SPP Criteria 3.5 conflicts with 
BPR-059

142 March 25, 2015 Staff to investigate whether local planning criteria is considered 
CEII

143 May 18-19, 2015
Staff  to examine how FACTS devices, HVDC lines, and other 
exotic projects could be evaluated fairly in the competitive Order 
1000 process and develop a process for evaluation



144 May 18-19, 2015 TPLTF to modify its charter to account for TPL-007-1 and present 
to the TWG at the June TWG Net Conference

145 May 18-19, 2015 Staff to identify IROLs for Planning and Operations separately

146 May 18-19, 2015

Staff to update the Flowgate change candidates and TRM value 
spreadsheets and redistribute to the members for a special net 
conference to be set up for a vote, which would occur no less than 
1 week after the files have been distributed

147 May 18-19, 2015
Staff to provide the TWG with an educational session on how the 
Flowgate Assessment is performed

148 May 18-19, 2015
Staff to compile comments from the members and draft a response 
to the request for Limited Operation of a Generator for presentation 
to the TWG at a later meeting

149 June 19, 2015 Staff to investigate the ability for the Series Reactor project to be 
variable instead of fixed with MISO 

150 June 19, 2015
Staff to coordinate the sharing of the Transmission Operating 
Guide for the Mingo 345/115 kV transformer with Jerry Brinkman at 
Midwest Energy

151 June 19, 2015 Staff to investigate with regulatory on the cost recovery for the cap 
banks and transformer

152 August 18-19, 2015
MDWG to engage with owners of DC Ties (or data submitters) to 
propose an action from this issue by the end of the year

153 August 18-19, 2015
Staff to explain the displacement process for selecting projects and 
provide a real world example on how this process would work. 

154 September 16, 2015

Investigate PSS/E’s Optimal Power Flow functionality and research 
the ABB analysis that derated constraints in the event file and 
report back to the TWG with the findings.

155 November 17-18, 2015

Jim McAvoy to work with Charles Hendrix and Jonathan Hayes to 
develop a whitepaper outlining how SPP and its members comply 
with FAC-002-2, including the identification of the roles and 
responsibilities of staff and stakeholders.

156 November 17-18, 2015
Staff to provide the SPPR tool to the members.

157 February 23-24, 2016
Staff will review the document submitted by the TSTF and the 
TWG meeting minutes in order to properly represent the discussion 
on the December 9th, 2016 TWG minutes. 

158 February 23-24, 2016
Staff to review the schedule to allow more time for members to be 
able develop idevs for the CAPs, mitigations, or model corrections

159 February 23-24, 2016 Staff to verify if breaker locations are incorporated into the PCM 
module

160 February 23-24, 2016

Verify how switchable reactors are considered in the TPL analysis



161 February 23-24, 2016 Send out TPL scope in redline format

163 May 17-18, 2016
Staff to bring back the 2016 TPL Dynamic Assessment Scope after 
damping requirements have been added

164 May 17-18, 2016 Staff to send out email vote request for Scenario 5 methodology in 
the 2017 ITPNT on May 26th

165 May 17-18, 2016 Staff to develop a hybrid option for evaluating additional 
contingencies and bring back to the TWG for consideration

166 May 17-18, 2016 Staff to post final flowgate list to TrueShare

167 May 17-18, 2016

Staff to begin facilitation to address the concerns around new 
flowgate candidates that may appear based upon upgrades made 
to the transmission system near Kansas-Nebraska border

168 July 28, 2016

Staff to update the SPPR tool based upon the new Disturbance 
Performance Requirements document and update the 2016 SPP 
TPL-001-4 Dynamic Assessment Scope to allow for engineerin 
judgement for waveforms that do not fit the Disturbance 
Performance Requirements document

169 August 24, 2016
Staff will review the last set of Criteria 5.3.3 data for incorrect data 
spikes and report back on the changes

170 August 24, 2016

Staff to bring back recommendations on the use of non-
transmission solutions and use of load shed as a way to mitigate 
needs to the TWG for approval

172 November 15-16, 2016

Staff to calculate the renewable dispatch values for the alternative 
methods discussed during the meeting

173 December 7, 2016
Staff to provide information on the 2017 ITP10 recommended 
projects affecting the High Majestic RAS to NextEra as soon as 
possible

174 December 7, 2016
SPS to provide information to NextEra on breaker-to-breaker 
contingencies and line distance protection, if any exists

175 December 14, 2016

Staff to post compliance statements for the 2016 TPL-001-4 
assessment for the members



176 February 15, 2017

Staff to check SOL methodology as it relates to non BES facilities 
before sending as an email vote 

178 February 15, 2017 Staff will post the updated 2017 ITPNT model set for stakeholder 
review

179 February 15, 2017 Staff to post PSS/e models for stakeholders to validate results of 
the VIS recommendations

180 February 15, 2017

Staff to set up specific time with John Fulton (SPS) and Nathan 
McNeil (Westar) to discuss issues related to the analysis, results, 
and recommendations prior to scheduling this item to be reviewed 
at a later TWG meeting

181 May 16, 2017
Staff to review the sensitivity case contingency analysis 
requirements in the 2017 TPL-001-4 Assessment Scope and revisit 
standardized scope reliability needs assessment, if necessary

182 May 16, 2017
Staff to determine if Recommendation #6 is truly necessary.  If so, 
staff will present a high level study scope, cost estimate and more 
detailed information related to the analysis to the TWG for approval

183 May 17, 2017

Staff to provide generation dispatch and ACCC result comparisons 
for the previous block dispatch method and the ECDI function for 
members to review prior to making a decision

184 August 7-8, 2017 Staff to provide more detail, language, and examples of solution 
evaluation for the operational project evaluation methodology

185 November 7-8, 2017

Staff to check internally if login information for GlobalScape has 
been provided to stakeholders



Updates

Status
(Not Started, In 

Progress, Closure 
Pending, On Hold, 

Closed)

Owner

February 11-12, 2014:  TWG created the TPL Task Force to 
work together with staff to determine the effects of the new TPL 
Standard.  The TPLTF Charter describes in detail the specific 
details the task force will be reviewing

Complete

February 11-12, 2014:  TWG discussed the creation of this task 
force and decided to allow the TPL Task Force Complete

Completed Kirk Hall

April 01, 2015: The new MOD-032-1 standard specifically 
requirements R1 (07/01/2015 effective date)  and R2 
(07/01/2016 effective date) will help answer this action item.

R1. Each Planning Coordinator and each of its Transmission 
Planners shall jointly develop
steady-state, dynamics, and short circuit modeling data 
requirements and reporting
procedures for the Planning Coordinator’s planning area that 
include: [Violation Risk
Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Long-term Planning]
   1.1. The data listed in Attachment 1.
   1.2. Specifications of the following items consistent with 
procedures for building the
         Interconnection-wide case(s):
   1.2.1. Data format;
   1.2.2. Level of detail to which equipment shall be modeled;
   1.2.3. Case types or scenarios to be modeled; and
   1.2.4. A schedule for submission of data at least once every 13 
calendar
            months.
   1.3. Specifications for distribution or posting of the data 
requirements and reporting
          procedures so that they are available to those entities 
responsible for providing
          the data.

R2. Each Balancing Authority, Generator Owner, Load Serving 
Entity, Resource Planner,
Transmission Owner, and Transmission Service Provider shall 
provide steady-state,
dynamics, and short circuit modeling data to its Transmission 

  

Complete MDWG

Scope approved by email vote  and approved by MOPC during 
January meeting cycle Completed Kirk Hall



MOD capability for this is not available. MDWG is researching 
other ways to account for this, possibly setting Pmax to 0.
September 17, 2014: MDWG added language in the MDWG 
procedure manual to set the generarion limits to 0.

Complete MDWG

July 20, 2014: EPA 111D will help develop this methodology
May 11, 2015: The MDWG created a process on how to model 
retired/moth balled generation, however, there is nothing to 
enforce the new process

Complete

February 10, 2015:  The annual flowgate process allows for 
flowgates to be removed from the NERC/SPP Book of 
Flowgates.  In reference, to facilities identified through PRC-023-
2 the facility must be removed from the NERC/SPP Book of 
Flowgates for facilities identified through Attachment B.1.  For 
facilities identified through Attachment B.4, analysis will be 
required to ensure that the higher rating allows for the facility to 
be removed.  

Complete

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed Jay Caspary

Completed

September 10,2014: TWG approved the CIP-002-5 Methodology 
as modified
CIP-002-5 replaced CIP-002-4. Nevertheless, IROL analysis will 
still be performed in the new standard.  Staff working on 
methodology before approval. 

Complete

Completed

Completed

Included as part of TWG November 18-19, 2013 minutes and 
sent out in a separate email Completed

Completed



May 20-21, 2014: TWG did not agree with what the RTWG 
approved and remanded additional work to the AQITF
May 18-19, 2015: AQITF was revived
November 17-24, 2015: Jim McAvoy and Jason Speer presented 
that the NERC FAC-002-2 became a stumbling block in the TF's 
discussions. Guidance from the SPP RE and MRO RE is needed 
before further discussions on attachement AQ revisions take 
place.
November 8, 2016:  The SPP BOD approved RR 174 which 
updated Attachment AQ to improve the AQ process

Complete

Completed Ben Bright

The term ‘configuration’ is intended to mean substation 
configuration such as breaker and a half scheme or ring bus 
scheme

Completed Brett Hooton

All in-service dates corrected in Appendix I for the January 
MOPC and BOD meetings Completed

Scope approved at January MOPC meeting
Completed

Staff has scheduled two separate conference calls in December 
in order to use one for TPL Report approval Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed
August 5, 2014:  This item is still being determined.  The SPP 
BOD has approved all language modifications to the SPP 
Governing Documents.  The modifications to the SPP Governing 
Documents still require FERC approval.  

Complete

Complete

Completed Kirk Hall

Complete

May 20-21, 2014:  TWG agreed with Michael's analysis and saw 
no trends in the data.Members also approved staff's 
recommendation to begin monitoring the system at different 
thresholds for the purpose of future trending.

Complete Michael Odom



May 20-21, 2014: Guidelines presented to the TWG but there 
was concern that the guidelines are currently too vague. Complete Michael Odom

Completed

August 5, 2014:  Special study completed in April that 
determined loop flows resulting from Gen to Gen transfers 
between MISO North and MISO South.  

Complete MDWG

May 2014: MDWG voted to rebuild year 2020 and 2025 for the 
2015 Series Complete MDWG

August 5, 2014:  Other business practice revisions related to 
Order 1000 and MOPC action items have been prioritized.  
Modified language to Business Practice 7060 related to this 
subject should originate from the TWG.

Complete Cary Frizzell

Completed

Completed

Completed

Complete Michael Odom

Complete Doug Bowman

August 5, 2014:  Topic expected to be on November agenda Complete

August 5, 2014: Staff has had numerous informal  discussions 
with WAPA at different working groups. Modelling had its first 
phone call on August 5th with WAPA about the new model build. Complete

November 11, 2014:  Staff has worked with the Legal 
department to allow more information to be posted such as 
Conceptual Cost estimates, public posting of RMS 
questions/responses, and other supplied information.

Complete Kirk Hall

February 10, 2015:  Staff has worked through the 2016 ITPNT 
schedule and is in the process of reviewing other Planning 
Schedules to ensure members input periods have been taken 
into account and will not overlap.  
November 11, 2014:  The 2016 ITPNT schedule is currently 
under development.  As soon as it is finalized this information will 
be made available for members

Complete

November 11, 2014:  William Mauldin, Jody Holland, and Kirk 
Hall took this item to the listed working groups.  No feedback 
was provided.  The cycle change was present to both the MOPC 
and BOD and was approved by both groups.

Complete

November 11, 2014:  Mo Awad updated the scope document for 
review with the TWG and ESWG during their respective 
November face-face meetings

In Meeting



November 11, 2014:  Staff has requested the user-submitted 
contingencies for the TPL Dynamic Assessment Complete Doug Bowman 

May 12, 2015:  SPP has worked to create study template for 
study submission.  TWG directed SPP to act as the 3rd party 
reviewer while not affecting the administration fee.  

Complete Aaron Stewart

Complete Jay Caspary

Complete Doug Bowman

May 12, 2015:  Legal is reviewing TWG's request as it relates to 
this issue.  
August 11, 2015: SPP Legal - The Tariff requirements relate to 
TOs adding flowgates and would not be applicable to MISO 
flowgates

Complete Will Tootle/Kirk Hall

August 18-19, 2015: Doug presented the results of the FFS tool 
to the TWG. Members had no issues with the benchmarking 
results

Complete Doug Bowman

May 12, 2015:  Stability Scope allows for all contingencies 
requested by members to be submitted Complete Doug Bowman

August 11, 2015: Members' long lead time equipment has been 
accounted for to remain compliant with the TPL-001-4 standard Complete

Complete Doug Bowman

March 18, 2015: Results were posted in the background 
materials Complete

March 25, 2015: Brandon Hentschel presented to the TWG other 
options of performing the constraint assesment using TARA Complete Brandon Hentschel

March 25, 2015: Jason Terhune presented some merits and 
demerits of using the TPL-001-4 contingencies where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is not allowed, in the 2016 ITPNT Complete Jason Terhune

Complete Brandon Hentschel

March 25, 2015: Staff addressed questions posed by TWG in 
the previous meeting Complete Ben Bright

March 8, 2015: Staff sent an email to TWG and Stakeholders 
later on in the evening Complete

No issues were found. BPR059 was approved Complete

Local Planning criteria can be found on SPP OASIS page which 
is public Complete

May 2016 TWG Meeting:  Staff developed a high level process 
to evaluate interfaces Complete



November 17-18, 2015: Michael presented the the revised 
TPLTF charter Complete Michael Odom

August 11, 2015: Planning IROLs will be identified through FAC-
014 analysis Complete Aaron Stewart

June 3, 2015: Updated flowgate change candidates and TRM 
values were approved by the TWG Complete Moses Rotich

August 11, 2015: Moses Rotich presented to the TWG the 
process staff uses to to perform the Annual Flowgate 
Assessment

Complete Moses Rotich

Complete Charles Hendrix

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete MDWG

October 21, 2015: Micahel presented the metrics again to the 
TWG voted to approve their use in the ITPNT assessment Complete

February 7, 2016:  The TWG has approved a process that would 
invalidate AC overloads if the facilities is part of or related to an 
existing constraint.  This process was approved in the 2017 
ITP10 and has been approved to carry forward in the new ITP 
process.
November 9, 2015: SPP does not own the PSS/E Optimal Power 
Flow functionality, but staff is investigating using TARA for this 
functionality

Complete

Compete

May 5,2016: Staff will provide the SPPR tool upon request. 
Please contact Tom Burns in the R&D and Special Studies 
group if you want the tool.

Complete Tom Burns

Complete Kirk Hall/Scott Jordan

May 10, 2016:  TWG approved the 2016 Steady State Scope at 
the April 20th TWG Net Conferenc Complete Jason Terhune/Aaron

May 5,2016: Staff verified that breaker locations are not 
incorporated into the PCM module Complete Jason Terhune/Aaron

May 9, 2017:  Switchable reactors are considered for 
contingency analysis consisten with the NERC Standard and are 
also available to provide relief as part of a CAP if a violation is 
observed.  

Complete Jason Terhune



Complete Jason Terhune/Aaron

Complete
Doug 

Bowman/Charles 
Hendrix

Complete Kirk Hall

Complete Staff

Complete Moses Rotich
May 9, 2017:  This action item was completed on 2/22/2017 
based upon notification from the Chair of the MINT Technical 
Committe Randy Lindstrom.  A similar analysis was requested 
again this year.  
November 8, 2016:  Staff has completed the requested work to 
date and provided results to the interested parties.  Staff is 
currently waiting on feedback from the impacted stakeholders at 
this time. 

Complete Melanie Hill

February 7, 2016:  Staff provided the tool to the members prior 
to the completion of the 2016 TPL-001-4 assessment

Complete Charles Hendrix

October 30, 2017:  Staff will report on errors at the next 
opportunity to review an updated set of benchmarking to meet 
the requirements of Section 5.3.3

Complete Modeling

May 9, 2017:  Staff incorporated the use of load shed as a 
mitigation methodo consistent with NERC TPL-001-4 in the 2017 
ITPNT.  
November 8, 2016:  The TWG has reviewed staff's 
recommendations for both items, however, only the process for 
the use of load shed as a way to mitigate needs has been 
completely addressed.  Staff is continuing to develop a more 
transparent process for non-transmission solutions, especially 
Transmission Operating Guides

Complete

February 7, 2017:  Staff completed the calculations and reviewed 
with the TWG over multiple conference calls with the TWG in 
December 2016.  The TPITF review the alternate proposals with 
the TWG input and made a recommendation to the MOPC and 
Board to change the method.  The Board approved the new 
methodology on January 31, 2017.  

Complete Michael Odom

February 7, 2017:  Staff provided that information to NextEra, 
who later withdrew the request for the RAS at the TWG Complete Kirk Hall

February 7, 2017:  Staff provided that information to NextEra, 
who later withdrew the request for the RAS at the TWG Complete

May 9, 2017:  Compliance statements were posted in advance of 
the study completion for members to review and include in their 
TPL assessments as necessary
February 7, 2017:  Compliance statements are nearly complete 
and should be posted to TrueShare prior to the start of the 
meeting.  

Complete Charles Hendrix



August 7, 2017:  RR 228 has been approved by the MOPC and 
Board and the SPP Planning Criteria has been updated 
accordingly.
May 9, 2017:  RR 224 went through the Revision Request 
process and was affirmed.  Since that time an additional RR, RR 
228 has been developed to offer additional clarification on SOL 
methodology in the Operating Horizon

Complete Charles Hendrix

May 9, 2017:  Models were posted for stakeholder review upon 
their completion Complete Reliability Planning

May 9, 2017:  Model were posted for stakeholder review after the 
April 19th TWG Net Conference.  Complete Doug Bowman

May 9, 2017:  Final discussions to occur prior to May TWG 
Meeting Complete Kirk Hall/Doug 

Bowman

August 7, 2017:  Staff has discussed the concerns related to the 
TPL-001 sensitivity case contingency analysis.  During the 2017 
TPL-001 study, staff analyzed all contingencies but only required 
corrective action plans or other mitigations for mon/con pairs that 
showed up in the base case and the sensitivity case for the 
same year/season.  This is line with staff’s interpretation of the 
TPL-001 standard as well as the approved SPP 2017 TPL-001 
Assessment scope. 

Complete Charles Hendrix

May 1, 2018:  TWG and ORWG approved the study scope 
during the month of February.  Since that time staff has worked 
to have the contracts signed for the consultant as well as EPRI.  
Work is currently ongoing and regular updates will be brought to 
the TWG.  
February 14, 2018:  Included for TWG approval after approval 
from the ORWG
October 30, 2017:  Staff has prepared a draft study scope 

Complete Jason Tanner

August 7, 2017:  Staff provided the information to the TWG who 
approved this methodology change unanimously Complete Zack Bearden

 October 30, 2017:  Will has provided multiple revisions to the 
Operational Project Evaluation Methodology for both the ESWG 
and TWG.  The TWG approved a revised version of the 
language and the ESWG is expected to review and vote on the 
TWG approved language onNovember 8th.  

Complete Will Tootle

February 14, 2018:  GlobalScape has gone live.  TrueShare has 
been inactivated.  If access is required, submit a request for 
GlobalScape access in SPP's Request Management System 
(RMS)

Complete Kirk Hall



Notes/Comments

Marked complete based upon Reactive Comp check in the 
ITPNT and ITP10 study scopes for 345 kV line.  Also 
Minimum Design Standards include reactive compensation 
guidelines 
Agenda Item 5



Agenda Item 17 

November 18, 2014: Agenda Item 6d

TPL Task Force formed after February TWG Meeting.

TWG directed staff to move forward with the Protocol 
template



Staff noted that the applicant company would determine the 
authorized officer 

TWG approved the constraint assessment for Pass 3 with 

Agenda Item 13c
Staff reminded the TWG at the February Meeting that there 
were no NTCs issued for connecting generation to the 
system.  

NTCs will be issued upon facilities coming under the tariff 
later this year

Staff requested this information from the TWG, this 
information was discussed as part of the recent CRTF 
Meeting and a new CRR was created to modify the SPP 
Criteria 12.2, Agenda Item 18



Information included in previous discussions related to 
Reliability Metrics Discussion on previous TWG Net 
Conferences

Study estimates and timelines are dependent upon the ITP 
schdedule. Any Business Practice revision changes to firm 
up language should originate from the TWG

Staff posted this information for the TWG to review prior to 
the vote on Pass 3 of the constraint assessment

Agenda Item 5





Agenda Item 10a

In relation to CIP-014-2

In relation to Limited Operations of Generator 
Interconnections (MOPC AI 206)







Item Date Originated Action Item

3 February 1, 2011
Scott Jordan will contact Randy Lindstrom 
and John Fulton to discuss DSA tools and 
benchmarking tests.

6 August 3-4, 2011

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

8 November 2-3, 2011

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

32 August 21-22, 2012

Staff to determine necessary data from 
transmission owners that SPP (Planning 
Coordinator) needs for its TPL-001-4 
compliance.

36 August 21-22, 2012

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

37 August 21-22, 2012
Staff to work with volunteers to develop 
language to add to Appendix 11.

54 February 12-13, 2013
Criteria Review Task Force to determine 
best owner of Criteria 2.1.9.

70 August 14-15, 2013

Staff to determine if the current Tariff 
allows for cost recovery in the ATSS 
process for cost estimates developed by 
TOs.

72 August 14-15, 2013
Staff to estimate additional staff 
resources/costs for staff to perform Criteria 
3.5 interconnection studies.

86 November 18-19, 2013

Staff to work on scoping study to analyze 
the reactive requirements on the system



106 February 11-12, 2014

SPP Staff to develop a whitepaper for all 3 
possibilities on how to deal with upgrades 
to de-rated facilities, including costs and 
consequences

111 February 11-12, 2014

Staff to poll modeling contacts to determine 
who submitted HPILS loads and how much 
was submitted for the MDWG models to 
ensure that the most current 50/50 load 
forecast HPILS loads be included in the 
MDWG model build

112 February 11-12, 2014

SPP Staff to develop a list of work with 
deadlines to be updated on a monthly basis 
to be sent to the TWG and ESWG to allow 
members to plan their resources.

119 May 20-21, 2014 SPP Staff to research effects of Criteria 
12.2 removal on cost allocation

171 August 24, 2016

Involve the ESWG in unit retirement 
discussion to get feedback and perspective 
on how to handle unit retirements in the 
planning models



Updates

Status
(Not Started, In 

Progress, Closure 
Pending, On Hold, 

Closed)

Owner

Closed Scott Jordan

July 20, 2014: SPP Modeling 
Department is currently building the 
2014 Series Dynamic Models in house. 
PLI only being used for consultation 
purposes

Closed

Closed

August 5, 2014:  Being handled by TPL 
TF Closed

Doug 
Bowman/Scott 

Jordan

MOPC provided guidance on merchant 
transmission facilities through the 2015 
ITP10 decisions in July 2013: IA 
agreement in place on both sides of 
facilities if applicable. 

Closed

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

Closed Kirk Hall

May 20-21, 2014:  CRTF was disbanded 
at May face-face TWG meeting Closed CRTF

05/09/2014: Tessie Kentner provided 
feedback on this action item: 
Sections 19.4 and 32.4 could be 
interpreted to permit an affected 
Transmission Owner to seek 
reimbursement for performing the ATSS. 
However, if the intent is for the 
Transmission Owner to  start billing for 
performing these studies, it would be 
best to modify the Tariff to explicitly 
permit this

closed Steve Purdy

Closed

May 20-21, 2014:  Brought scope to the 
TWG in May.  TWG requested some 
additional detail to be provided before 
approving the scope for RFP Issuance.  

Closed



August 7, 2017:  CAWG discussing 
derates currently based on new staff 
initiative on handling de-rates/re-rates
February 7, 2017:  Staff informed the 
TWG in November 2016 that a new 
initiative is underway on how to handle 
de-rates.  
November 8, 2016:  Staff has developed 
a new initiative to evaluate de-rates in 
the planning models.  As the work 
progresses, the working groups will see 
updates. 

Closed Anthony Cook

closed

May 20-21, 2014:  Action Item updated 
to reflect TWG request to be provided 
with information to allow for members to 
complete resource planning within their 
utility

Closed

August 5, 2015:  Research underway 
with legal and other key staff Closed

February 14, 2018:  SPP staff has a 
corporate-wide initiative to develop an all-
encompassing Generator Retirement 
process.  Staff will be discussing this 
with the TWG as we finalize our draft 
process
October 30, 2017:  Planning staff 
currently in discussions on developing a 
process for evaluating planned 
generation retirements.   

Closed Kirk Hall



Notes/Comments

TWG requested this item close and an additional action item be created to 
benchmark DSA Tools and the Fast Fault Screening Tool

Addressed as part of Action Item 5. 

This is an additional action item to AI 1 above.

Review old HVDC interconnection agreements for baseline language







ITP
2019

2019 ITP/TPL 
Short Circuit
Informational Overview

Compliance and Advanced Studies
2



ITP
2019

18 Timeline vs. 19 Timeline
• 2018 TPL
 Scope – March 2018
 Data Request – Feb. 2018
 Analysis – July 2018
 Post Violations – July 2018
 Receive CAPs – Aug. 2018
 Assessment – Dec. 2018

• 2019 TPL-ITP
 Scope

 ITP - January 2018
 TPL – XXXX 2018

 Data Request – Aug. 2018
 Analysis– Sept. 2018
 Post Needs – Jan. 2019
 Solution Development – March 2019 
 Assessment – Dec. 2019

 ITP – Oct. 2019
 TPL – Dec. 2019

3



ITP
2019

Analysis
• 2018 TPL
 Year 1 – 19Peak 
 ASCC,  ANSI, TP-Specific

 Full bus-fault
 Line-out

 Member feedback
 Corrective Action Plans

• 2019 TPL/ITP
 Year 2 - 21Peak 
 ASCC, ANSI

 Full bus-fault
 Line-out
 TP-Specific (TPL Only)

 Member feedback 
 Breaker duty rating 

exceedance
 Sept. 2018

4



ITP
2019

Short Circuit Needs - ITP/TPL
• Post Short Circuit Needs in the DPP window

 Bus information 
 Fault type
 Full bus / line out
 Breaker rating (ITP only)

5



ITP
2019

Solution Development -
ITP/TPL
• Order 1000 solutions

 DPP must contain sequence data
 Specific equipment ratings for interrupting duty

• Staff solutions
 Staff will use generic sequence data
 Specific equipment ratings for interrupting duty

6



ITP
2019

Assessment - ITP/TPL
• Ensure the mitigation addresses the issue

 System reconfiguration
 Breaker replacement
 Other…

• Final Short Circuit Assessment
 Apply the draft portfolio w/sequence data to the base model
 Run ASCC and ANSI

7





ITP
2019

Load and Gen 
Charts 
August 15-16, 2018

2



ITP
2019

3



ITP
2019

4



ITP
2019

2019 ITP Load vs Generation 

5





ITP
2019

2019 ITP
Persistent Operational 
Needs Assessment

Will Tootle

2



ITP
2019ITP Manual Language

4.1.1 ECONOMIC OPERATIONAL NEEDS
SPP will classify flowgates meeting either of the following criteria as economic needs:

1. The flowgate was congested for at least 20 percent of the previous 24 months, either in a 
breached or binding state in the real-time balancing market solution, or

2. The flowgate had congestion costs totaling more than $10 million over the previous 24 
months.

Periods of time when a flowgate’s related congestion is deemed to be the result of prior 
outage conditions will be excluded from these criteria calculations. Congestion cost for 
outages will be provided for informational purposes.

SPP also will identify economic needs considering manual commitments of uneconomic 
generation for local area voltage support, according to either of the following criteria:

1. Manual commitment events that include startup and extension 25 percent of the year, or

2. Manual commitments that do not exceed 25 percent of the year, but cost over $1 million 
dollars over 24 months.

4.1.2 RELIABILITY OPERATIONAL NEEDS
SPP will classify facilities as reliability needs due to system reconfiguration using agreed 
upon (by SPP and the transmission operator) operational guides or load shed as a result of 
unsuccessful control of the system through re-dispatch if they meet the following criteria:

1. High- or low-voltage issues where system reconfiguration is implemented 10 percent of 
the year due to non-outage issues[2], or

2. Thermal loading issues where system reconfiguration through the use of an agreed 
upon operating guide has been implemented in real-time 25 percent of the year.

3



ITP
2019Objective

• Present Persistent Operational Issues that 
have been identified during the 
assessment period of 6/1/2016 – 6/1/2018 
as informational 

• Solicit feedback from members to confirm 
/ disprove issues / solutions 

4



ITP
2019

ITP Manual Section 4.1.1 
ECONOMIC 
OPERATIONAL NEEDS
Flowgates

6/1/16 – 6/1/2018

5



ITP
2019Flowgates Congested 20% in RTBM

CONSTRAINTNAME BINDING BREACHED Total Percentage
WDWFPLTATNOW 45,234 3,852 49,086 23.35%

6

• Solution - Woodward Phase Shifter and 2nd Woodward –
Mathewson 345 kV line in service



ITP
2019

Flowgates with $10 Million in 
Congestion Cost

7

Constraint Name Monitored Element Contingent Element
Congestion 

Cost
Note

WDWFPLTATNOW Woodward - Fpl Switch 138 kV Tatonga - Mathewson 345 kV $121,940,489 In Service

PLXSUNTOLYOA Plant X - Sundown 230 kV Tolk - Yoakum 230 kV $64,351,780 NTC Issued

TMP215_21787 Cimarron - Draper 345 kV Terry Rd - Sunnyside 345 kV $43,770,085 In Service

HAWXFRHAWXFR Hawthorn 345/161 kV Hawthorn 345/161 kV $42,816,948 

TMP118_22847 Southard - Roman Nose 138 kV Tatonga - Mathewson 345 kV $34,561,487 In Service

NASXFRNASHAW Nashua 345/161 kV Nashua – Hawthorn 345 kV $27,131,793 

TMP171_22413 Mooreland - Cedar 138 kV Tatonga - Mathewson 345 kV $24,889,894 In Service

NEORIVNEOBLC Neosho - Riverton 161 kV Neosho - Blackberry 345 $20,259,487 NTC Issued

TMP228_22196 Hale – Tuco 115 kV Swisher – Tuco 230 kV $19,451,662 

TEMP85_22814 Wichita 345/138 kV Wichita 345/138 kV $17,462,669 

SILSPRTONFLI Silaom  - Siloam Springs 161 kV Tonnece - Flint Creek 345 kV $16,549,895 NTC Issued

GGS Gentleman Ptdf Flowgate $15,513,545 NTC Issued

SUNAMOTOLYOA Sundown - Amoco 230 kV Tolk - Yoakum 230 kV $15,467,462 NTC Issued



ITP
2019

Flowgates with $10 Million in 
Congestion Cost (cont)

8

Constraint Name Monitored Element Contingent Element
Congestion 

Cost
Note

TMP103_22587 Kildare - White Eagle 138 kV Hunter - Woodring 345 kV $15,280,500 Sponsored*

TMP113_22583 Cimarron - Draper 345 kV Arcadia - Draper 345 kV $14,666,763 In Service

STAINDTUCCAR Stanton - Indiana 115 kV Tuco - Carlisle 230 kV $14,202,802 NTC Issued

TEMP19_22206 Cimarron - Draper 345 kV Sooner - Clevland 345 kV $14,047,615 In Service

HANMUSAGEPEC Hancock - Muskogee 161 kV Pecan - Agency 161 kV $13,619,218 NTC Issued

SMOSUMMULCIR Smokey Hills - Summit 230 kV Mulgre2 - Circ 230 kV $13,354,313 

TMP192_21680 Smokey Hills - Summit 230 kV Postrock - Axtell 345 kV $12,749,845 

TMP151_23193 Oakland - Atlas Junction 161 kV Asbury - Purcell 161 kV $12,338,971 

TEMP52_20619 Mooreland - Glass Mountain 138 kV Tatonga - Mathewson 345 kV $11,676,539 In Service

TMP273_22101 Milan Tap - Clearwater 138 kV Tatonga - Mathewson 345 kV $11,617,118 In Service

TEMP60_22466 Tuco - Stanton 115 kV Tuco - Carlisle 230 kV $11,531,235 NTC Issued

VINHAYPOSKNO Vine Tap - North Hays 115 kV Postrock - Knoll 230 kV $10,982,987 NTC Issued

*NTC not yet issued



ITP
2019

Manual Commitments
• No single manual commitment met the 25% 

or $1 million threshold

• Several units combined had a Make Whole 
Payment over: $1 million
 All committed for local area voltage in Western 

Kansas

9



ITP
2019

ITP Manual Section 4.1.2 
RELIABILITY 
OPERATIONAL NEEDS
6/1/16 – 6/1/2018

10



ITP
2019

System Reconfiguration for 
Voltage (10%)

• Solution - 50 MVAR Reactor at Brookline 
– 2018 ITPNT project

11

Reconfiguration Time (Days) Percentage
Brookline – Flint Creek 345 kV 
opened for high voltage during light 
loading. 216.38 29.64%



ITP
2019

System Reconfiguration for 
Thermal (25%)
• No thermal reconfigurations met the 25% 

threshold.
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2019

Appendix
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ITP
2019

WDWFPLTATNOW ($121.9M)
• Monitored: LN WDWRD1 - FPLSWTCH 138 kV

• Contingent: LN TATONGA - MATHWSN7 345 kV

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: High Wind 

• Tatonga - Matthewson 345 kV Ckt 2 in Service 
February 2018

14



ITP
2019

PLXSUNTOLYOA ($64.4M) 
• Monitored: LN PLXSUB - SUNDOWN2 230 kV 

• Contingent: LN TOLKSUB - YOAKUM 230 kV 

• TO: SPS 

• Loading Reason: High Load, Low Gen in South 
SPS

• 2017 ITPNT: Plant X and Sundown 230 kV 
Terminal Upgrades

• Description: Upgrade terminal limitations at 
both ends of the line on the 230 kV circuit K46 
at Plant X. New Winter normal/emergency 
ratings: 553/608 MVA. (12/31/2018)

15



ITP
2019TMP215_21787 ($43.8M)

• Monitored: LN CIMARRON - DRAPR1 345 kV 

• Contingent: LN TERRY_RD - SUNNYSDE 345 kV 

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: High Wind 

• Terminal Equipment Upgraded (Wave 
traps)

• Description: Winter emergency rating will go 
from 717 MVA to 1195 MVA. Cause of this is 
wind being put in service on Cimarron -
Draper line at Kingfisher in recent months.

16



ITP
2019HAWXFRHAWXFR ($42.8M)

• Monitored: XF HAWTHORN 345/161 kV

• Contingent: XF HAWTHORN 345/161 kV

• TO: KCPL

• Loading Reason: Loading in KC, Gen Mix

17



ITP
2019TMP118_22847 ($34.6M)

• Monitored: LN SOUTHARD - ROMAN NOSE 138 
KV 

• Contingent: LN TATONGA - MATHEWSON 345 
KV 

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: Wind, Woodward PST

• Tatonga - Matthewson 345 kV Ckt 2 in Service 
February 2018

18



ITP
2019NASXFRNASHAW ($27.1M)

• Monitored: XF NASHUA 345/161 kV

• Contingent: LN NASHUA – HAWTHORN 345 kV

• TO: KCPL

• Loading Reason: Loading in KC, Gen Mix

19



ITP
2019TMP171_22413 ($24.9M)

• Monitored: LN MOORLN1 - CEDRDAL 138 KV

• Contingent: LN TATONGA - MATHWSN7 345 kV 

• TO: WFEC

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• Tatonga - Matthewson 345 kV Ckt 2 in Service 
February 2018

20



ITP
2019

NEORIVNEOBLC ($20.3M)

• Monitored: LN NSES - RAM452 161 kV 

• Contingent: LN N345 - BLACKBRY 345 kV 

• TO: WR

• Loading Reason: North – South Flow

• NTC 2017 ITP10: Neosho and Riverton 
161kV Terminal Upgrades

• Description: Upgrade any necessary terminal 
equipment at Neosho and/or Riverton to 
increase the rating of the 161 kV line between 
the two substations to a summer emergency 
rating of 243 MVA. (6/1/2019)

21



ITP
2019TMP228_22196 ($19.5M)

• Monitored: LN Hale – Tuco 115 kV

• Contingent: LN Swisher – Tuco 230 kV

• TO: SPS

• Loading Reason: High Load, Low Gen in 
South SPS

22



ITP
2019TEMP85_22814 ($17.5M)

• Monitored: XF WICH 345/138 kV

• Contingent: XF WICH 345/138 kV

• TO: WR

• Replaced by TMP104

23



ITP
2019SILSPRTONFLI ($16.5M)

• Monitored: LN SILOAM - SILSPRNG 161 kV 

• Contingent: LN TONNECE - FLINTCRK 345 KV 

• TO: GRDA

• Tonnece CB 90 is now normally open

• Siloam – Siloam City Rebuild, 2017 ITP10, 
1/1/2020

24



ITP
2019GGS ($15.5M)

• Monitored:
 Gentleman – Sweetwater 345 kV Circuit #1
 Gentleman – Sweetwater 345 kV Circuit #2
 Gentleman – Red Willow 345 kV
 Gentleman – North Platte 230 kV Circuit #1
 Gentleman – North Platte 230 kV Circuit #2
 Gentleman – North Platte 230 kV Circuit #3

• TO: NPPD

• Loading Reason: Stability

• “The R Plan”

25



ITP
2019SUNAMOTOLYOA ($15.5M)

• Monitored: LN SUNDOWN2 – AMOCO_SW 230 
kV

• Contingent: LN TOLKSUB – YOAKUM 230 kV

• TO: SPS

• Loading Reason: High Load, Low Gen in South 
SPS

• Terminal equipment, 2015 ITP10, 12/14/2018

26



ITP
2019TMP103_22587 ($15.3M)

• Monitored: LN Kildare - White Eagle 138 kV 

• Contingent: LN Hunter - Woodring 345 kV

• TO: OKGE

• Sponsored Upgrade, EDF commitment, ISD 
6/1/19
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ITP
2019TMP113_22583 ($14.7M)

• Monitored: LN CIMARRON - DRAPR1 345 kV 

• Contingent: LN ARCAD7 - SEMINOLE 345 kV 

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: High Wind 

• NTC Issued: Terminal Equipment (Wave traps)

• Description: Winter emergency rating will go from 
717 MVA to 1195 MVA. Cause of this is wind being 
put in service on Cimarron - Draper line at 
Kingfisher in recent months. (4/1/2018, but could 
be in place as early as Jan 1 due to congestion in 
the footprint)

• Study: 2015 ITP10
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ITP
2019STAINDTUCCAR ($14.2M)

• Monitored: LN STANTON - INDIANA 115 kV 

• Contingent: LN TUCO - CARLISLE 230 kV 

• TO: SPS

• Loading Reason: High Load, Low Gen in South 
SPS

• Tuco – Stanton – Indiana – Erskine terminal 
upgrades, 2017 ITP10, 12/31/2018
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ITP
2019TEMP19_22206 ($14.0M)

• Monitored: LN CIMARRON - DRAPR1 345 kV 

• Contingent: LN SONR1 - CLEVLND7 345 kV 

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: High Wind 

• NTC Issued: Terminal Equipment (Wave traps)

• Description: Winter emergency rating will go from 
717 MVA to 1195 MVA. Cause of this is wind being 
put in service on Cimarron - Draper line at 
Kingfisher in recent months. (4/1/2018, but could 
be in place as early as Jan 1 due to congestion in 
the footprint)

• Study: 2015 ITP10
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ITP
2019HANMUSAGEPEC ($13.6M)

• Monitored: LN Hancock – Muskogee 161 kV

• Contingent: LN Pecan – Agency 161 kV

• TO: OKGE

• Loading Reason: West – East Transfer

• NTC #200423, 6/1/2021, Terminal 
Equipment Upgrades, 2016-AG1
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ITP
2019SMOSUMMULCIR ($13.4M)

• Monitored: LN WR_SMKHL - SUMM 230 kV 

• Contingent: LN MULGRE2 - CIRC 230 kV 

• TO: WR

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• Monitored element was economic need in 
2017 ITP10.  Not enough APC benefit to 
warrant project

32



ITP
2019TMP192_21680 ($12.7M)

• Monitored: LN WR_SMKHL - SUMM 230 kV 

• Contingent: LN POSTROCK - AXTELL1 345 
kV 

• TO: WR

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• Monitored element was economic need in 
2017 ITP10.  Not enough APC benefit to 
warrant project

33



ITP
2019TMP151_23193 ($12.3M)

• Monitored: LN OAK432 - ATL1091 161 kV 

• Contingent: LN ASB3491 - PUR421 161 kV 

• TO: EDE

• Loading Reason: West – East Transfer
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ITP
2019TEMP52_20619 ($11.7M)

• Monitored: LN MOORLN1 - GLMTN 138 kV 

• Contingent: LN TATONGA - MATHWSN7 345 kV 

• TO: WFEC

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• Tatonga - Matthewson 345 kV Ckt 2 in Service 
February 2018
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ITP
2019TMP273_22101 ($11.6M)

• Monitored: LN MILANTP - CLEARWT4 138 kV 

• Contingent: LN TATONGA - MATHWSN7 345 kV 

• TO: WFEC

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• Tatonga - Matthewson 345 kV Ckt 2 in Service 
February 2018
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ITP
2019TEMP60_22466 ($11.5M)

• Monitored: LN TUCO - STANTON 115 kV 

• Contingent: LN TUCO - CARLISLE 230 kV 

• TO: SPS

• Loading Reason: High Load, Low Gen in South 
SPS

• Tuco – Stanton – Indiana – Erskine terminal 
upgrades, 2017 ITP10, 12/31/2018.
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ITP
2019VINHAYPOSKNO ($11.0M)

• Monitored: LN VINETAP3 – NHAYS 115 kV 

• Contingent: LN POSTROCK – KNOLL1 230 kV 

• TO: MIDW

• Loading Reason: High Wind

• 2017 ITP10, 6/1/2019, parallel Postrock –
Knoll 230 kV approved
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Name: Will Tootle Company: SPP 
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  Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) 
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  Revision Request Process Section(s): 
  Minimum Transmission Design     

Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) Section(s): 

  Reliability Coordinator and Balancing 
Authority Data Specifications (RDS) Section(s): 
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OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

The current method for evaluating solutions for flowgates classified as economic needs requires the use of day-ahead reliability unit 
commitment models to perform analysis. After thorough review it was determined that this method is not feasible. Software 
revisions made throughout the year prevent model building on historic time periods. The model building software is not backwards 
compatible to support comparative analysis of projects. SPP is working to develop a process to evaluate proposed solutions for 
these economic operational needs, and plans to update this document at a later time to incorporate said process. 

  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

The language will be updated to support current capabilities that are already in place. There will be not be any additional software 
or staff time required to support the update since the types of models that are being evaluated are being reduced. 

 

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) 
 

      

 

SPP Operating Criteria 
 

      

 

SPP Planning Criteria 
 

      

 

SPP Business Practices 
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Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) Manual 
 
2.4 OPERATIONAL MODEL DEVELOPMENT 
After persistent operational needs are identified, SPP will identify the most extreme case(s) to evaluate whether 
the needs are addressed with proposed solutions. SPP will use an energy management system snapshot model 
for reliability operational needs and the day-ahead reliability unit commitment (DA-RUC) model for economic 
operational needs. Times with high loading or that require voltage mitigation for each operational need will be 
selected and the models converted to an ITP model format.   
 
…. 
 
4.4 PERSISTENT OPERATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
Persistent operational needs may be either economic or reliability related. The criteria for identifying these 
needs is described in this section. SPP may propose additional needs to account for other problematic 
operational issues observed in operating the transmission system not fitting the given criteria. These additional 
needs will be presented to the ESWG and TWG for review and endorsement. 
 
4.4.1 ECONOMIC OPERATIONAL NEEDS 
SPP will classify flowgates meeting either of the following criteria as economic operational needs: 

1. The flowgate was congested for at least 20 percent of the previous 24 months, either in a breached or 
binding state in the real-time balancing market solution, or 

2. The flowgate had congestion costs totaling more than $10 million over the previous 24 months. 

Periods of time when a flowgate’s related congestion is deemed to be the result of prior outage conditions will 
be excluded from these criteria calculations. Congestion cost for outages will be provided for informational 
purposes.  

Flowgates meeting either of these criteria will be identified as economic operational needs. These needs will not 
be subject to the evaluation process outlined in section 5.3.4. These needs will be reported foras the 
informational purposes, as they could prove helpful when evaluating solutions to other needs identified in the 
Economic Needs Assessment. 

SPP also will identify economic needs considering manual commitments of uneconomic generation for local 
area voltage support, according to either of the following criteria: 

1. Manual commitment events that include startup and extension 25 percent of the year, or 
2. Manual commitments that do not exceed 25 percent of the year, but cost over $1 million dollars over 24 

months. 

4.4.2 RELIABILITY OPERATIONAL NEEDS 
SPP will classify facilities as reliability needs due to system reconfiguration using agreed upon (by SPP and the 
transmission operator) operational guides or load shed as a result of unsuccessful control of the system through 
re-dispatch if they meet the following criteria: 
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1. High- or low-voltage issues where system reconfiguration is implemented 10 percent of the year due to 
non-outage issues , or 

2. Thermal loading issues where system reconfiguration through the use of an agreed upon operating guide 
has been implemented in real-time 25 percent of the year. 

 

 
      

 

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) 
 

      

 

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS) 
 

      

 

SPP Communications Protocols 
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2019 ITP Scope  1 

SECTION 1: OVERVIEW 

This document presents the scope and schedule of work for the 2019 Integrated Transmission 
Planning (ITP) Assessment.  The Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) and Transmission 
Working Group (TWG) are responsible for the creation and review of this document with approvals 
from the Market Operations and Policy Committee (MOPC) and the board of directors (Board).   

OBJECTIVE 
The objective of the 2019 ITP Assessment is to develop a regional transmission plan that provides 
reliable and economic delivery of energy and facilitates achievement of public policy objectives, 
while maximizing benefits to the end-use customer.  This 2019 ITP Scope contains assumptions to 
be utilized in the 2019 ITP Assessment that are not standardized in the ITP Manual1.  These 
documents should be reviewed together for a comprehensive view of the 2019 ITP process and 
assumptions. 

  

                                                             
1 https://www.spp.org/documents/22887/itp%20manual%20version%202.0.pdf 

https://www.spp.org/documents/22887/itp%20manual%20version%202.0.pdf
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SECTION 2: ASSUMPTIONS 

This section details the additional assumptions for the development of the SPP balancing authority 
(BA) economic models not already detailed in the ITP Manual. 

SPP BA ECONOMIC MODEL OVERVIEW 

FUTURES 
The ESWG developed two futures with input from the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) and 
TWG.  The MOPC approved both futures in October 2017.    

Reference Case Future (Future 1) 
The reference case future will reflect the continuation of current industry trends and 
environmental regulations.  Coal and gas-fired generators over the age of 60 will be retired subject 
to input from stakeholders.  Long-term industry forecasts will be used for natural gas and coal 
prices.  Solar and wind additions will exceed current renewable portfolio standards (RPS) due to 
economics, public appeal, and the anticipation of potential policy changes, as reflected in historical 
renewable installations. 

Emerging Technologies Future (Future 2) 
The emerging technologies future will be driven primarily by the assumption that electrical 
vehicles, distributed generation, demand response, and energy efficiency will impact energy growth 
rates.  Coal and gas-fired generators over the age of 60 will be retired.  As in the reference case 
future, current environmental regulations will be assumed and natural gas and coal prices will use 
long-term industry forecasts.  This future assumes higher solar and wind additions than the 
reference case due to advances in technology that decrease capital costs and increase energy 
conversion efficiency. 
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 DRIVERS 

 

KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

 

YEAR 2 

 
REFERENCE  

CASE 
YEAR 5         YEAR 10 

EMERGING 
TECHNOLOGIES 

YEAR 5            YEAR 10 

Peak Demand Growth 
Rates 

As submitted in 
load forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

Energy Demand Growth 
Rates 

As submitted in 
load forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

Increase due to electric 
vehicle growth 

Natural Gas Prices Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Coal Prices Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Emissions Prices Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Current industry 
forecast 

Fossil Fuel Retirements Age-based 60+, 
subject to 

stakeholder input 

Age-based 60+, subject 
to stakeholder input 

Age-based, 60+ 

Environmental 
Regulations 

Current 
regulations 

Current regulations Current regulations 

Demand Response2 As submitted in 
load forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

Distributed Generation 
(Solar) 2 

As submitted in 
load forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

+300MW       +500MW 

Energy Efficiency2 As submitted in 
load forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

As submitted in load 
forecast 

Export Lines No No No 

                                                             
2 As defined in the MDWG Model Development Procedure Manual: 

https://www.spp.org/Documents/12959/SPP%20MDWG%20Model%20Development%20Procedure%20Manual%20(public
)_v15_Posted.docx 
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 DRIVERS 

 

KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

 

YEAR 2 

 
REFERENCE  

CASE 
YEAR 5         YEAR 10 

EMERGING 
TECHNOLOGIES 

YEAR 5            YEAR 10 

New/Re-Powered 
Renewables 

Increased 
capacity factor 

Increased capacity 
factor 

Increased capacity 
factor 

Storage None None None 

Total Renewable Capacity 

Solar (GW) 

Wind (GW) 

~0.25+ 

~18+ 

3                     5 

25                   26 

4                       7 

29                    32 

Table 1:  Future Drivers 

EXTERNAL LOAD FORECASTS 
Table 2 details the data sources of load forecasts external to SPP for the BA economic models. These 
regions will have the opportunity to provide feedback.   

External Entity Load Data Source 
AECI 2019 Base Reliability Model3 
MISO MTEP18 

SaskPower MTEP18 
Manitoba Hydro MTEP18 

TVA MTEP18 

Other Regions 2019 Base Reliability Model4 
Table 2:  External Load Data Sources 

PHASE-SHIFTING TRANSFORMERS 
In the SPP BA models, SPP phase-shifting transformers (PSTs) with auto-adjust enabled in the base 
reliability models may adjust up to the full angle range. For PSTs with auto-adjust disabled, the 
PSTs will be modeled at a fixed angle. 

                                                             
3 AECI actively participates in the SPP model development process that produces the base reliability model set 
4 Data for most regions external to SPP will be acquired from the 2017 series ERAG MMWG model set 
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DC TIES 
For direct current (DC) ties that connect SPP to the Texas and western interconnections, hourly 
profiles will be developed based on at least three years of historical flows across each DC tie and 
will be capped at long-term firm transmission service amounts.  These transactions will be modeled 
as fixed with no assumed curtailment price.  

MUST-RUN UNITS 
Must-run designations will be assigned only to hydroelectric generation, co-generation, and nuclear 
units, unless an exception is requested during the generation review and approved by the ESWG.  

RESOURCE PLAN 

CONVENTIONAL GENERATOR PROTOTYPES 
Generator prototype parameters will be set using the Lazard Levelized Cost of Energy5 high-cost 
combined cycle (CC) prototypes, low-cost combustion turbine (CT) prototypes, and large-scale 
reciprocating engines, while eliminating nuclear and coal as options.  This will include a 
reciprocating engine prototype using an average of the Lazard (high- and low-cost) data with a 50 
megawatt (MW) installation increment.   

GENERATION 
TYPE 

SIZE 
(MW) 

TOTAL 
CAPITAL 

COST 
($/KW)6 

VARIABLE 
O&M 

($/MWH) 

FIXED O&M 
($/KW-YR) 

HEAT RATE 
(BTU/KWH) 

Combined 
Cycle 550 1,333 2.05 5.64 6,900 

Combustion 
Turbine 216 820 4.82 5.13 10,300 

Reciprocating 
Engine 50 897 12.82 17.94 8,500 

Table 3:  Generator Prototype Parameters 

RENEWABLE ACCREDITATION 
Accreditation of existing renewable units will follow SPP Planning Criteria 7.1.5.3.77.  A new 
resource that is assigned ownership to a load serving entity within the modeled SPP footprint is 
eligible for capacity credit.  New wind resources will have a 20 percent capacity accreditation.  New 

                                                             
5 https://www.lazard.com/media/438038/levelized-cost-of-energy-v100.pdf 
6 All values are reported in 2017 dollars. 
7 https://www.spp.org/documents/33003/spp%20effective%20planning%20criteria_v1.4_10092017.pdf 
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utility scale solar will have a 70 percent capacity accreditation. Accredited renewable capacity will 
be capped at 12 percent of a load serving entity’s total load.   
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SECTION 3: SOLUTION EVALUATION & 
PORTFOLIO DEVELOPMENT 

PERSISTENT ECONOMIC OPERATIONAL SOLUTION EVALUATIONS 

FLOWGATES 
Persistent economic operational flowgate needs will be provided for informational purposes.  
Solutions to mitigate these persistent economic operational needs due to flowgates will not be 
evaluated in the operational models. 
All solutions8 will be screened through an alternating current (AC) analysis performed on 
operational models that reflect historical flowgate congestion.  Each solution will be placed into a 
relief tier based on the percent of megawatt relief (X) provided for each flowgate classified as an 
economic operational need.  Each relief tier has a bandwidth of 10 percent.   
 

TIER BANDWIDTH 

Tier  1 0% < X ≤ 10% 

Tier 2 10% < X ≤ 20% 

Tier 3 20% < X ≤ 30% 

Tier 4 30% < X ≤ 40% 

Tier 5 40% < X ≤ 50% 

Tier 6 50% < X ≤ 60% 

Tier 7 60% < X ≤ 70% 

Tier 8 70% < X ≤ 80% 

Tier 9 80% < X ≤ 90% 

Tier 10 90% < X ≤ 100% 

Table 4:  Economic Operational Need Relief Tiers 

                                                             
8 Regardless of the type of need the solution was submitted to address 
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Once solutions are classified into the relief tiers, the top three solutions from each tier for each 
flowgate, based upon the cost per loading relief (CLR) metric9, will be further evaluated for 
production cost savings.  It is possible that not all tiers will have three solutions. Engineering 
judgement may be used to select additional projects for further evaluation.  SPP staff will use 40 
daily operational models with various operating conditions to determine the average annual 
production cost savings provided by each solution.  Savings will be calculated in each of the daily 
operational models by comparing market costs on the system, both with and without the solution 
being evaluated.   These values will be extrapolated and compared to the cost of the solution to 
develop a one-year benefit-to-cost ratio for consideration during project selection.  If a project is 
deemed infeasible, an alternate project within its tier may be selected for further economic analysis. 

MANUAL COMMITMENT OF GENERATORS 
Some transmission system issues require the manual commitment of generation in the Integrated 
Marketplace to provide relief on the system.  The make-whole payments avoided when a proposed 
solution is included in the model will be considered the solution’s benefit.  Each solution’s one-year 
benefit-to-cost (B/C) ratio and its ability to reduce or eliminate the need for manual commitment 
will be considered during project selection. 

CONSOLIDATION 
SPP staff must consolidate the future-specific portfolios into a single set of projects to determine a 
recommended plan. The methodology by which this consolidation will occur is based on individual 
project performance. A systematic approach to evaluate each project’s merits and an SPP-
developed narrative of each project’s drivers will guide the decision for inclusion in the 
recommended plan. Three different scenarios could occur during the consolidation of the future-
specific portfolios into a recommended plan: 

1. The same project is addressing the same or similar needs in both futures 
2. Different projects are addressing the same or similar needs in both futures 
3. A project addresses certain needs only in one future 

Projects applicable to scenario one will be considered for the recommended plan.  Projects 
applicable to scenarios two and three will be given a score based on the point system detailed in 
Table 5.  Each project will be awarded points based on its performance or ability to meet six 
different considerations, up to 100 total possible. 

                                                             
9 As defined in the TWG Reliability Screening Metrics document: 

https://www.spp.org/Documents/55069/TWG%20Reliability%20Screening%20Metrics.docx 
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No. Considerations 
Points 
Possible  Threshold 

1 

40-year (1-year) APC B/C in Selected Future 

50 

1.0 (0.9) 
40-year (1-year) APC B/C in Opposite Future 0.8 (0.7) 
40-year (1-year) APC Net Benefit in Selected Future ($M) N/A 
40-year (1-year) APC Net Benefit in Opposite Future ($M) N/A 

2 Congestion Relieved in Selected Future (by need(s), all years) 10 N/A 
Congestion Relieved in Opposite Future (by need(s), all years) 10 N/A 

3 Operational Congestion Costs or Reconfiguration ($M/year or 
hours/year) 10 >0 

4 New EHV 7.5 Y/N 
5 Mitigate Non-Thermal Issues 7.5 Y/N 

6 Long Term Viability (e.g. 2013 ITP20) or Improved Auction 
Revenue Right (ARR) Feasibility 5 Y/N 

Total Points Possible 100 
Table 4: Consolidation Considerations Scoring Table 

For two projects (P1 and P2) applicable to scenario two, points for consideration one will be 
calculated as follows: 

1. Test B/C thresholds in opposite future 
• If project has less than 0.8 40-year B/C in opposite future, zero points will be awarded 
• If project meets 0.8 40-year B/C threshold in opposite future, continue calculations 

2. Calculate 40-year net adjusted production cost (APC) benefits 
• Net APC benefitP1,AVE 
• Net APC benefitP2,AVE 
• Net APC benefitMax = Maximum(Net APC benefitP1,AVE,Net APC benefitP2,AVE) 

3. Calculate points awarded 

• 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃1,% = 50 × 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑃𝑃1,𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀

 

• 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃2,% = 50 × 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑃𝑃2,𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀

 

For individual projects (P1) applicable to scenario three, points for consideration one will be 
calculated as follows: 

1. Test B/C threshold in opposite future 
• If project has less than 0.8 40-year B/C in opposite future, zero points will be awarded 
• If project has at least 1.0 40-year B/C in opposite future, 50 points will be awarded 
• If project meets 0.8 40-year B/C threshold in opposite future, but is less than 1.0, 

continue calculations 
2. Calculate net APC benefits 

• Net APC benefitP1,AVE 
• Net APC benefitP1’,AVE = Net APC benefitP1,AVE with 1.0 40-year B/C in opposite future 

3. Calculate points awarded 

• 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃1,% = 50 × 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑃𝑃1,𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃𝐴𝐴 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑃𝑃1′,𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴

 

Points for consideration two will be calculated as the percentage of total congestion relieved on the 
needs addressed by the project, multiplied by the points possible. 
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𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎
=  10 × % 𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑟𝑟𝑃𝑃𝑎𝑎𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝐹𝐹1,𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎
+  10 × % 𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑟𝑟𝑃𝑃𝑎𝑎𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝐹𝐹2,𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎 𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 

Points for consideration three will be calculated based on the severity of an operational issue that 
the project is expected to address, as a percentage of the operational needs criteria10 multiplied by 
the points possible, up to 10. 

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 =  �
$ 𝑃𝑃𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑐𝑐𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃24 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁ℎ𝑎𝑎

$10𝑀𝑀 �× 10 

OR 

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 =  �
𝐻𝐻𝑃𝑃𝐻𝐻𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃 𝑃𝑃𝑜𝑜 𝑃𝑃𝑠𝑠𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑎𝑎𝑠𝑠 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐻𝐻𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃12 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑏𝑏𝑁𝑁ℎ𝑎𝑎

𝑋𝑋%11 × 8,760
� × 10 

All points possible for considerations four, five, and six will be awarded if the project meets the 
description of the consideration. 

For projects applicable to scenario two, the project with the highest score will be considered the 
favorable project based on the systematic approach. Projects applicable to scenario three with a 
total score of 70 or greater will be considered for the final recommended plan. 

SPP staff may use engineering judgement to support or oppose results of the systematic approach 
described above. SPP staff will bring consolidation results and a recommendation for all projects 
selected for a future-specific portfolio to the ESWG and TWG for review and feedback. 

  

                                                             
10  Flowgate congestion cost totaling more than $10M over the last 24 months or system reconfiguration through an 

agreed-upon operating guide implemented 25% of year 
11 X equals 25% for operational thermal issues. X equals 10% for operational voltage issues. 
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SECTION 4: FINAL ASSESSMENTS  

SENSITIVITIES 
Sensitivities will be conducted on the final consolidated portfolio in both futures to measure the 
flexibility of the portfolio with respect to the uncertainties of certain assumptions. Economic 
analysis will be performed for the sensitivities below:  

• Natural gas price at a 95 percent confidence level (2 standard deviations) 
• Demand levels at a 67 percent confidence level (1 standard deviation) 

 
These sensitivities will be applied to years 5 and 10 and will not be used to develop the 
transmission projects nor filter out projects. 

VOLTAGE STABILITY ASSESSMENT 
A voltage stability assessment will be conducted in both futures using the final consolidated 
portfolio to assess the megawatt transfer limit under two scenarios: 

• Increasing renewable generation in SPP and decreasing conventional thermal generation in SPP 
• Increasing renewable generation in SPP and decreasing conventional thermal generation in 

external areas. 

The transfer limit will be determined by examining voltage performance during power transfers 
across SPP. The stability assessment consists of a dispatch analysis to determine if the dispatched 
generation in the year 10 summer and light-load models can be dispatched without the occurrence 
of voltage collapse or thermal violations. 

LUBBOCK POWER & LIGHT (LP&L) SYSTEM EXIT SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 
A sensitivity analysis will be conducted to address study results impacted by LP&L’s proposal to 
move a portion of the LP&L system from the SPP transmission system to the Electric Reliability 
Council of Texas (ERCOT) transmission system as approved by a joint ESWG/TWG meeting on June 
29, 2018 and MOPC on July 17, 2018. Any new criteria violations resulting from LP&L system 
moving to ERCOT will be reported for informational purposes only. 

During the needs assessment, SPP staff will determine what operational and planning reliability 
needs, as well as operational and planning economic and policy needs can be mitigated or relieved 
as a result of the LP&L system moving to ERCOT. These potentially mitigated and relieved needs 
will be posted with the final needs assessment. 

In addition, SPP staff will identify needs that may warrant additional effort during portfolio 
consolidation to perform additional project analysis to providee information on any potential large-
scale project recommendations in the area. 

  



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  

2019 ITP Scope  12 

SECTION 5: SCHEDULE 

The 2019 ITP assessment began in July 2017 and will be completed by October 2019.  Figure 1 and 
Table 6 detail the study timeline.    

 

Figure 1:  2019 ITP Timeline 
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Milestone Group(s) to 
Review/Endorse Start Date Completion 

Date 
Scope Development ESWG, TWG, MOPC, SPC July 2017 January 2018 
Load and Generation Review ESWG, TWG, MDWG July 2017 February 2018 
Renewable Resource Plan ESWG January 2018 March 2018 
Conventional Resource Plan ESWG February 2018 May 2018 
Siting Plan ESWG April 2018 July 2018 
Generator Outlet Facilities (GOFs) TWG May 2018 July 2018 
Powerflow Model Development TWG July 2017 March 2018 

Short Circuit Model Development TWG November 
2017 March 2018 

Economic Model Development ESWG July 2017 September 
2018 

Model Benchmarking ESWG, TWG December 
2017 April 2018 

Model Updates after July 2018 MOPC/Board 
(NTC/Re-evaluations)  TWG July 2018 August 2018 

Constraint Assessment TWG August 2018 September 
2018 

Needs Assessment ESWG, TWG September 
2018 January 2019 

Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Window ESWG, TWG January 2019 February 2019 
Solution Development ESWG, TWG January 2019 March 2019 
Project Grouping ESWG, TWG March 2019 July 2019 
Study Cost Estimates (Round 1)    April 2019 May 2019 
Summit   June 2019 June 2019 
Study Cost Estimates (Round 2)   June 2019 June 2019 
Final Reliability Portfolios TWG June 2019 August 2019 
Portfolio Optimization / Consolidation ESWG, TWG July 2019 August 2019 

Project Staging ESWG, TWG August 2019 September 
2019 

Benefit Metrics Calculations ESWG August 2019 September 
2019 

Stability Analysis TWG August 2019 September 
2019 

Sensitivity Analysis ESWG August 2019 September 
2019 

Final Reliability Assessment TWG August 2019 September 
2019 

Review Draft Report with Recommended 
Solutions ESWG, TWG August 2019 September 

2019 

Final Report with Recommended Solutions 
ESWG, TWG September 

2019 
September 

2019 
RSC, SPC, SSC October 2019 MOPC, SPP Board 

Table 5: 2019 ITP Schedule 
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SECTION 6: CHANGES IN PROCESS AND 
ASSUMPTIONS 

To protect against changes in process and assumptions that could present a significant risk to the 
completion of the 2019 ITP Assessment, any changes to this scope or assessment schedule must be 
appropriately vetted and follow the process outlined in the stakeholder accountability section of 
the ITP Manual. 
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ITP
2019

Objective
• Review wind and siting adjustment options 

to address the recent announcement to 
cancel Wind Catcher
 ESWG:  Approve corresponding course of action 

for siting adjustment
 TWG:  Approve corresponding course of action 

for GOFs 

3



ITP
2019

Scoped Renewable Capacity
• Approved 2019 ITP scope amounts for 

projected renewable capacity based in part  
on integrated resource plan projections, 
which included the Wind Catcher 
announcement

• Cancellation of such a large project 
indicates a need to review projected wind 
and siting assumptions
 Wind amounts sited in Tulsa area could be 

indicative of Wind Catcher capacity
 Riverside Station 345kV POI is only 2019 ITP wind 

site in Tulsa area

4



ITP
2019Background

• 7/26/2017 - 2,000 MW Wind Catcher project announced

• 9/13/2017 - ESWG discusses 2019 ITP renewable expansion plan

• 9/28/2017 - ESWG continues 2019 ITP renewable expansion plan discussion

• 10/4/2017 - ESWG approves total SPP wind levels for 2019 ITP

• 5/31/2018 - ESWG approves renewable siting plan, including wind sited at 
Tulsa North 345 kV

• 7/26/2018 - ESWG approves move of all wind from Tulsa North to Riverside 
Station based on GI queue changes

• 7/26/2018 - Public Utility Commission of Texas rejects Wind Catcher 
proposal

• 7/27/2018 - AEP announces cancellation of Wind Catcher 5

MW Sited 2024 2029

Future 1 855 1357

Future 2 2000 2000

Wind Totals (GW) 2024 2029

Future 1 25 26

Future 2 29 32



ITP
2019

Background

6Riverside 345kV

Approved 
Siting Plan

Approved 
Siting Plan



ITP
2019

Options
1. No Change to Resource and Siting Plan

2. Projected Wind and Resource Plan 
Adjustment 

3. Riverside Site Replacement

7



ITP
2019

Option 1
No Change to Resource and Siting Plan
 Utilize site as proxy for other wind generation 

requested in area
 Additional analysis and stakeholder vetting 

during project screening and portfolio 
development on project drivers in area

8



ITP
2019

Option 2
Projected Wind and Resource Plan 
Adjustment 
 Remove wind capacity sited at Riverside and 

add conventional resources (CTs) to make up 
reserve margin shortfall

 Remove wind capacity sited at Riverside from 
scope

 Scope to be approved at ad hoc MOPC prior to 
October

9



ITP
2019

Option 3
Riverside Site Replacement
 Replace Riverside site with next ranking wind 

sites according to approved wind ranking criteria
 Other approved sites will not be reassessed for 

removal
 Sites previously taken off table due to necessary 

upgrades, scope of GOF, or suspension status will 
not be considered

 Does not include additional round of exceptions

10



ITP
2019

ESWG Recommendation
SPP recommends proceeding with Option 2 
and the results as posted and request 
expedited MOPC action to change the 2019 
ITP Scope to address the recent Wind 
Catcher cancellation announcement.

11



ITP
2019

TWG Recommendation
SPP Staff recommends TWG approve the 
corresponding changes for each option, contingent 
upon the option approved by the ESWG:

• Option 1
 No changes

• Option 2 (SPP recommendation to ESWG)
 Change to wind projections in the 2019 ITP Scope
 Removal of Riverside 345kV GOF (21st Street – Tulsa SE 

138kV rebuild)
 No additional GOFs for additional conventional sites
 Expedited MOPC action for 2019 ITP Scope change

• Option 3
 Removal of Riverside 345kV GOF
 No additional GOFs for additional wind sites

12



ITP
2019

Appendix
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ITP
2019

Currently Active GI Requests
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ITP
2019

Wind and Siting Adjustment
Option 1

• No previous or current milestone impacts

• Solution Evaluation and Portfolio 
Development Milestones
 Additional analysis to assess viability of projects 

and additional stakeholder vetting

15



ITP
2019

Wind Siting Option 1
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ITP
2019

Wind and Siting Adjustment
Option 2

• Scope
 Adjust projected wind amounts

• Resource Plan
 Removal of accredited wind amounts due to 

projected wind reduction
 Addition of conventional resources for zonal 

reserve margin requirements 

17

Wind Totals (GW) 2024 2029

Future 1 24.1 24.6

Future 2 27.0 30.0

Replacement CT Capacity (MW) 2024 2029

Future 1 216 216

Future 2 432 0



ITP
2019

Wind and Siting Adjustment
Option 2
• Resource Plan (cont’d)
 One additional Future 1 CT commissioned in 2024

 UMZ 25%, WERE 20%, OKGE 17%, SPS 13%, OPPD 13%, WFEC 7%, 
AEPW 5% ownership

 Future 2 CTs commission date moved from 2029 to 2024
 One CT with 70% AEPW, 20% OKGE, and 10% SPRM ownership
 One SPS CT with 100% ownership

• Siting
 Removal of Riverside 345kV wind
 New Future 1 CT sited at Roundup 345kV
 CT sited at Plant X 115kV in Future 2 commissioned in 2024 

(previously 2029)
 CT sited at Oneta 345kV in Future 2 commissioned in 2024 

(previously 2029)

• GOF
 Removal of 21st Street-Tulsa SE 138kV rebuild in Future 2
 No additional GOFs

18



ITP
2019

Wind Siting Option 2
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ITP
2019

Wind and Siting Adjustment
Option 3

• Siting
 Removal of Riverside 345kV wind
 Addition of capacity in additional year(s) and/or futures (as 

indicated in yellow fields):

*Note that MW amounts in italics indicate a portion of capacity was sited in the 
approved wind siting plan 20

Future 1 (MW) Future 2 (MW) 
Site 2024 2029 2024 2029
Clinton Junction - Weatherford Southeast 138kV 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8
Woodward EHV 345kV 200 200 200 200
Wessington Springs 230kV 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
Viola 345kV 129.2 129.2 129.2 129.2
Terry Road 345kV 250 250 250 250
Hilken 230kV 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6
Ranch Road 345kV 151.8 151.8 151.8 151.8
Minco 345kV 100 100 100 100
Breckinridge 138kV 3.8 4.5 4.5 4.5
Johnston County 345kV 303.6 303.6 303.6
Hitchland 345kV 358.8 358.8 358.8
Gracemont 345kV 250 250 250
S1399 161kV 10.5 10.5 10.5
Ranch Road 345kV 76.4 200 200



ITP
2019

Wind and Siting Adjustment
Option 3
• Siting (cont’d)

 Addition of capacity in additional year(s) and/or futures (as indicated in 
yellow fields):

• GOF
 Removal of 21st Street – Tulsa SE 138kV rebuild in Future 2
 No additional GOFs 21

Future 1 (MW) Future 2 (MW) 
Site 2024 2029 2024 2029
Cottonwood Creek-Marshall Tap 138kV 200 200
Beaver County 345kV 300 300
Woodward EHV 345kV 340.6 340.6
Woodring 345kV 250 250
Mooreland Windfarm 138kV 150 150
Mathewson 345kV 662.5 998.2
Belle Plain 138kV 125
Hugo-Sunnyside 345kV 200
Badger-Woodward 345kV double circuit 400.2
Sooner-Woodring 345kV 250.7
Clark-Thistle 345kV double circuit 150
Optima 345kV 200
Buffalo Flats 345kV 25
Moore 345kV 428
West Gardner 345kV 284.7



ITP
2019

Wind Siting Option 3

22
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Overview
• Background
 SPP staff and/or stakeholders identified a number of 

transmission operating guides (TOGs) currently on file 
with SPP operations 

 Some stakeholders had concerns with the previous 
process to evaluate TOGs as an alternative to 
transmission solutions

• Objective
 Stakeholder confirmation of a specific process 

governing the use of TOGs in the ITP process 

3



Requirement to assess 
alternative proposals
• Attachment O Section III.7.c 
 “The Transmission Provider will consider, on a 

comparable basis, any alternative proposals which 
could include, but would not be limited to, 
generation options, demand response programs, 
“smart grid” technologies, and energy efficiency 
programs.  Solutions will be evaluated against each 
other based on a comparison of their relative 
effectiveness of performance and economics.”

4



SPP Transmission Operating 
Guide (TOG) Review Procedure 
(Previous ITP Manual Appendix B)
• In most cases, TOGs are not intended to indefinitely 

defer needed Transmission System upgrades

• Transmission System upgrades that become 
necessary because a TOG has been identified to be 
ineffective in order to maintain the reliability of the 
Transmission System shall be categorized as 
Reliability Upgrades, utilizing the procedures of 
Attachment O of the OATT.

• Effective TOGs shall be utilized in all transmission 
tariff service functions and OATT planning processes
 An effective TOG shall continue to be used in evaluation of 

the ITP and ATSS unless the facility-owning Transmission 
Owner or transmission operator withdraws the TOG

 In cases where the TOG is withdrawn before the TOG 
becomes ineffective, any Transmission System Upgrades 
lie with the Transmission Owner

5



SPP Transmission Operating 
Guide (TOG) Review Procedure 
(Previous ITP Manual Appendix B)
Effective TOGs

1. A TOG addressing Transmission System loading must include a 
short-term emergency rating which allows sufficient time to 
implement the TOG. 

2. A TOG requiring generation redispatch must indicate if generator 
location is critical and, if so, must state in detail which units or 
plants will be re-dispatched.   Absence of such specificity means 
location is not critical and generators may be selected from the 
fleet the entity has authority to run. The ramp rate of the 
generation must be capable of relieving the overload or voltage 
issue within the time allowed as specified in the TOG.

3. A TOG must not cause a violation elsewhere on the Transmission 
System.

4. A TOG addressing a voltage violation must provide for restoring 
minimum acceptable voltage conditions within a time frame so as 
not to cause permanent equipment damage.

6



Current SPP Strategic Plan
• Maintain an Economical, Optimized 

Transmission System
 While SPP facilitates the future development of a 

robust electric transmission infrastructure that will 
enable the maximum use of capital-intensive 
generating resources for the benefit of all end-use 
customers in the SPP footprint, it should continue to 
develop and enhance policies, tools, and practices 
to optimize the use of the existing transmission 
system. 

7



Current Issues Identified by TWG 
• Lack of short-term emergency ratings available for 

use in long term planning 
 No rate given to use in reliability analysis for contingencies 

taken while a TOG is in use 

• Cost allocation for the upgrade when the TOG is 
withdrawn/retired after being used for an extended 
period of time

• Lack of guidelines for using TOGs for facilities or 
issues not identified within the TOG

• No criteria in the previous ITP Manual or Tariff to 
define when it acceptable to withdraw a TOG when it 
is still valid

• Difference between planning and operational TOGs
8



Discussion Topics 
• Process to evaluate the effectiveness of a TOG
 Should we validate the TOGs during the needs 

assessment?

• Process on the withdrawal of a TOG when it is 
still valid

• Process for when to use a TOG or seek a 
permanent transmission solution 
 Economic impact study to evaluate which solution 

would be the most cost effective in long term 
analysis

 Synergistic approach incorporating reliability and 
economic assessments

 Should a TOG be considered a short-term mitigation 
for a transmission solution?

9



Next Steps 
• SPP staff to create a draft TOG review 

procedure based on the TWG discussion
 October 2018 TWG meeting

• Working groups involved
 TWG
 ESWG
 CAWG, RSC, RTWG
 Potential cost allocation discussion

10





Market Education
TWG

August 14-15, 2018

2



SPP Integrated Marketplace
• Day-Ahead Market (DAM):  Determines least-cost 

solution to meet energy bids and reserve 
requirements

• Real-Time Balancing Market (RTBM):  Balances 
real-time load and generation committed by the 
Day-Ahead Market and Reliability Commitment 
processes

• Reduce total energy costs through centralized unit 
commitment while maintaining reliable operations

• SPP’s markets provide participants $422M in net 
savings annually

3



SPP Integrated Marketplace
• DC solution on a continuous 5-minute basis

• Flowgates protect the system against issues 
both for the real-time system configuration and 
the next potential event
 Flowgates begin to experience congestion
 Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) change
 LMPs send monetary signals that lead to a redispatch

of the system

4



What is Congestion?
• Congestion or “bottlenecks” occur when 

desired power flows exceed physical 
capability

• Congestion caused by:
 Lack of transmission, often due to load growth
 Too much generation pushed to grid in a 

particular location
 Preferred energy source located far from 

customers
 Line and generator maintenance outages
 Unplanned outages

• Results in inability to use least-cost generation 
to meet demand

5



Congestion Prevents Access to 
Generation

6

Load pockets see higher 
prices (pay for more 

expensive, local generation)

Low prices in areas 
with high amount of 
cheap generation 

(wind), constrained 
by transmission 

outlets



Congestion’s Impact on Market  
Prices

7WDWFPLTATNOW:  Woodward – FPL Switching Station 138kV 
for the loss of Tatonga – Northwest 345kV

WDWFPLTATNOW
West  East flow across NW 
Oklahoma

Marginal Energy Cost: 
$29.36/MWh

West of constraint: $-9.66 /MWh
East of constraint: $86.88 /MWh



Real-Time and Planning 
Market Simulations

Real-Time

1. DC engine

2. N-X starting conditions

3. Planned generation and 
transmission outages

4. Generally N-0 and N-1 flowgates

5. Congestion experienced

6. Production cost benefits

Planning

1. DC engine

2. N-0 starting conditions

3. Planned and random forced 
generation outages

4. Generally N-0 and N-1 flowgates

5. Congestion projected

6. Adjusted production cost 
benefits

8

• Flowgate congestion costs are indicative of the potential 
for energy savings but are not equivalent to them





BA Powerflow
Needs
TWG

August 15-16, 2018

2



Objective
• Discuss concepts and options for 

addressing needs driven by models with 
non-firm/as available generation

3



SPP BA Comparison

ITPNT BA Powerflow Model

1. Non-coincident load

2. Firm and non-firm generation

3. Security-constrained economic 
dispatch

4. Economic dispatch for SPP with 
no external interaction

5. Economic offers based on single 
hour snapshot of planning 
forecasts

ITP* BA Powerflow Model

1. Coincident load

2. Firm and non-firm generation

3. Security-constrained economic 
unit commitment and dispatch

4. Economic dispatch for SPP and 
external regions with market to 
market operations for congestion 
management and economic 
exchange of energy

5. Economic offers based planning 
forecasts

4

SPP BA model scenario was developed to “account for the 
impacts of the Integrated Marketplace”

*ITP BA powerflow model in the new ITP process following previous ITP10 methodology



2019 ITP Additional BA Resources
• Existing and Planned*

 ~5 GW non-firm wind

• Future proxy (by 2029)
 ~7-13 GW uncommitted wind

 ~5-7 GW uncommitted solar

 ~5 GW uncommitted gas

5
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*Resources meeting the ESWG resource addition request criteria



ITP Baseline Reliability
• ITP assumption: Baseline reliability represents an 

entity’s ability to serve its load with its firm 
capacity resources

• Transmission capacity paths reserved and 
expanded through transmission service and 
maintained through Base Reliability assumptions

6



ITP BA Needs
• Violations resulting from a more economical dispatch that 

could not be resolved by the production cost modeling 
software
 Breaching flowgates - thermal overloads that could not be resolved 

by generation dispatch in a given interval
 Voltage violations resulting from a change in unit commitment 

beyond baseline reliability

• Binding flowgates – facilities with flow at (not exceeding) 
their thermal limit (system intact) or expected to be at (not 
exceeding) their thermal limit with the next contingency 
(N-X), protected via generation dispatch

7
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SPP BA Policy Questions
• Performing reliability analysis on models with non-

firm/as available generation
 Are ITP needs driven by these models reliability needs?

 These are issues resulting from a more economic unit commitment 
and dispatch (containing non-firm resources)

 Binding and breaching flowgates are defined as economic needs if 
the cost criteria in the ITP manual is met

 Should transmission projects driven by these models be 
proposed without analyzing economic benefit?

 Should transmission projects driven by these models be 
classified as reliability or economic?

• What is the balance between economic and 
reliability?
 The market could operate as we have planned simply by 

committing and dispatching higher cost units

9



Operational Needs
• Economic

 Flowgate congestion
 Congestion costs greater than $10M over 24 months

 Manual commitment of generators
 Local area voltage support

 Requirement

 Frequency of 25% of the year, or 

 Incurred costs greater than $1M over 24 months

• Reliability
 System reconfiguration

 Implemented > 10% of the year to address system voltage due to non-
outage issues

 Implemented > 25% of the year through a defined operating guide to 
address thermal loading

• Needs are defined by cost or presumed risk (frequency)

10



AC BA Needs Under Current 
ITP Manual
• Contingencies

 P0, P1, P2.1
 P2.2 through P5 – only evaluated if also a BR need

• Thermal needs
 DC congestion relief evaluated for economic benefit
 Likely few AC violations will remain valid ITP needs

 ITP Manual 4.2.5
 Paraphrased:  Thermal violations resulting from the powerflow ACCC will be 

invalidated if related to a DC constraint

 ITP Manual 4.2
 Paraphrased:  Thermal violations may be included as a DC constraint after the 

needs assessment and evaluated as an economic issue

• Voltage needs
 Driven by the change in unit commitment from BR to BA

11



Discussion
• Should capital projects to address BA only issues be 

considered reliability or economic?
 Should we have economic justification for these projects?

• Should we address BA only issues with capital projects, 
operating guide type corrective action plans, or follow 
TPL sensitivity approach?

12





Select 69 kV 
Facilities in the 
BA Needs 
Assessment
TWG

August 15-16, 2018

2



ITP Manual 4.2.2
• Contingency analysis for SPP BA Powerflow Model

3

P0, P1, P2.1

Monitored Element Contingent Element

Reference Case Year 2 
Peak

100 kV+ with select 69 
kV facilities

100 kV+ with select 69 
kV facilities

Reference Case Year 2 Off-
Peak

Reference Case Year 5 
Peak

Reference Case Year 5 Off-
Peak

Reference Case Year 10 
Peak

100 kV+ 100 kV+

Reference Case Year 10 
Off-Peak

FX Year 5 Peak

FX Year 5 Off-Peak

FX Year 10 Peak

FX Year 10 Off-Peak



Considerations
• BA models are developed from a market construct and 

should follow market based rules
 Large scale implementation of 69 kV constraints is contrary to 

current market practices

• Ideally, facilities of concern should be included in the 
constraint assessment to economically evaluate thermal 
needs
 Monitored element or monitored/contingent pairs
 2019 ITP process will likely only include 69kV temporary or 

permanent flowgates from SPP operations

• Support needed in real-time is tracked and can be 
defined as a persistent operational need if frequency or 
cost thresholds are met
 System reconfiguration (thermal/voltage) or manual commitment 

of generators (voltage)

• No compliance risk for not including any 69 kV facilities

4



Recommendation
• Allow stakeholders to submit 69 kV contingencies, 

monitored elements, or mon/con pairs for staff 
consideration to be included in the constraint 
assessment and BA powerflow needs assessment

• Justification must be provided for each submittal

• If staff feels the additions of certain 69 kV constraints 
are not necessary, justification must also be provided 
to the TWG

5





Generator Retirement 
Process Discussion



Today’s Objective
• Identify problem statement and discuss current process 

used to evaluate 

• Discuss generator retirement process at a high level

• Provide alternative process methods to evaluate generator 
retirements in the planning process

• Get feedback from technical experts on the options and 
the technical evaluation processes discussed



Problem Statement and Current Process
• Problem Statement:  
 SPP does not have a standardized process to specifically evaluate 

generator retirements and the current planning process does not provide 
the option for a quick response

• Current process for Planning**
 SPP models retirements as requested in the ITP processes as submitted in 

MDWG/ITP  model build and RMS.  Resources are placed out-of-service 
and ‘zeroed out’ in the model, meaning PMin/Max and QMin/Max are  
changed to zero in the Base Reliability models.

 Reliability needs resulting from retirements treated no different than other 
violations

**Applicable processes are previous ITPNT studies and new ITP for Base Reliability models only, Economic assessments included requested retirements 
and assume additional retirements based upon approved futures



Current Notification Timelines
• Markets/Ops Notification Timeline
 Market Protocols require 180 days notification for the Integrated 

Marketplace prior the retirement date

• ITP Process
 Retirements should be submitted in Models on Demand and Request 

Management System during the powerflow model build by the Load/Gen 
lock down date for BR models

 Retirements should also coordinated with the Load and Gen review 
economic data



Draft High Level Planning Process
• Step 1:  Provide SPP with the necessary info
 Resource Name, Bus Number, Machine ID, replacement generation, etc.

• Step 2:  Determine if resource has been dispatched in Planning 
models (i.e. does resource have firm service)
 If not, allow resource to retire
 If so, continue to Step 3

• Step 3: SPP develops updated models to reflect retirements 

• Step 4: Steady state powerflow, transient stability, and short circuit 
analysis to determine if retirement(s) cause issues on the system 

• Step 5:  Identify any necessary transmission or non-transmission 
solutions 

• Step 6:  Issue report and NTC if necessary



Powerflow Analysis
• Impact analysis on base case vs change case (i.e. latest 

approved BR models vs base case with retirements)

• Evaluate SPP Criteria and local planning criteria

• Mon/Con Element Determination
 ITP Manual mons/cons for modeling areas where resources are 

retiring + all 1st Tier modeling areas

• Need Date Determination
 Use staging process defined in the ITP manual for Need Date 

determination



Transient Stability Analysis
• Impact analysis on previous TPL assessment vs change 

case (i.e. latest approved MDWG models vs change case 
with retirements)

• SPP Disturbance Performance Requirements document 
used as benchmark for transient stability

• Contingency Determination
 Previous year’s TPL-001 contingency spreadsheets submitted by TP’s

• Instances of instability reported to the incumbent TO and 
GO for development of mitigation



3 Schedule Options
• Option 1:  6-Month Open Window
 6 month open window followed by a 6 month evaluation period, 

occurring twice/year

• Option 2:  3-Month Open Window
 3 month open window followed by a 6 month evaluation period, 

occurring twice/year

• Option 3:  6-Month Ad Hoc Study as needed
 6  Month Process based upon submitted retirement request



6-Month Open Window Timeline

Red box indicates the model update period prior to the Needs Assessments
Blue box indicates quarterly MOPC/Board meeting months

2022 ITP
2020 2021 2022

J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O
2022 BR Model Build 2022 Needs 

Assessments 2022 Solution Development & Report
2022 Scope 2022 Economic Model Build

Open Window Evaluation Period
Open Window Evaluation Period

Open Window Evaluation Period

2022 ITP to MOPC/Board 
for Approval



2022 ITP
2020 2021 2022

J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N* D J F M A M J J A S O
2022 BR Model Build 2022 Needs 

Assessments 2022 Solution Development & Report
2022 Scope 2022 Economic Model Build

Open Window Evaluation Period
Open Window Evaluation Period

Open Window Evaluation Period
Open Window Evaluation Period

Open Window Evaluation Period
Open Window Evaluation Period

Open Window Evaluation Period

2022 ITP to MOPC/Board 
for Approval

3-Month Open Window Timeline

Red box indicates the model update period prior to the Needs Assessments
Blue box indicates quarterly MOPC/Board meeting months



6-Month Ad Hoc Study as Needed
• 6-Month Timeline from notification

• Similar schedule to 6-month open window timeline

• As retirements requested, analysis would be built on top 
of previous request until new approval model developed



Evaluation Period Timeline
• Month 1:  Study Scoping and Model Updates
 Scoping call with necessary SPP staff
 Discuss modeling and analysis decisions (dispatch updates, 

contingencies, etc.)

• Month 2-5:  Analysis
 Perform powerflow and transient stability analysis
 Initial results reporting for solution/mitigation development

• Month 6:  Reporting
 Final results reported to working groups/affected parties



Process Comments and Risks
• 6-Month Open Window
 May be too long for resources needing to retire quickly
 Larger ‘clusters’ of resources retiring, larger changes to dispatch
 Allows enough time for transient stability analysis

• 3-Month Open Window
 Allows for a quicker response for retirement
 Amount of retiring resources likely smaller than 6 month window

• Ad Hoc Study Request
 Retirement evaluations have to be studied on top of each other
 More impact to SPP resources due to potential of multiple studies requested 

at once



Analysis Outcomes
• No violation identified as a result of retirement, resources 

is allowed to retire

• New violations identified as a result of the retirement, 
mitigation must be determined
 Transmission solution
 Non-transmission solution i.e. Op Guide, reactive adjustments, etc.

• Ops/MMU analysis done in parallel, may result in decision 
to not allow resource retirement
 MMU analysis separate from SPP Planning and Ops analysis



Next Steps
• Feedback from TWG

• Review process with appropriate stakeholder groups 
(ESWG, CAWG, ORWG, etc.)

• Develop a technical and policy recommendation and draft 
technical documents (expected tariff revisions and new 
Business Practice)

• Obtain stakeholder approvals
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  Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 262 Date: 8/7/2018 

RR Title: Attachment AQ Business Practice 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Joshua Ross Company: SPP 

Email: jross@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3527 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION FOR MOPC AND BOD ACTION 

 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve. 

This Business Practice is intended to define practices for how to handle Delivery Point Additions, Delivery Point Modifications, 
and Delivery Point Retirements.  This Business Practice will serve to define what shall be evaluated in the Attachment AQ process 
versus what shall be evaluated through other study processes.  Additionally, this Business Practice will provide guidance for the 
administration of the AQ Process. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

The end result will be a document to provide clarity and consistency in understanding how to utilize the Attachment AQ process.  
This should serve to reduce the overall overhead for both SPP Staff as well as stakeholders in the end to end scope of Attachment 
AQ. The addition of the expedited study process in Attachment AQ Section 3.2 will provide Transmission Customers a quicker 
option for obtaining results in the Delivery Point Network Study process. 

SPP STAFF ASSESSMENT 

 

IMPACT 

Will the revision result in system changes  No     Yes  

Summarize changes: 

Will the revision result in process changes?   No     Yes 

Summarize changes:  The revision results in the creation of an expedited process option for Delivery Point Network Studies 
specified in Attachment AQ Section 3.2.  The revision also results in a modification to the preliminary assessment process specified 
in Attachment AQ Section 3.2. 
 

Is an Impact Assessment required?  No     Yes 

If no, explain:       
 

Estimated Cost: $      Estimated Duration:       months 
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Primary Working Group Score/Priority:      

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):  Protocol Version:  
  Operating Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Planning Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): Attachment AQ 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number: New Business Practice “Attachment AQ” 
  Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) 

Manual Section(s): 

  Revision Request Process Section(s): 
  Minimum Transmission Design     

Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) Section(s): 

  Reliability Coordinator and Balancing 
Authority Data Specifications (RDS) Section(s): 

  SPP Communications Protocols Section(s): 
WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:   

 

Date:  

Action Taken:  

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reason for Opposition:  

 

Secondary Working Group: AQITF 

 

Date: 6/27/2018 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: N/A 

Opposed: KEPCo 

Reasons for Opposition: KEPCo opposed today’s AQITF motion to approve RR 262 because we do not feel we need an 
Expedited Study process. The BP states that the expedited study will take priority over studies that include a preliminary 
assessment if the workload becomes excessive. That means those of us Transmission Customers that do not pay for the expedited 
study would have less timely processing of our requests. Therefore those that pay more get better service. The AQ process should 
be equally responsive to all levels of customers. A ‘fix’ that benefits one class of customer at the possible expense of another class 
of customer is not a ‘fix’. 

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  
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Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

MOPC  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Joshua Ross (SPP) 

Date Comments Submitted: 06/29/2018 

Description of Comments: Changes were made to RR262 while reviewing it with the AQITF. Changes were also made to the 
objective of revision to explain the expedited process benefits.  

Status: The AQITF approved these comments on 6/27/2018 

Comment Author: Al Tamimi (Sunflower Electric Power Corporation) 

Date Comments Submitted: 12/11/2017 
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Description of Comments:  Sunflower submitted comments and proposed language additions/changes on Dec. 8, 2017, regarding 
RR262.  Sunflower offers additional comments and proposed additions to RR262 to help readers understand that new transmission 
facilities proposed with an AQ request should only be those facilities needed to serve the load at the delivery point.  Further, any 
transmission facilities proposed or identified as needed to serve load at the delivery point that create a looped feed should be studied 
in the ITP process since they should be considered an “Economic Project” or a “Sponsored Upgrade” since they would not be 
needed for reliability purposes.  Sunflower’s additional comments and additions are highlighted below. 

Sunflower supports RR262, with modification.  This is a necessary clarification that provides SPP members, and those using the 
Attachment AQ process, with adequate information to understand and how to follow the Attachment AQ tariff process.  SPP Staff 
follows several internal processes, a description or summary of which is not readily available to entities utilizing the AQ provisions 
of the OATT.   

 

Sunflower’s substantive modifications can be summarized as follows: 

- Voltage threshold - 200 kV to 100 kV.  An NTC issued for a network upgrade at any voltage should be reviewed at the 
working group level and 100 kV is where regional cost allocation starts.  

- Stakeholder Notification and Working Group Review – SPP should get stakeholder feedback before commencement of the 
study, during the study and when it goes to the working group. If SPP waits until the study is out, there might be some 
changes to assumptions that will require to redo the study and that is not the most efficient process.  Further, more 
stakeholder discussion should occur regarding whether the reviewing working group should vote on the results of the 
study. In other words, what is the point of a working group reviewing the study without voting or recommending approval.   

- The AQ study review should follow the same review principles highlighted in Appendix PL-6, Interconnection Review 
Process Details, of the SPP criteria. 

- New transmission facilities associated with any AQ requests whether constructed by the TO or the TC should only reflect 
the transmission needed to provide basic service to connect the new load.  Any additional transmission submitted by the 
TO or the TC above and beyond what is needed shall not be considered in the AQ study as these facilities should be 
evaluated as a reliability upgrade and not for load changes.  New transmission facilities that create a looped feed associated 
with any delivery point, regardless of whether it is a new, changed, retired, or existing delivery point, should be studied 
beyond the AQ study process, such as the Sponsored upgrade study process.  Such facilities dramatically alter line flows 
and should not be treated as radial feeds which typically accompany AQ requests. The impact analysis performed as part 
of the AQ study process is inadequate to determine if such a facility will have impacts on the transmission system, and as 
such, should be studied in the sponsored upgrade process. 

Sunflower proposes several edits to the proposed business practice, which are noted below. 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: Derek Brown (Westar Energy) 

Date Comments Submitted: 12/4/2017 
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Description of Comments: Westar Energy agrees that a Business Practice document would be useful to provide clarity and 
consistency in understanding how to utilize the Attachment AQ process. However, caution should be taken in defining when the 
Attachment AQ Process should be utilized in light of FERC’s approved exceptions to Section 2.0 of Attachment AQ. Additionally, 
Westar Energy recommends that more detail or specific examples be added to the Delivery Point Addition and Delivery Point 
Modification definitions sections to provide clarity.  

See below for our comments as well as markup to the proposed Business Practice.  
 

1. “Transmission customer offtake of energy delivery” either needs to be defined or could possibly be replaced with “meter 
point”. This term is used in the definition of Delivery Point Facilities and is somewhat ambiguous.  
 

2. The proposed business practice states that, “Any Delivery Point Addition, Delivery Point Modification, or Delivery Point 
Retirement on the SPP Transmission System…shall be evaluated in the Attachment AQ process”. Delivery point 
modifications are defined as, “…the expansion or modification of existing Delivery Point Facilities (examples include 
modifications to lines, breakers, terminal equipment, or redundant transformers that meet the definition of Delivery Point 
Facilities)”. Depending on where the “transmission customer offtake of energy delivery” (meter point) is, this could mean 
that Attachment AQ requests need to get submitted for any modification to the distribution facilities or transmission 
facilities that serve the delivery point. This does not appear to align with FERC’s recent approval of exceptions to 
Attachment AQ in section 2.0: 
 
“ 
Requests for changes in local delivery facilities that meet the following criteria do not need to be studied pursuant to 

Section 3 of this Attachment AQ:  

1. Any increase of capacity at a delivery point without a corresponding change to the load at the delivery point;  

2. Any distribution transformer changes without a corresponding load change; or  

3. Increase to a facility rating at a delivery point. 
                “ 
 

In light of this language, it does not make sense to submit Attachment AQ requests for equipment changeouts or rebuilds 
that only affect the facility rating of transmission or distribution line(s) and transformers(s).  

 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: Kalun Kelley (Western Farmers Electric Cooperative) 

Date Comments Submitted: 1/15/2018 
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Description of Comments:  RR262 has several issues that must be resolved before it is approved.  A few of the issues are 
mentioned below.  WFEC recommends that this RR262 be taken up in the AQ improvement task force and the multiple issues 
resolved before it makes the rounds of Working Groups. 
 
The section “Stakeholder Notification” should be deleted. 

• The section “Stakeholder Notification” may interfere with competition for load and distribute competitive information.  
For example, the notification provisions in that section may allow competitors of the utility filing (Filing Utility) the AQ 
request to discover: that a competitive load is available; details about the costs the Filing Utility will have to serve that 
competitive load; and details (like location and name) of the competitive load.  These discoveries may give the discovering 
utility an unfair competitive advantage.   

• Entities that are potential competitors sit on the various SPP committees that could have approval responsibilities of an AQ 
filing.  This could create the appearance of conflict of interest. 

• The stakeholder involvement in Attachment O of the OATT is apparent in use of the word “stakeholder” almost 100 times.  
Attachment AQ doesn’t consider the involvement of stakeholders and does not use the word “stakeholder”, or imply 
stakeholder involvement at all.  Adding terms and conditions to the OATT Attachment AQ, via the Business Practices 
route, without explicit FERC approval may be met with resistance at FERC.  

• Stakeholder involvement may take additional time for each AQ request.  The addition of stakeholder involvement will add 
to the amount of time it takes to serve new load changes.  This additional time could be viewed as interfering with a 
utility’s “obligation to serve” that new load. 

There are definitions and their usage in RR262 that need to be clarified before this RR can be considered.  Those include: 
• The definitions of Delivery Point and Delivery Point Facilities are not clear.  These definitions need to be made more 

specific.   
• The definition of Delivery Point Additions, Modifications, and Retirements each need to be defined more precisely.  

Currently they are defined as addition, modification, and retirement, with some examples.  For example, the definition of 
Delivery Point Modification is that it’s a modification of Delivery Points Facilities.  Without more detail in the definition 
the given examples are not clearly informative.  For example, it’s unclear that a change to capacitors at a Delivery Point is 
covered since it isn’t specifically mentioned. 

The AQ process is designed to be a fast response to changing load conditions, not long-term transmission planning.  The suggested 
time frame for inclusion of changes/additions in the AQ process needs to be lengthened or abandoned.  Reasons for that include: 

• The network upgrades identified in the DPNS may require more time to complete than the three-year inclusion in the AQ 
process will allow.  Also, if a load service change is incorporated into the ITP process there will be a gap of time during 
which no load service changes can occur.  An example is a new load that desires service in 4 years and has network 
upgrades that will take three years to complete.  The host transmission provider could supply the load except for the in-
service date being greater than three years and not being covered by the AQ process.  If the ITP process can issue NTCs 
for the needed network upgrades in two years, and construction takes three years, the Host Transmission Provider will 
provide service in five years, a year late.   

• If the AQ process cuts off load change requests at specific time frame, then load change requests occurring after than time 
frame will need to be included and studied as part of another planning process.  It is possible that they can be included in 
Attachment O.  This inclusion will require those changes be justified at FERC, as well as the reason for limiting the AQ 
process.  The justification could be problematic and result in push back from FERC. 

 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: John Payne (KEPCo) 

Date Comments Submitted: 12/8/2017 
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Description of Comments: KEPCo generally supports this RR.  KEPCo supports the proposed language in the Tariff, but has 
concerns with certain aspects of the Business Practice. 

Generally, KEPCo’s concerns fall in the following areas: 

• Purpose of Attachment AQ process 

• Definitions 

• Service Agreement Updates 

• Stakeholder Notification 

• Requests to be evaluated in the Attachment AQ Process 

Within the “Purpose of Attachment AQ Process” section, KEPCo believes the language setting the timeframe for requested 
effective dates for purposes of AQ could be clearer.  Language changes are proposed. 

Within the “Definitions” section 

• The definition of Delivery Point Facilities is unclear and KEPCo believes is already adequately defined in Attachment AQ 
section 3.2 as Load Delivery Facilities. 

• Language related to documents superseding the Business Practice should be modified.  Language changes are proposed. 

Within the “Service Agreement Updates” section, KEPCo believes the time frame for updating the NITSA should be extended to 1 
year and that restrictions on changing a delivery point to the service agreement outside the timeline need revised.  Language 
changes are proposed.  KEPCo is also concerned that placing the responsibility for initiating changes to the Service Agreement 
solely on the Transmission Customer can unfairly place the TC at risk of being in violation of the Service Agreement and Tariff, as 
at times the local Transmission Owner or the Transmission Provider may make long-term or permanent changes to the TO’s system 
that impact a Delivery Point without notification to the Transmission Customer.  An example would be a change in the operation of 
a TO’s facilities that has the effect of changing the SPP bus used to serve the Delivery Point. 

Within the “Stakeholder Notification” section, KEPCo believes the voltage threshold should be lowered to 100 kV to match the 
lower bound of “Highway/Byway” funding of network upgrades.  Additionally, a timeframe for stakeholder comments should be 
provided.  KEPCo proposes 30 days from the notification to the appropriate stakeholder working groups for the comment deadline.  
Language changes are proposed. 

Within the “Requests to be evaluated in the Attachment AQ process” section, KEPCo has concerns related to the use of the term 
“SPP Transmission System” in relation to the physical interconnection point.  There are a large number of delivery points in the 
SPP footprint that utilize NITS and are served at voltages below those covered by the SPP OATT. 

More generally the implementation of the Business Practice must recognize the exemptions from the study process established in 
Section 2.0 of Attachment AQ 

Changes are highlighted in yellow 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: Wes Pfaff and Andy Berg (Missouri River Energy Services) 

Date Comments Submitted: 4/18/2018 
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Description of Comments:  

1) MRES would prefer that the definition of Delivery Point Facilities be revised so that it clearer on what a delivery point 
facility is. See suggested change in document.  

2) MRES would prefer that a load threshold be specified for new load additions that will be required to go through the AQ 
process. This will help avoid confusion on if the AQ process is needed for smaller load additions. 

3) MRES would prefer SPP to provide more clarification on whether all projects need to update Appendix 3 or only projects 
that do not go through the fast track AQ process require the Appendix 3 updates. This will help avoid confusion as to 
which projects are applicable to Appendix 3 updates. 

4) MRES would prefer SPP to remove that only Network Upgrades that exceed 200 kV need to go through appropriate 
stakeholder working groups but rather all projects should be reviewed at some level. This will provide more transparency 
in the stakeholder process.  

5) MRES would prefer SPP to clarify how cost recovery are governed by Section 31.2a. The AQ form does not have any 
fields for cost recovery and projects that go through the fast track process do not fall under Attachment J. 

6) Several grammatical errors such as capitalizing defined terms were changed. 

7) MRES recommends that the AQ Task Force review these revisions. 

8) MRES would like to point out that not all looped delivery points should need evaluation through the ITP process. 

a. New Delivery Points on Existing Loops shouldn’t need a 3-year lead time (due to the ITP process) 

b. New Delivery Points on a Dead-Loop shouldn’t need a 3-year lead time (due to the ITP process) 

9) MRES believes that the use of the word “required” when describing Delivery Point Facilities/Additions is not suitable. 

a. Interconnection Equipment and Distribution Substation designs may differ from customer to customer 

b. Ultimately, most of these specifications are not required by anyone other than the TO and/or customer 

c. The only requirements available are interconnection requirements as defined by the TO 

i. That is a requirement directed specifically on BES facilities under NERC 

 

** Note that the SPP Business Practices section includes the language changes made by the latest comment form submitted to SPP, 
but are not based on recommendations made by MRES. 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: Bernard Liu (Xcel Energy/SPS) 

Date Comments Submitted: 12/11/2017 
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Description of Comments:  

1) Three-year limit on advanced AQ requests to be evaluated in the ITP process is too short – The SPP ITP process is an 18 
month cycle.  SPS believes this limitation for advanced AQ requests is problematic in that it may not provide an answer to 
the customer’s delivery point request in a timely fashion, allow SPP to timely issue an NTC (if necessary), or allow the 
transmission owner to construct an upgrade on a timely basis. As an example, an AQ request submitted in January 20XX 
would not be evaluated until the next ITP process 18 months later. This would result in a SPP’s evaluation of a delivery 
point request taking up to 36 months to complete.  SPS would recommend that the three-year limit should be extended.  

2) Six-month requirement to revise NITSAs is too short - SPS believes that revising, negotiating and completing NITSAs in a 
six-month timeframe is challenging. SPS believes this requirement would only lead to more resubmittals for the same 
delivery points resulting in more complexity in tracking for both SPP and the transmission customer in the AQ process.  

3) For delivery point request beyond three years, the revisions appears to eliminate the local TO study that would provide 
results in a much shorter time frame and give customers at least a partial indication as to the feasibility of the delivery 
point addition.  SPS also has concerns that this may conflict with NERC requirements for the local TO for evaluating 
service.   

4) SPS shares the same concerns as Westar regarding how AQ delivery point modifications are defined which may result 
causing an unnecessary AQ evaluations    

5) SPS recommends that the AQ Task Force review these revisions 
 
Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

Comment Author: Alfred Busbee and Jason Shook (ETEC) 

Date Comments Submitted: 12/8/2017 

Description of Comments: The business practice proposes to require that changes to delivery points do not need to go through AQ 
if the proposed changes will take place more than three years from the time of submittal and that such changes would go through 
the ITP.  This proposed revision is deficient.  First, the proposed business practice creates a gap in SPP’s planning process.  There is 
no process in place for a transmission customer to formally submit a delivery point change into the ITP for review.  By limiting the 
scope of AQ to a three year window, transmission customers are left with no clear process for having their delivery point 
addition/modification/retirement reviewed.  Second, the language of the business practice suggests that even if a delivery point 
change was studied through ITP, it would still need to go through the AQ process.  There needs to be clarifying language in the 
business practice on this point.  Third, the definition of “Delivery Point” potentially contradict the definition used in the network 
service agreement.  A better definition may be “As defined in the transmission customer’s service agreement.”  Fourth, “Delivery 
Point Facilities” is poorly defined.  The issue is that “at or below” can be interpreted to mean any facility up to and including the 
service line for the ultimate end user (e.g., retail customer).  A better definition may be “The facilities that comprise the Delivery 
Point” in order to clarify that that facilities in question are just those connected to the SPP transmission system. 

Status: Reviewed during AQITF meetings 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 

ATTACHMENT AQ 

 

1.0 Introduction: When it becomes necessary or desirable to make changes in delivery point facilities, to 

upgrade, retire, replace or establish a new delivery point, including metering or other facilities at such 

location, the provisions of this Attachment AQ shall apply. For the purposes of this Attachment, Host 

Transmission Owner is defined as the owner of that portion of the Transmission System to which such 

connection or modification is to be made. 
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2.0 Study Requests for Changes in Local Delivery Facilities: The Transmission Customer shall make 

requests for changes in local delivery facilities, including facility upgrades, retirements and replacements, or 

the establishment of any new delivery point in writing to (a) the Transmission Provider and the Host 

Transmission Owner as specified in Section 20 of the Network Operating Agreement or to (b) the 

Transmission Provider as specified in Section 8 of the Point to Point Transmission Service Agreement, as 

applicable. Such request shall contain as much information as is known or projected at the time of the request 

as set forth in “Sample Request for Change in Local Delivery Facilities” attached hereto as Addendum 1.  

Requests for changes in local delivery facilities that meet the following criteria do not need to be studied 

pursuant to Section 3 of this Attachment AQ:  

2.1. Any increase of capacity at a delivery point without a corresponding change to the load at the delivery 

point;  

2.2. Any distribution transformer changes without a corresponding load change; or  

2.3. Increase to a facility rating at a delivery point.  

2.4 Any changes in local delivery facilities to occur more than three years from the time of Attachment AQ 

submittal do not need to be studied pursuant to Section 3.2 of Attachment AQ, and may be added to planning 

models to be evaluated in the ITP process instead. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, the Transmission Customer or Host Transmission Owner may request that the 

new or modified delivery point be studied pursuant to Section 3 of this Attachment AQ. 

 

3.0 Studies:  The Transmission Provider and Host Transmission Owner shall conduct all necessary 

studies associated with the delivery point change.  Such studies shall be conducted at Transmission 

Customer’s expense pursuant to the provisions of this section.  In the event that such change in delivery 

point configuration results in significant impact a Delivery Point Network Study (DPNS) as described in 

Section 3.2on the Transmission System, Transmission Provider will coordinate the studies necessary to 

evaluate such addition, or modification, or retirement.  Otherwise, the Host Transmission Owner will 

coordinate the studies. 

… 
 

3.2 Transmission System Study:   

 The Transmission Customer can elect one of two options for Transmission System Study:  

3.2.1  Include preliminary assessment 
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 Upon receipt of the Request for Change in Local Delivery Facilities, Transmission Provider shall 

perform a preliminary assessment of the impact of the requested delivery point configuration change 

on the Transmission System.  On or before the 20th day of the succeeding month, Transmission 

Provider shall conclude its preliminary assessment of the impact of each requested delivery point 

configuration change on the Transmission System for all Requests for Change in Local Delivery 

Facilities received in the current calendar month and post its findings on the SPP website.  For all 

requests for which the Transmission Provider finds no significant impact on the Transmission 

System, Host Transmission Owner will coordinate completion of such change in local delivery 

facilities, including all required studies.  For all requests for which the Transmission Provider finds 

that there is significant impact on the Transmission System, it shall, within five (5) days of posting 

of the results of the preliminary assessment, deliver to the Transmission Customer a Delivery Point 

Network Study (“DPNS”) Agreement and a request for any additional information that it requires 

from the Transmission Customer to proceed with such study.  The study agreement shall commit the 

Transmission Customer to pay the Transmission Provider the actual cost to complete the study and 

to make an advance deposit equal to the estimated study cost or of $25,00010,000, whichever is less.  

The Transmission Customer shall execute and deliver the DPNS Agreement and required deposit to 

the Transmission Provider as soon as reasonably possible, but not later than thirty (30) Calendar 

Days following its receipt or at a later date as the Parties may mutually agree.  Upon receipt of the 

executed study agreement, study data, and the required deposit, Transmission Provider shall perform 

the DPNS.  During the conduct of the DPNS, Transmission Provider shall assess the impacts on the 

Transmission System caused by modifying an existing delivery point or establishing the new 

delivery point using power flow and short circuit analyses and any other analyses that may be 

appropriate. 

 

If the Transmission Customer fails to return an executed DPNS Agreement within thirty (30) 

Calendar Days of receipt or at a later date as the Parties may mutually agree, Transmission Provider 

and Host Transmission Owner shall deem the study request to be withdrawn.  The Transmission 

Customer may withdraw its study request at any time by written notice of such withdrawal to the 

Transmission Provider and the Host Transmission Owner. 

 

Transmission Provider shall issue a study report to the Transmission Customer and Host 

Transmission Owner within sixty (60) Calendar Days of the receipt of an executed DPNS 
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Agreement, study data, and the required deposit, or at a later date as the Parties may mutually agree.  

If Transmission Provider is unable to complete such study in the allotted time, Transmission 

Provider shall provide an explanation to the Transmission Customer and Host Transmission Owner 

regarding the cause(s) of such delay and a revised completion date and study cost estimate.   

 

Upon completion of the DPNS, the Transmission Customer shall reimburse Transmission Provider 

for the unpaid cost of the DPNS if the cost of the study exceeds the deposit.  Transmission Provider 

shall refund the Transmission Customer, with interest earned in the interest-bearing account in which 

Transmission Provider shall have placed the deposit, any portion of the deposit that exceeds the cost 

of the DPNS.   

 

3.2.2 Expedited Process 

The Transmission Customer may elect to use an expedited process in which the preliminary 

assessment will be bypassed. The Transmission Customer is required to pay a $10,000 surcharge in 

order to elect the expedited process.  If the Transmission Customer elects to use the expedited 

process, the Transmission Customer shall submit to the Host Transmission Owner and Transmission 

Provider the Request for Change in Local Delivery Facilities and study data.  The Transmission 

Customer shall also submit to the Transmission Provider an executed DPNS agreement and an 

advance deposit equal to the estimated $10,000 study cost and the $10,000 surcharge ($20,000 total). 

Upon receipt of these materials, the Transmission Provider shall within three (3) business days 

acknowledge receipt of materials and inform the Transmission Customer of any deficiencies. If there 

are any deficiencies, then the Transmission Provider shall request additional information from the 

Transmission Customer in order to proceed with such study. If there are no deficiencies, the 

Transmission Provider shall perform the DPNS. During the conduct of the DPNS, Transmission 

Provider shall assess the impacts on the Transmission System caused by modifying an existing 

delivery point or establishing the new delivery point using power flow and short circuit analyses and 

any other analyses that may be appropriate. The Transmission Provider shall issue a study report to 

the Transmission Customer and Host Transmission Owner within sixty (60) Calendar Days of the 

receipt of the Transmission Provider’s acknowledgement, or at a later date as the Parties may 

mutually agree. If Transmission Provider is unable to complete such study in the allotted time, 

Transmission Provider shall provide an explanation to the Transmission Customer and Host 

Transmission Owner regarding the cause(s) of such delay and a revised completion date and study 

cost estimate. 
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Upon completion of the DPNS, the Transmission Customer shall reimburse Transmission Provider 

for the unpaid cost of the DPNS if the cost of the study exceeds the deposit.  Transmission Provider 

shall refund the Transmission Customer, with interest earned in the interest-bearing account in which 

Transmission Provider shall have placed the deposit, any portion of the deposit that exceeds the cost 

of the DPNS.  

 

Should the volume of expedited studies become too large, the Transmission Provider reserves the 

right to modify DPNS due dates.  If this becomes necessary, expedited studies will take priority over 

studies that included a preliminary assessment.  If the Transmission Provider is unable to complete 

an expedited study within sixty (60) Calendar Days of the acknowledgment of materials, the required 

surcharge shall be fully refunded to the Transmission Customer, with interest earned in the interest-

bearing account in which Transmission Provider shall have placed the deposit.  The surcharge is 

otherwise non-refundable.  If the expedited DPNS queue is too large, SPP may reject expedited 

process requests such that these requests must go through the preliminary assessment.  

 

… 
 

Addendum 1 to Attachment AQ 

… 
Attachments: 

1) Ten- year load forecast for the delivery point being added or modified and any associated 

changes in the load forecast for other delivery points. 

2) One-line diagram showing existing and proposed facilities pertaining to the request 

3) Idev file(s) for anticipated load 

 

SPP Business Practices 
 
Business Practice 
 
The purpose of this Business Practice is to define practices for how to handle Delivery Point Additions, Delivery 
Point Modifications, and Delivery Point Retirements, as well as Delivery Point Facilities.  This will serve to 
provide clarity in defining what shall be evaluated in the Attachment AQ process and how this process interacts 
with other study processes under the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT).   
 



Page 14 of 18 
 

Purpose of Attachment AQ process in comparison to Attachment O processes 
 
The Attachment AQ process is an expedited planning process to assess changes to dDelivery pPoints.  This 
process serves to update a Transmission Customer’s Appendix 3 of their Network Integrated Transmission 
Service (NITS) Agreement (NITSA).  Additionally, this process will identify any necessary upgrades to provide for 
these changes in a consistent manner with how SPP provides transmission service.  This process supplements 
other planning processes defined in Attachment O.   
 
All Rrequests for changes in Delivery Points that will take place in the next 3 years or less shall be submitted 
through the Attachment AQ process to the Transmission Owner and Transmission Provider.  However, Rrequests 
for changes in Delivery Points that will take place more than three (3) years from the time of submittal do not 
need to go through the Attachment AQ process, and should be addressedcan be evaluated for impacts by the 
Transmission Provider in the Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) process rather than the Attachment AQ 
process, if the Transmission Customer and the affected Transmission Owner(s) agrees to it. 
 
Definitions 
 
The following terms are defined in this Business Practice, butand are not currently defined in the SPP OATT.  The 
definitions are included here to clarify the facility additions, modifications, and retirements that shall be 
evaluated through Attachment AQ. 
 
Delivery Point: Point on the system where capacity and energy will be made available to the Transmission 
Customer. 
 
Delivery PointLocal Delivery Facilities: Facilities utilized in the transmission of power that are located at or 
below the Transmission Customer offtake point for energy delivery, as agreed to by the Transmission Customer 
and the Transmission Owner.  Any facility used for NITS that is not part of the SPP Transmission System as 
defined under the SPP OATT. 
 
Delivery Point Additions: Includes the addition of Delivery Points, or Delivery Point Facilities such as 
construction of new Delivery Point Facilities (e.g. substations) or load addition at a new dDelivery pPoint or 
incremental load growth at an existing Delivery Point beyond previous load forecasts. 
 
Delivery Point Modifications: Includes the modification of Delivery PointLocal Delivery Facilities such as the 
transfer of load from one dDelivery pPoint to another, with no change in the Delivery Point Transmission 
Customer ownership; or the expansion or modification of existing Delivery PointLocal Delivery Facilities 
(examples include modifications to lines, breakers, terminal equipment, or redundant transformers that meet 
the definition of Delivery PointLocal Delivery Facilities) 
 
Delivery Point Retirements:  Includes the retirement of dDelivery pPoints or Delivery PointLocal Delivery 
Facilities such as an existing delivery point that will cease to serve load in the future, an existing delivery point 
that will be transferred outside the functional control of SPP, or Delivery PointLocal Delivery Facilities that are 
being taken out of service.  Note that the terms of the NITS Agreement will govern if and how load can be 
removed from the agreement and those provisions shall supersede anything defined in this business practice. 
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Stakeholder Notification 
 
Attachment AQ requests that require DPNS analysis may result in issuance of NTCs for Network Upgrades. 
Notifications shall be provided to the appropriate stakeholder working groups for any DPNS requiring Network 
Upgrades that exceed 200 kV.  Any stakeholder may provide feedback to the Transmission Provider on the study 
and Network Upgrades at this time. While the initial DPNS report shall be issued within 60 Calendar Days of the 
receipt of an executed DPNS Agreement, or at a later date as the Parties may mutually agree1, the study report 
shall not be considered final until stakeholders have been notified and had the opportunity to provide feedback. 
 
Preliminary Assessment Methodology 
 
Upon receipt of an Attachment AQ request, the Transmission Provider shall perform a preliminary assessment of 
the request to determine if it causes significant impacts on the Transmission System, as specified in Attachment 
O Section 3.2.  The preliminary assessment will consist of a power flow analysis using a single model.  The 
change in delivery point shall be added to the model, and a contingency analysis will be performed. Thermal and 
voltage violations criteria and contingencies will be consistent with the criteria and contingencies used in the ITP 
process.  Any potential thermal or voltage criteria violations that occur as a result of the change in delivery point 
will be identified.  If there are no potential violations that appear to require transmission upgrades, the request 
has passed the preliminary assessment and a DPNS is not required.  If there are potential violations that appear 
to require transmission upgrades, a DPNS will be required. 
 
If the Transmission Customer or Host Transmission Owner observes that the Attachment AQ request creates 
specific violation(s) in a specific model within the current model set, it is recommended (though not required) 
that the Customer note the violation(s) and model in the comments field of the Attachment AQ request.  This 
allows the Transmission Provider to evaluate the specific model for those violation(s) as part of the preliminary 
assessment.  If the Transmission Customer or Host Transmission Owner does not note any violations in the 
comments field of the Attachment AQ request, the Transmission Provider will evaluate the request using a 
worst-case model.   
 
As part of the preliminary assessment process, the Transmission Customer shall provide an idev file for the 
Delivery Point Addition, Delivery Point Modification, or Delivery Point Retirement as part of the power flow 
analysis (Addendum 1 to Attachment AQ, Attachment 3).  The idev must be compatible with the model set being 
used in the current ITP study.  If the Transmission Customer does not have the means to create the idev, the 
applicable information needs to be supplied to the Transmission Provider as part of the Attachment AQ request.  
This applicable information shall include MW/MVAR of the Delivery Point(s), the power flow bus number(s) for 
the point at which the Delivery Point is connected to the Transmission System, and any other information 
required to model the change in Delivery Point(s). 
 
 
Service Agreement Updates 
 

                                                
1 Attachment AQ Section 3.2 
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After a request has gone through the Attachment AQ process, a Transmission Customer’s service NITS 
aAgreement shall be updated in Appendix 3 to reflect the change in Delivery Point, if applicable.  The 
Transmission Customer is responsible for notifying SPP in order to update their Service NITS Agreement.  At such 
time, the service NITS aAgreement shall be updated within 6 nine (9) months of either:  1) the issuance of the 
final Delivery Point Network Study (DPNS) report, if a DPNS was performed, or 2) the posting of the preliminary 
assessment results, if no DPNS was performed, and 3) confirmation that the interconnection for construction 
agreement with the Host TO is under development.  If the Transmission Customer does not submit initiate an 
update to the Service NITS Agreement within the defined period above, the request shall not be added to the 
Service Agreement without being re-submitted through the Attachment AQ process for further study.  If the 
Transmission Customer has initiated NITS Agreement updates with SPP but has not yet executed the revised 
NITS Agreement within the defined period, SPP will allow an extension if all Parties mutually agree with a later 
date for NITS Agreement updates. 
 
Requests for changes in Delivery Points that will occur more than three (3) years from the time of request and 
are addressed evaluated in the ITP process rather than the Attachment AQ process may also require updates to 
Appendix 3 of the Service NITS Agreement.  The Transmission Customer is responsible for notifying SPP in order 
to update their Service NITS Agreement prior to the implementation of the change in Delivery Point in the ITP 
models. 
 
Aggregation of Requests 
 
When a Transmission Customer has multiple requests for changes in dDelivery pPoints within relative proximity 
to each other, and these requests require DPNS studies, the requests may be aggregated into a single DPA 
request, or a single DPNS analysis, if DPNS is required.  The Transmission Provider mustagreed to by both the 
Transmission Customer and deemed the aggregation appropriate in order to use the aggregation by the 
Transmission Provider.  In such cases, the Transmission Provider shall propose the aggregated study approach to 
all Parties and evaluate any feedback before making a decision to aggregate the requests.  If Network Upgrades 
are required, this approach allows for a more comprehensive approach for a more robust analysis of the SPP 
system.  Additionally, if a request supplements a previouspast Attachment AQ studyrequest for the same 
Delivery Point(s), then the overall change will be considered if the change is not yet in-service.  The Transmission 
Customer is responsible for notifying SPP of this condition upon submission of the request. 
 
Requests to be evaluated in the Attachment AQ process 
 
The following examples shall be evaluated using the Attachment AQ process: 

• Any Delivery Point Addition, Delivery Point Modification, or Delivery Point Retirement on the SPP 
Transmission System 

• Any change in a Delivery Point not physically interconnected with the SPP Transmission System in which 
transmission service has already been granted across the interface to the dDelivery pPoint2 

 
The following examples do not meet the definitions of Delivery Point Additions, Modifications, or Retirements to 
be evaluated using the Attachment AQ process: 

 Any load addition request that results in a Transmission Customer having total NITS load in excess of 
their total NITS generation profile3 

• Transfer of a dDelivery pPoint from a Network Customer or Transmission Customer to another Network 
Customer or Transmission Customerto an SPP entity from a different entity4 

                                                
2 Section 31.4 states that this shall be addressed through the Attachment AQ process. 
3 These requests shall be addressed through the Aggregate Transmission Service Study process detailed in Attachment Z1 
4 This shall be addressed through the Delivery Point Transfer process defined in Attachment AR. 
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• Any new Delivery Point Addition not physically interconnected with the SPP Transmission System in 
which transmission service has not been granted across the interface to the dDelivery pPoint5 

• New Material modification of Transmission Facilities6 proposed by an entity on the SPP Transmission 
System that include no applicable Delivery Point Addition, Delivery Point Modification, or Delivery Point 
Retirement7 

 
If new Transmission Facilities8 proposed by an entity on the SPP Transmission System include an applicable 
Delivery Point Addition, Delivery Point Modification, or Delivery Point Retirement, the request shall be evaluated 
using the Attachment AQ process.  However, if no DPNS is required, the new Transmission Facilities request will 
need to be evaluated through other planning processes to determine the system impacts. 
 
SPP will use the Attachment AQ process to evaluate requests that may result in a Transmission Customer having 
total NITS load in excess of their total NITS generation; however, SPP may notify the Transmission Customer that 
the request is a causing a projected generation shortfall. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
5 Section 31.4 states that this shall be addressed through the Aggregate Transmission Service Study process defined in 
Attachment Z1. 
6 Any facilities that meet the definition of Transmission Facilities as defined in Attachment AI. 
7 These requests shall be evaluated through other planning processes.  If they are not identified as needed by other 
planning processes, these can be evaluated through the Sponsored Upgrade Study process. 
8 Any facilities that meet the definition of Transmission Facilities as defined in Attachment AI 
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Attachment AQ Process Flowchart 
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History – RR 262
• Initially drafted by Staff – posted November 2017

 Primary WG:  RTWG

• Received stakeholder feedback to have AQITF review first

• AQITF
 Vetted RR 262 from December – June
 AQITF approved RR 262 on 6/27/18

• Presented to RTWG on 7/26/18
 Provided some formatting/grammatical edits
 Requested review and comments from TWG

• Today:  Review, get feedback, and seek TWG approval
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Attachment AQ Summary
• Attachment AQ is an expedited planning process to 

assess changes in delivery points

• Customer must already have NITS service

• SPP screens all requests in a given month and 
determines if request has significant impacts on system
 If so, SPP performs Delivery Point Network Study (DPNS)
 Otherwise, SPP requires no further study, and Customer 

coordinates changes with the Host TO
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Purpose of RR
• Provide clarity and consistency in use of the Attachment 

AQ process

• Process improvements
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Outline of proposed changes 
to AQ process
• Service Agreement Updates

• Expedited Process

• Definitions

• Requests to be Evaluated in Attachment AQ Process

• 3-Year Threshold for ITP Evaluation

• Aggregation of Requests

• Preliminary Assessment Methodology

5



Service Agreement Updates
• After the AQ request process, Appendix 3 of the 

Customer’s NITSA shall be updated to reflect the change 
in Delivery Point, if applicable
 Section 8.10 may need to be updated if Network Upgrades are 

required

• Currently there is no timeline for Customer to update the 
Service Agreement following the AQ process.  The RR 
proposes that the Service Agreement shall be updated 
within 9 months after a request has completed the AQ 
process.

6



Expedited Process
• Stakeholders expressed concerns regarding the time that 

the AQ process takes from beginning to end

• Customer may elect to skip the preliminary assessment 
process, and jump straight to DPNS
 Same 60-day timeline for completion of study
 Updated Attachment AQ Section 3.2

• Expedited process requires customer pay $10,000 
surcharge in order to channel the more urgent requests 
through the expedited process

• If volume of expedited studies becomes too large, SPP 
reserves the right to modify study due dates or reject 
expedited treatment
 Expedited studies would take priority over studies that included a 

preliminary assessment
 If SPP is unable to complete an expedited study within 60 calendar 

days, the surcharge would be fully refunded to the Customer 
(otherwise, surcharge is non-refundable)

7



Definitions
• New terms are defined to clarify the changes in delivery 

points to be evaluated through Attachment AQ

• Putting these definitions in writing will help in defining 
what types of requests shall be submitted through the 
Attachment AQ process

• Terms:
 Delivery Point
 Local Delivery Facilities
 Delivery Point Additions
 Delivery Point Modifications
 Delivery Point Retirements

8



Requests to be Evaluated in 
AQ Process
• Requests to be Evaluated in AQ Process

 Delivery Point Additions, Modifications, Retirements
 Delivery Points to be pseudo-tied to SPP which meet the 

requirements in Section 31.4

• Requests to be Evaluated in Other Processes
 Transfer of a Delivery Point from one Customer to another
 Delivery Points to be pseudo-tied to SPP which do not meet 

the requirements in Section 31.4
 Material modification of Transmission Facilities proposed by 

an entity on the SPP Transmission System

9



3-Year Threshold for ITP 
Evaluation
• AQ exists as an accelerated process to make changes to 

delivery points
 AQ studies are not as rigorous as ITP studies

• Changes in Delivery Points that will take place more than 
3 years from the time of submittal may be added to 
planning models to be evaluated in the ITP process, 
rather than evaluated in the AQ process
 Updated Attachment AQ Section 2.0

• Allows for optimization of loads and projects when they 
are studied alongside other needs and projects in a more 
rigorous process

10



Aggregation of Requests
• If a Customer has multiple requests for changes in 

Delivery Points within relative proximity to each other, 
the requests may be aggregated into a single DPA 
request, or a single DPNS analysis if DPNS is required.
 Allows for a more comprehensive analysis
 More efficient use of resources

11



Preliminary Assessment 
Methodology
• Current method: Evaluate magnitude of change in 

delivery point, evaluate transfer capacity of system at 
POI
 No simulation
 Does not consider voltage impacts or existing loading of lines

• New method: Run contingency analysis simulation on a 
single model to assess voltage and thermal impacts

• The new methodology requires more Staff time to 
perform monthly preliminary assessments, but offers 
these benefits:
 Determines which requests need one study and which need 

further study
 More accuracy in determining “significant impacts” to 

transmission system
 Reduces volume of DPNS studies that result in no Network 

Upgrades needed

12



Recommendation
• SPP and AQITF recommends the TWG approve RR 262

13
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 305 Date: 4/25/2018 

RR Title: Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate Transmission Service 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Caitlin Shank and Dee Edmondson Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: cshank@spp.org; dedmondson@spp.org  Phone: 501.482.2232; 501.688.1778 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION FOR MOPC AND BOD ACTION 

 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

In Attachment O Section III.5.a and III.5.b of the tariff it states: 

a. The studies performed under this Section III of Attachment O shall accommodate and model in accordance with the 
Integrated Transmission Planning Manual, the specific long-term firm transmission service of Transmission Customers 
and specific interconnections of Generation Interconnection Customers when such Service Agreements and Generator 
Interconnection Agreements have been executed or filed un-executed with the Commission. 

b. Transmission upgrades related to requests for transmission service are described in Sections 19 and 32 of the Tariff and 
Attachment Z1 of the Tariff.  Upgrades associated with the modeled long-term firm transmission service are included 
in the Transmission System planning model, upon the execution of the various Service Agreements with the 
Transmission Customers.  Transmission upgrades related to an approved request for transmission service may be 
deferred or supplemented by other upgrades based upon the results of subsequent studies.  Changes in planned upgrades do 
not remove the obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission facilities available to start or 
continue the approved transmission service. 

This language was written before Attachment Z1 was updated to modify the Aggregate Facilities Study process where, if all 
Transmission Customer (TC) parameters are met at the conclusion of the study, then the TC is obligated to take the service. If this 
language stays in Attachment O as written,  

1. The TCs’ Transmission Service will not be included in the ITP Models until the Service Agreement with SPP is filed. 

2. The language will ignore the updates to Attachment Z1, Section III.A.4 and Section III.A.5 which state: 

4) By executing the AFSA, the Eligible Customer agrees to take the transmission service requested in accordance 
with Section III.C.8 of this Attachment Z1 if the Study Completion Conditions specified in its AFSA are met 
upon the completion of the Aggregate Facilities Study except as provided in Section III.D of this Attachment Z1. 

5) Changes to an Eligible Customer’s request in OASIS will not be permitted following the close of the open season 
and withdrawal of an OASIS request after that date will not relieve an Eligible Customer of any obligations 
specified in Section III.A.4 of this Attachment Z1. 

Section 3.3 and 7.1 of BP 7060 has the same restrictions as Attachment O. SPP also recommends changes to BP 7060 to match the 
Attachment O changes. These changes will allow SPP to issue NTCs or NTC-Cs for Service Upgrades that are assigned in a 
completed Aggregate Facilities Study in accordance with Attachment Z1 of the Tariff.  

Section 3.5 of BP 7060 is an additional change that is needed to the issuance of NTCs or NTC-Cs issued from Attachment AQ. SPP 
will issue a NTC or NTC-C within four years for all Network Upgrades issued from Attachment AQ.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

By removing the requirement for filing a Service Agreement prior to modeling new Transmission Service in the ITP Models, 
Members with new Transmission Service coming out of an Aggregate Facilities Study will have their service included and studied 
in the upcoming ITP Models. Also, all members will have the most up to date information included in the ITP Models. 

 

mailto:cshank@spp.org
mailto:dedmondson@spp.org
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By removing the requirement for SPP to issue a NTC or NTC-C prior to filing a Service Agreement, members will be able to 
receive the NTC or NTC-C sooner.  

By adding the financial commitment date of four years to the issuance of a NTC or NTC-C to Attachment AQ, it will add clarity on 
when SPP issues NTC or NTC-C for Attachment AQ. This will also align the process with the ITP process. 

SPP STAFF ASSESSMENT 

SPP supports this revision request. 

IMPACT 

Will the revision result in system changes  No     Yes  

Summarize changes: 

Will the revision result in process changes?   No     Yes 

Summarize changes: 
 

Is an Impact Assessment required?  No     Yes 

If no, explain:       
 

Estimated Cost: $      Estimated Duration:       months 

Primary Working Group Score/Priority:      

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):  Protocol Version:  
  Operating Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Planning Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff (OATT) Section(s): Attachment O Section III.5.a and III.5.b 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number: 7060 
  Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual) Section(s): 
  Revision Request Process Section(s): 
  Minimum Transmission Design     

Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) Section(s): 

  Reliability Coordinator and Balancing 
Authority Data Specifications (RDS) Section(s): 

  SPP Communications Protocols Section(s): 
WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group: RTWG  

 

Date: 7/26/2018 

Action Taken: To approve RR 305 as modified 

Abstained: None 

Opposed: None 

Reason for Opposition:  
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Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

MOPC  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Rodney Massman (MoPSC) 

Date Comments Submitted: 5/4/2018 

Description of Comments: There are some inconsistencies in how the OATT and the NTC or NTC-C is referred to in the Business 
Practices Section 7060. To make the changes consistent with existing language, I have attached several proposed revisions below. 
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Status: Not reviewed by the RTWG.  To be reviewed by the BPWG. 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
III. The Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment 

The Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment evaluates the system upgrades, at all applicable voltage 

levels, identified in the ten-year planning horizon.  

 

… 
 

5) Additional Information to be Included in the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment  

a) The studies performed under this Section III of Attachment O shall accommodate 

and model in accordance with the Integrated Transmission Planning Manual, the 

specific long-term firm transmission service of Transmission Customers upon the 

completion of the associated Aggregate Facilities  Study in accordance with 

Attachment Z1 of this Tariff and specific interconnections of Generation 

Interconnection Customers in accordance with the schedule for Generation 

Interconnection Agreements and Generation Interconnection Upgrades in the 

Integrated Transmission Planning Manualwhen such Service Agreements and 

Generator Interconnection Agreements have been executed or filed un-executed 

with the Commission. 

 

b) Transmission upgrades related to requests for transmission service that are 

described in Sections 19 and 32 of the this Tariff and Attachment Z1 of the this 

Tariff.  Upgrades associated with the modeled accepted long-term firm 

transmission service are included in the Transmission System planning model, 

upon the completion of the associated Aggregate Facilities Studyexecution of the 

various Service  in accordance Agreements with Attachment Z1 of this Tariffthe 

Transmission Customers.  Transmission upgrades related to an approved request 

for transmission service may be deferred or supplemented by other upgrades based 

upon the results of subsequent studies.  Changes in planned upgrades do not remove 
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the obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission facilities 

available to start or continue the approved transmission service. 

 

c) Interconnection facilities and other transmission upgrades related to requests for 

Generator Interconnection Service are described in Attachment V of this Tariff.  

Upgrades associated with the modeled Generator Interconnection Service are 

included in the Transmission System planning model upon the execution of a 

Generator Interconnection Agreement with the Generator Interconnection 

Customers or filing of an un-executed Generator Interconnection Agreement with 

the Commission.  Transmission upgrades related to an approved interconnection 

agreement may be deferred or supplemented by other upgrades based upon the 

results of subsequent studies.  Changes in planned upgrades do not remove the 

obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission facilities 

available to start or continue the approved interconnection service. 

 

d) A Sponsored Upgrade will be included in the Transmission System planning model 

upon execution of the Agreement for Sponsored Upgrade in Schedule 1 to 

Attachment J of this Tariff.   

 

e) Projects approved in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment O will be 

included in the Transmission System planning model upon approval for 

construction. 

SPP Business Practices 
 

BP 7060 Notification  to  Construct  and  Project  Cost  Estimating  Processes  Effective 
January 1, 2012 
 
3. Issuance of an NTC or NTC-C 
The authority for SPP to issue an NTC is derived from approval by the BOD, a FERC filed 
Service Agreement under  the  SPP  OATT,  an  endorsed Economic or  Sponsored Upgrade upon 
the  execution of  a  contract that financially commits a Project Sponsor to fund such upgrade, or 
when such upgrade is otherwise required pursuant to the tariff.  An NTC or NTC-C may be issued 
for projects originating from study processes described in Attachment O of the OATT. 
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The issuance of an NTC or NTC-C represents that the Network Upgrade is eligible for cost recovery 
under the SPP OATT, including if SPP withdraws the NTC or NTC-C as described in Section 7 
below. 

 
For non-Competitive Projects, SPP will issue an NTC-C for Applicable Projects. SPP staff will 
provide the timeframe that the DTO has to provide its CPE to SPP in the NTC-C letter. 

 
SPP will issue an NTC or NTC-C under the conditions and time constraints defined in Sections 

3.1 through 3.5. An NTC-C shall not be issued for a Competitive Project. 
 
 
 

3.1. Approved Network Upgrades from ITP/High Priority Studies 
 

Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTC(s) or NTC-C(s) for all Network Upgrades 
approved by the BOD for which financial commitment is required prior to the approval of the next 
update of the STEP.  Additionally if authorized by the BOD, SPP staff will issue an NTC/NTC-C 
for each Network Upgrade for which a financial commitment is needed within the next four years 
or other time period as designated by the BOD.   For a non- Competitive Project, such an 
NTC/NTC-C will be issued within 15 business days from the time the SPP BOD approves the 
project. For a Competitive Project, an NTC will be issued to the Selected RFP Respondent in 
accordance with Attachment Y of the OATT. 

 
 

3.2. Sponsored Upgrades 
 

An NTC will be issued for an endorsed Sponsored Upgrade once a project sponsor has financially 
committed to pay for the Sponsored Upgrade. 

 

 
 
 

3.3. Network Upgrades related to Transmission Service requests 
 
Unless  previously issued,  SPP  staff  will  issue  NTCs  or  NTC-Cs  for  all  identified  non-
Competitive ProjectsService Upgrades identified associated within the finalized Aggregate 
Transmission Service Study Transmission Service Agreements (TSAs) within 15 business days 
from the time at which SPP receives from all customers in an Aggregate Study executed TSA(s) or 
written request(s) from customer(s) requesting a TSA be filed unexecuted.in Accordance with 
Attachment Z1 of the SPP OATT within 15 business days of the study completion. 

 
3.4. Network Upgrades related to Generation Interconnection requests 

 
Unless previously issued, SPP staff may issue NTCs for identified project(s) associated with 
Generation Interconnection Agreements (GIA) to an affected Transmission Owner (TO) who is not a 
party to the GIA within 15 business days from the Effective Date of the GIA. 

 
 
 
 

3.5. Network Upgrades related to Attachment AQ requests 
 
Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTCs or NTC-Cs for all identified projectsNetwork 
Upgrades  associated with the request for which a financial commitment is needed within the next 
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four years.  NTCs or NTC-Cs will be issued within 15 business days from the time at which SPP 
receives the updated and executed Network Integrated Integration Transmission Service Agreement. 

…   
7. NTC/NTC-C Withdrawal or Suspension 
In the event that changes occur which could render an NTC/NTC-C for an approved Project 
unnecessary, SPP may re-study the need for the Project.  Changes that could render an NTC/NTC-
C for an approved Project unnecessary include but are not limited to: 

¾ Changes in load 
¾ Changes in generation 
¾ Annulment of TSR’s 
¾ Change in local planning criteria 
¾ Modeling error 

 
 
But must not: 

¾ Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed service 
under the SPP 

OATT 
¾ Render firm transmission service undeliverable 

 
 
 

7.1. Stakeholder Request for Project Re-studied for Withdrawal 
A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC/NTC-C Project re-studied for withdrawal must provide SPP 
with the necessary information needed to study the removal of the Project from the appropriate 
models.  If SPP determines that changes have occurred that could render an NTC/NTC-C for an 
approved Project unnecessary, SPP will perform any necessary analysis and will, in consultation 
with stakeholders, determine if the Project is still required. Consideration of NTC/NTC-C 
withdrawal will take into account the stage of development of the Project and discussion with the 
DTO. 

 
If SPP confirms that an NTC/NTC-C Project is unnecessary, it will inform the TWG, PCWG, 
MOPC, and BOD of this fact at their next regularly scheduled meeting and request approval by the 
BOD, as necessary, to withdraw the NTC/NTC-C. 

 
 
After the BOD approves the withdrawal of an NTC/NTC-C, SPP will notify the DTO that the 
NTC/NTC-C has been withdrawn.  If the NTC/NTC-C was due to a Service Agreementfinalized 
Aggregate Transmission Service Study in accordance with Attachment Z1 of the SPP OATT, then 
the NTC/NTC-C withdrawal shall not need TWG, MOPC, or BOD approval but shall be addressed 
by SPP staff.  SPP staff will work in coordination with the DTO to properly and safely stop all 
activities on the Project. 

 





RR 305
Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate 
Transmission Service Study
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Issues Identified
• Attachment O states that new transmission service and 

any associated service upgrades are included in the 
models upon execution of various agreements (i.e. 
Service Agreements and Generator Interconnection 
Agreements)

• Business Practice 7060 does not allow for NTCs to be 
issued for service upgrades until the Service Agreement 
with SPP is filed 

• Attachment Z1 was updated to modify the Aggregate 
Facilities Study process where, if all Transmission 
Customer (TC) parameters are met at the conclusion of 
the study, then the TC is obligated to take the service

3



Proposed Changes
• Remove the requirement for filing a Service Agreement prior to 

modeling new Transmission Service in the ITP 

• Remove the requirement for SPP to issue a NTC or NTC-C prior 
to filing a Service Agreement

• Add the financial commitment date of four years to the issuance 
of a NTC or NTC-C to Attachment AQ
 Provide clarity on when SPP issues NTC or NTC-C for Attachment AQ
 Align the process with the ITP process

4



Benefits Anticipated
• Members with new Transmission Service coming out of an 

Aggregate Facilities Study will have their service included and 
studied in the upcoming ITP Models

• All members will have the most up to date information included 
in the ITP Models 

• Eliminate the time lag for getting service inputs from 
Transmission Services (TS)

• Closer alignment of the modeling inputs from the ITP and TS 
study cycles

5



Recommendation
SPP recommends that the TWG approve RR 305.

6



Review & Approval Timeline
• Working Groups and Task Forces

 Regional Tariff Working Group – Approved 7/26/2018
 Transmission Working Group – 8/14/2018
 Project Cost Working Group – 9/5/2018
 Reliability Compliance Working Group – 8/29/2018
 Business Practices Working Group – 8/22/2018
 Operating Reliability Working Group – Approved 8/1/2018
 Supply Adequacy Working Group – 8/28/2018

• MOPC—10/16-17/2018

• BOD—10/30/2018
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Dispatch in the 
Aggregate 
Transmission 
Service Study 
Process
Charlton Hill

SPP Engineering, Transmission Services

August 14, 2018
2



Purpose
• The purpose of the presentation is to 

provide an overview on how SPP models a 
long-term Transmission Service Request 
(TSR) in the Aggregate Transmission 
Service Study (ATSS) process

3



ATSS Process
• ATSS is a process for evaluating requests 

for long-term transmission service, 
including new or changed Designated 
Resources

• Open Seasons
 20YY-AG1: December 1st – May 31st

 20YY-AG2: June 1st – November 30th

• Attachment Z1 of the SPP Tariff

• ATSS Process Document

4



Transmission Services
• Network Integration Transmission Service 

(NITS)
 Receipt Points/Network Resources
 Delivery Point/Network Loads

• Point-to-Point (PTP)
 Path

• Long-Term Firm
 One (1) year or greater in duration

• Rollover Rights
 Five (5) years or greater in duration

• Transfer Distribution Factor
 3% cut-off factor

5



ATSS Model Set
• SPP-2018-AG1 Aggregate Study
 Scenario 0, Scenario 5
 Block Dispatch Order

• SPP-2018-AG2 Aggregate Study and beyond
 Base Reliability Models
 Economic Dispatch

6



Base Case Model Build

Start with ITP 
models

Include 
previously 

accepted service

Include upgrades 
endorsed by 

Board

Remove 
Network 

Upgrades under 
re-evaluation

Add new 
sources/sinks 

needed for study

Out-of-cycle 
updates

7



Transfer Case Model Build
• Start with base case models

• NITS:  Generation to Generation, 
Generation to Load

• PTP: Generation to Generation

• Generation to Generation: Existing 
generation serving load is ramped down 
and new requested generation is ramped 
up

• Generation to Load: Requested generation 
is ramped up and load scaled to sink new 
generation request

8



Network TSR Example
• Source: ABC

• POR: ABC

• Sink: City of Smallville

• POD: CSE

• Requested Amount: 50 MW

• Term of Service: 1/1/2020 – 1/1/2025

9



Dispatch for Network TSR
• ABC Dispatch

• CSE Dispatch

10

Resource
Dispatch 

Order
Pmax

Base Case -
Pgen

Transfer Case -
Pgen

Unit #1 1 100 100 100

Unit #2 2 75 75 75

Unit #3 3 150 50 100

Resource
Dispatch 

Order
Pmax

Base Case -
Pgen

Transfer Case -
Pgen

Unit #4 1 50 50 50
Unit #7 2 40 40 40
Unit #8 3 40 40 20

Unit #10 4 50 30 0



Generation to Load Transfer 
for Network TSR
• Assume CSE Load = 155 MW and CSE Losses = 

5 MW

• Before Transfer

• After Transfer

• *Note: Unit #3 in ABC’s fleet was ramped up by 50 
MW to accommodate the transfer

11

CSE 160 
MW

CSE
155 MW

ABC*
50 MW + 
CSE 110 

MW

CSE
155 MW



PTP TSR Example
• Source: Red Canyon

• POR: ABC

• Sink: Lake Mead

• POD: LVN

• Requested Amount: 15 MW

• Term of Service: 1/1/2019 – 1/1/2023

12



Dispatch for PTP TSR
• Red Canyon Dispatch

• LVN Dispatch

13

Resource
Dispatch 

Order
Pmax

Base Case -
Pgen

Transfer Case -
Pgen

Red 
Canyon

1 100 0 15

Resource
Dispatch 

Order
Pmax

Base Case -
Pgen

Transfer Case -
Pgen

Unit #2 1 4 4 4

Unit #3 2 15 15 15

Unit #4 3 50 25 10



ATSS Documentation
• SPP Tariff
 Attachment Z1
 Main Body - Sections 19 and 32

• Transmission Services Page on OASIS
 http://sppoasis.spp.org/documents/swpp/transm

ission/TRPAGE.CFM
 Aggregate Transmission Service Study Process 

Document

14

http://sppoasis.spp.org/documents/swpp/transmission/TRPAGE.CFM




Updated Map 
Request Process

2



Overview

• Current Process

• Why change?

• Next Steps

3



Current Process
• Individual Stakeholders must submit 

request form and NDA through RMS

• SPP processes NDA and map request form

• Hard copy mailed to stakeholder

• Globalscape link sent for soft copy 
requests

4



Why Change?
• Individual NDA creates possible 

compliance risk for stakeholder staff

• Additional administrative time for 
stakeholder staff to complete NDA process

• Consistency in how SPP handles maps 
provided to the public

• Legal review of most recent FERC 
guidelines indicates publically available 
maps don’t require NDA

5



Why Change?
• Detailed information can be found from 

multiple sources

6

https://www.eia.gov/state/maps.php?v=Electricity https://hifld-geoplatform.opendata.arcgis.com/

https://www.eia.gov/state/maps.php?v=Electricity
https://hifld-geoplatform.opendata.arcgis.com/


Why Change?
• New process aligns with majority of 

ISO/RTOs

7

ISO/RTO Available to 
Public

Require 
NDA

CEII

ISO-NE   

PJM   

NYISO   

CAISO   

ERCOT   

SPP   

MISO ? ? ?



New Process
• Stakeholders submit Map Request Form 

through RMS
 Hard copy requests mailed to stakeholder
 Globalscape link sent for soft copy requests

• No NDA required

• Updated instructions on SPP website

8



Recommendation
• Remove CEII marking and requirement of 

NDA to acquire copies of SPP transmission 
maps and atlases and the PDFs provided to 
be unlocked to allow for printing of maps.

9



System Strength 
and Short Circuit 
Ratio 
ORWG Meeting 
8/1/2018
Douglas Bowman, PE
dbowman@spp.org

1



Outline

1. Short Circuit
2. System Strength and SCR



Short Circuit
Section 1

3



Short Circuit Characteristics

• A short circuit (AKA fault) is an abnormally low 
impedance path to ground

• V=IZ    I=V/Z

• During short circuit, Nominal V and very low 
Z means large I

• Maximum voltage drop occurs at the fault 
location

• Short circuit currents generate large amounts of 
heat and magnetic forces



Short Circuit Characteristics

• Arcing and burning can occur at the 
short circuit location

• Short circuit currents flow from various 
sources to the short circuit location

• System voltage drops in proportion to 
the current magnitude.



Short Circuit Characteristics

Generator Response to a Short Circuit (Fault)



Faults – Two Categories

L-L L-L-G3 - φ L-G

Balanced Unbalanced
Annual studies are performed by SPP to determine the maximum available 
short circuit current at every bus in the system



Balanced 3φ Faults

L-L-L 
fault

𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 =
𝑉𝑉𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
𝑋𝑋𝐼𝐼

I1

Vpf ∼

I1

L-L-L-G 
fault

∼
∼

∼
Xd’’A

Since this is a balanced or symmetrical fault,  it is analyzed on a per-phase basis

Thevenin equivalent as  
seen from the fault point

Xd’’AXd’’B

Xd’’C

I1

IA’’

IC’’

IB’’

I’’ is the subtransient current and is the maximum available fault current that 
will be seen at the terminals of the generator due to a bolted three phase fault.



Unbalanced Faults

Since these are unbalanced or unsymmetrical fault,  they are analyzed using the 
method of symmetrical components discussed earlier

L-G Fault: L-L Fault: L-L-G Fault:

∼ ∼
Y- ∆ ∆-Y

Y
L-G
Fault



System Strength 
and SCR
Section 7
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Grid Strength
Grid strength is a measure of the stiffness system with 
respect to voltage.  Unlike frequency, location matters.

Depends on generation mix and topology

When minor grid disturbances such as load changes 
occur:

11

Strong Grid                 Weak Grid

Bus voltages change a lotBus voltages change little



Grid Strength
• Weak Grid:
 Low X/R grid ratio or 

high impedance
More prone to 

instability, voltage 
drop, frequency 
deviations and 
harmonic distortion

• Short circuit current is a 
good indicator of grid 
strength.  
 High Isc= good
 Low Isc = not good 12

• Synchronous machines 
(generators, 
condensers) 
strengthen the grid



Wind Integration 
• Weak AC grids can limit the amount of wind 

power that can be integrated
• Steady state voltage issues

• Inverter control issues

• Ramp rate issues

• An N-1 (element out of service) further weakens the grid

• Since grid strength is area specific, how much 
wind can be integrated in a particular area of 
the SPP footprint? 

• At a specific bus? 

• How do we know the grid strength?



Short Circuit Ratio

• Measures the strength (voltage stiffness) at a point (bus) 
in the power system

• Measured at the POI of a resource to be connected

• Low SCR indicates weakness and additional analysis may 
be required

• High levels of Inverter-based generation will have a 
different impact on SCR than with conventional generation

• See NERC Reliability Guideline:  Integrating Inverter-
Based Resources into weak Power Systems for details
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𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 =
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆
𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀

Maximum Available Short Circuit Power 
(MVA) before connection of the resource

Power Rating (MW) of resource to be 
connected



Composite Short Circuit Ratio

A large concentration of wind plants 
connected in the vicinity of a transmission 
node can result in low grid strength

SCR calculation becomes more complicated

Composite SCR is better measure of Ratio

SPP working with EPRI to develop tool to 
calculate SCRs and CSCRs in SPP system
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𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 =
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆
𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀

Maximum Available Short Circuit Power (MVA) at a 
created common bus before connection of resource

Resource Power Rating (MW)



Short Circuit Ratio

There is general industry acceptance 
that SCR > 2.5 is strong

Note:  SPP does not have criteria for SCR
Upon completion of the Inverter-Based Resource 
Integration Study (IBIS) SPP will work towards 
developing SCR Criteria.
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2020 ITP
Schedule
Juliano Freitas

July 26, 2018



ITP
2020

General Information
• Projected Amount of Hours: 28,000*

• Number of Milestones: 53

• Working Groups Involved: ESWG, TWG 
and MDWG

• Finishing Date: October 2020

3* Based on 2 Futures
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4

2020 ITP Timeline



ITP
2020

Scope Development
• Start: 7/23/2018

• End: 1/16/2019 (Member’s Final Approval)
 MOPC Approval: 1/16/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 12/15/2018 – 12/27/2018 (8 days)

• Staff Leader: Kirk Hall (khall@spp.org)

• Working Group Approvals: ESWG and TWG

5
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ITP
2020Powerflow Model

• Start:  7/09/2018

• End:  2/15/2019 (Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Pass 0 – Trial 1:  7/13/2018 – 7/20/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 0 – Trial 2:  8/03/2018 – 8/24/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 1:  9/14/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2:  10/05/2018 – 10/26/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 3:  11/16/2018 – 12/07/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 4:  12/21/2018 – 1/11/2019 (15 days)
 Final Data Submission Deadline:  1/11/2019
 Final Initial ITP:  2/02/2019 – 2/08/2019 (5 days)
 Final Initial ITP Approval:  2/15/2019
 Final ITP Approval with Oct. 2019 Board approved projects in Nov. 

2019

• Staff Leader:  David Duhart (dduhart@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval:  TWG 6

mailto:dduhart@spp.org


ITP
2020

Short Circuit Model
• Start: 11/14/2018

• End:  2/28/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 Pass 1:  12/14/2018 – 12/21/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2:  1/17/2019 – 2/01/2019 (10 days)
 Pass 3:  2/21/2019 – 2/28/2019 (5 days) (MDWG Approval)
 Final ITP Approval with Oct. 2019 Board approved projects in Nov. 

2019

• Staff Leader:  Zack Bearden (zbearden@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval:  TWG

7
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ITP
2020

Load Review
• Start: 7/23/2018

• End: 2/15/2019 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Load Pass 1:  9/17/2018 – 9/28/2018 (10 days)
 Load Pass 2:  10/15/2018 – 10/26/2018 (10 days)
 Load Pass 3:  11/26/2018 – 12/07/2018 (10 days)
 Pass 1:  9/14/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2:  10/05/2018 – 10/26/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 3:  11/16/2018 – 12/07/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 4:  12/21/2018 – 1/11/2019 (15 days)
 Final Data Submission Deadline:  1/11/2019
 Final Posting for Approval:  2/08/2019 (7 days)

• Staff Leader: Theva Chanthaseny (tchanthaseny@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG and ESWG

8
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ITP
2020

Generation Review
• Start: 7/23/2018

• End: 2/15/2019 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Gen Pass 1:  9/17/2018 – 9/28/2018 (10 days)
 RAR & Waiver Request to Stakeholders:  9/21/2018 – 10/26/2018 (25 days)
 Gen Pass 2:  10/15/2018 – 10/26/2018 (10 days)
 Gen Pass 3:  11/26/2018 – 12/07/2018 (10 days)
 Pass 1:  9/14/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2:  10/05/2018 – 10/26/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 3:  11/16/2018 – 12/07/2018 (15 days)
 Pass 4:  12/21/2018 – 1/11/2019 (15 days)
 Final Data Submission Deadline:  1/11/2019
 Final Posting for Approval:  2/08/2019 (7 days)

• Staff Leader: Theva Chanthaseny (tchanthaseny@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG and ESWG

9
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2020 ITP Scope 
and Futures 
Introduction
Kirk Hall

August 14-15, 2018

2
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Objective
• Introduce 2020 ITP Scope and identify 

items where TWG feedback will be 
necessary

3



ITP
2020

Timeline:

• July-December 2018

• January 2019 MOPC Approval

Working Group Involvement:

• ESWG, TWG, ORWG, SPC, MOPC

2020 ITP Scope Overview

3



ITP
2020

• Overview
 Objective

 Schedule

• Economic Model 
Overview
 Internal
 Futures

 Must Run Units

 Unit-specific spinning reserve 
updates

 Renewable Accreditation

 External
 Prototype parameters

 PSTs

• Resource Plan
 Conventional Generator 

Prototypes

 Renewable Generator 
Modeling

• Solution Evaluation
 Persistent Operational 

Solution Evaluation

 Consolidation

• Final Assessments
 Sensitivities

 Stability Analysis

Expected 2020 ITP Scope Outline



ITP
2020

Scope Items for ITP Manual
• PSTs
 BA Models allow PSTs to adjust if auto adjust setting is 

enabled
 BA Models fix PSTs if auto adjust setting is disabled

• DC Ties 
 Transactions fixed with no assumed curtailment price 

based upon hourly profiles from previous three years of 
historical flows, capped at long-term firm transmission 
service amounts

• Expectation for items that can be standardized 
should be added to the ITP Manual and removed 
from the scope

6



ITP
20202020 ITP Working Group Scope 

Timeline 

7
*Consolidation dependent on Futures discussion

Topic JUL AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN
Futures ESWG-TWG-ORWG- SPC
Project Schedule ESWG-TWG
Must Run Units ESWG
Renewable Accreditation ESWG
Unit Specific Spinning Reserve ESWG
External Prototype Parameters ESWG
Conventional Generator Prototypes ESWG
Renewable Generator Modeling ESWG-TWG
Persistent Operational Solution Evaluation ESWG-TWG-ORWG
Consolidation* ESWG-TWG
Sensitivities ESWG
Stability Assessment TWG
Final Scope Document ESWG-TWG MOPC





ITP
Planned Generation 
Retirement Consistency
ESWG/MDWG/TWG

August, 2018

2



Objective
• Cover 2019 ITP Base Reliability and SPP BA 

Gen Review lessons learned regarding 
consistency in planned generation 
retirements between the two models with 
ESWG/MDWG/TWG 

• Discuss 2020 ITP Base Reliability 
Powerflow and BA Gen Review 
improvement recommendations to have 
consistency in planned generation 
retirements

3



Background
• Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force 

recommended a common planning model
 “To meet the goal of consistency in the planning 

process, the TPITF recommends the building of a 
common base reliability model that will be used for all 
SPP planning processes including Transmission 
Service and Generation Interconnection as well as the 
ITP. “

• SPP staff compared the stakeholder reviewed ITP 
BA gen review workbook and the base reliability 
model planned generation retirements

• SPP staff found inconsistencies between the two 
data sets 
 Initiated an ad hoc planned generation retirement 

review for stakeholders to check and adjust to 
establish consistency

4



Data Coordination Issues
• Under the new process stakeholders and 

staff are adjusting internal coordination 
efforts

• ITP manual and process has two 
mechanisms (Powerflow & Gen Review) to 
reflect a planned generation retirement for 
the common planning model

5



ITP Manual Section 2 Model 
Development 

Powerflow
2.1 Base Reliability Model Overview 

2.1.1 Generation Resources

Generation resources may be modeled, 
but are not available for dispatch, if:

1. The resource does not have 
approved long-term firm 
transmission service.

2. The resource is mothballed or 
planned for retirement.

Generation resources that have been 
mothballed or are planned for retirement 
must be submitted to SPP through SPP’s 
modeling database tool and the SPP 
Request Management System (RMS) for 
the base reliability model. Upon 
receiving this information, these 
resources will remain in the models until 
such time they are officially 
decommissioned. Until this 
decommission occurs, the resources will 
be given a PMin, PMax, QMin, and QMax value 
of zero within the models to ensure that 
the units are not dispatched.  

Generation Review
2.2 SPP BA Economic Model Overview

2.2.1.5 Generation Resources

Third-party vendor data will be used 
as the starting point for generation 
parameters needed for the economic 
model set. Data related to the physical 
characteristics of generators will be 
reviewed and updated as needed by 
the SPP stakeholders to provide 
company-specific values through the 
SPP annual data request.

The third-party vendor data to be 
utilized as a starting point may 
include:

• Generator name

• …

• Commission date

• Retirement date

6



Improvement 
Recommendations
• Short-term
 Adjust staff and stakeholder internal coordination as 

needed during the 2020 ITP powerflow and gen review 
milestones

 Incorporate a consistency check and report 
inconsistencies in powerflow and gen review passes 
for stakeholders to internally establish a common 
planned retirement date between the two data sets 

• Long-term
 Propose ITP manual changes that best facilitates 

consistency between the two data sets as appropriate 
to meet TPITF expectation of a common planning 
model

7
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2020 ITP Load and 
Generation Review
Theva Coleman

August 14-15, 2018

2



ITP
2020

Objective
• Acquire an accurate representation of load 

and generation within and outside of the 
SPP footprint

• Data to be utilized in the ITP Powerbase 
Model 

3

Initial 
PowerBase

Data

Select 2019 
ITP Gen & 

Load 
Updates

ITP Manual, 
2020 ITP 

Gen & Load  
Review 
Updates

2020 ITP 
Powerbase
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Gen and Load Review Overview

4

• Milestone Timeline including approvals
 July 2018 – February 2019 
 Stakeholder review starts in September
 Load and Generation locked in mid-January
 Working Group Final Approval in February

• Working Group Involvement
 ESWG
 TWG
 MDWG

• Economic models built
 Y2, Y5 & Y10



ITP
2020

Gen and Load Review Overview
• 2017 Fall NERC Nodal Simulation Ready 

Model from ABB used as data source

• MTEP191 from MISO used as data source

• Machines and Peak Load from summer 
peak years 2, 5, & 10 of 2019 Series 
Powerflow models

• Internal and External Gen Review to be 
performed in parallel

51 Adapt to MTEP19
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2020 ITP Gen  
Review

6
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Stakeholder Review
• Generation and Load Workbooks – Posting 

on 9/14/2018

• Resource Addition Request and Waiver
Request – Posting on 9/21/2018

7



ITP
2020

ITP Manual
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ITP Manual (cont’d)
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2020 ITP Load 
Review

10
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2020 ITP Load Review Overview
• Items to be surveyed:
 Load factors by Demand Group
 Loss factors by Demand Group

• Items to be reviewed: 
 Demand Group Mapping (Economic Load 

Ownership Legend)
 Non-Scalable and Scalable Loads
 Station Service Loads

• ABB and MTEP191 data to be reviewed:
 Hourly Load Profiles
 Monthly Peak & Energy Percentages 
 Station Service Loads – MTEP only
 Demand Group Peak (MW) and Peak Energy 

(GWh) – MTEP only 111 Adapt to MTEP19



ITP
2020

2020 ITP Load and 
Generation Review 
Timeline

12
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Load and Gen Review Timeline

13

Task Start date Duration 
(days)

End date

Post Load & Generation Review for Stakeholder
Review

9/14/2018 9/14/2018

Stakeholder Review & Feedback Period 9/17/2018 10 9/28/2018

Send out RAR and Waiver Request to Stakeholder 9/21/2018 9/21/2018

Stakeholder RAR and Waiver Submittal Period 9/24/2018 25 10/26/2018

Working Group Meetings on RAR and Wavier Request 10/1/2018 11/30/2018

Post Load & Generation Review for Stakeholder
Review

10/12/2018 10/12/2018

Stakeholder Review & Feedback Period 10/15/2018 10 10/26/2018

Post Load & Generation Review for Stakeholder
Review

11/21/2018 11/21/2018

Stakeholder Review & Feedback Period 11/26/2018 10 12/7/2018

Working Group Meeting on Gen Review (ESWG) 12/3/2018 12/3/2018

Load & Generation Data Locked Down 1/11/2018 1/11/2018

Post Load & Generation Review for Stakeholder
Approval

2/8/2019
2/8/2019

Working Group Milestone Approval TBD*

*Subject to change based on future working group meeting dates
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Planning Criteria 5.5 – Interconnection Review 

Report Summary 
 

 

Hope 115kV Tie Project  
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Introduction 
AEP has proposed an 115kV tie project for the City of Hope, Arkansas.  The 

proposed in service date is Spring 2020. The tie project will consist of SWEPCO 

constructing a new 3 breaker ring bus (MISO) at the current Entergy owned 

Emmet Switch (MISO), emergency feed to City of Hope.  Station upgrades at City 

of Hope’s Hope Switch (SPP) will be required by both SWEPCO and City of Hope, 

facilitating a 3 breaker T arrangement.  The work at the two endpoints will allow 

for the normally open emergency tie switch to be normally closed.  The minimal 

work at the Hope Switch is needed for proper relay coordination for all four 

facility owning affected parties (eliminates multi-terminal line arrangements).  

The affected parties owning facilities are: Entergy, City of Hope, AECC, and AEP. 

The results of this study have been reviewed by all facility owning affected parties 

with concurrence.    The affected RTOs are SPP and MISO.  MISO has analyzed the 

proposal for impacts to their system and determined there to be “no harm.” 

 

Results 
The affected SPP zones, and adjacent SPP zones, were monitored for criteria 

violations.  Affected and adjacent MISO zones were covered in the MISO study. 

The steady-state power flow analyses revealed no thermal issues on any facilities 

that did not pre-exist in the “base” models.  Additionally, these analyses revealed 

no voltage issues that did not pre-exist in the “base” models.  For one N-1, high 

voltage in the base case, the proposed project mitigated the high voltage 

significantly (2017ITPNT-21L0_Base).   

 

It was determined by engineering judgement that a stability analysis was not 

needed.  Based on that engineering judgement, the stability for local generation 

(Turk and Fulton) is slightly improved due to the added path. 

 

A short circuit analysis was performed on the 2017 SPP 18 SCBC B5 Aspen case.  

Base results and system modified results are in Attachments 3 and 4, respectively.  

There were no over dutied breakers revealed in the analysis.  AECC analyzed their 

facilities finding no over dutied breakers. 

 

MISO and Entergy analyzed the proposal for its impacts to their system.  The 

analysis determined “no harm” to the MISO/Entergy system (Attachment 5). 
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Methodology and Assumptions 
 

The power flow models used for this analysis are:  

 

Group 1 - based on cases supporting the issuance of NTCs 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L0_BA_FINAL 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L0_BA_FINAL_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L0_Base 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L0_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S0_BA_FINAL 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S0_BA_FINAL_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S0_Base 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S0_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W0_BA_FINAL 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W0_BA_FINAL_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W0_Base 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W0_Modified 
 

 

 

 

 

Group 2 – The remainder of the 2017 cases (note: Scenario 5 was considered for 

coupling criteria) 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22L 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22L_Modified 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22S 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22S_Modified 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22SH 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22SH_Modified 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22W 

• 2017MDWGFinal-22W_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L5 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21L5_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S5 
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• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21S5_Modified 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W5 

• 2017ITPNTFINAL-21W5_Modified 
 

 

Adjustments to “base” cases included: 

• All models with “Modified” appended to the file name have the proposed 

system tie modeled for comparison purposes. 
 

Planning Criteria 
N-0 or normal system conditions: 

Bus voltages greater than 95% and less than 105% of nominal. 

Line and transformer flows less than 100% of normal rating (Rate A). 

N-1 or emergency system conditions: 

Bus voltages greater than 92% and less than 105% of nominal. 

Line and transformer flows less than 100% of emergency rating (Rate B). 

NERC TPL contingencies that do not allow interruption of firm transmission 

service or non-consequential load loss. 

 

Note: Analysis complies with NERC Standards, SPP Planning Criteria, and AEP 

Transmission Planning Reliability Criteria. 
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Appendix A 
 

Existing One Line 
(Included in report in the SPP TWG folder on GlobalScape) 

Proposed One Line 
(Included in report in the SPP TWG folder on GlobalScape) 

 

 

 

Appendix B 
 

Interconnection Procedures, Guidelines, and Planning Criteria 

 

NERC TPL Reliability Standard(s) (Transmission Planning): 

http://www.nerc.com/pa/stand/project%20201011%20%20tpl%20table%201%20

footnote%20b/tpl-001-4_022013.pdf 

 

AEP Interconnection Guidelines: 

http://www.aep.com/about/codeofconduct/OASIS/TransmissionStudies/ 

 

AEP Transmission Planning Criteria: 

http://www.aep.com/about/codeofconduct/OASIS/TransmissionStudies/ 

 



 

7 

 

SPP Transmission Planning Criteria: 

https://www.spp.org/documents/33003/spp%20effective%20planning%20criteria

_v1.4_10092017.pdf 

 

 

 



 

 Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 
violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MODEL DEVELOPMENT WORKING GROUP 
Report to the Transmission Working Group 

August 14-15, 2018 

 

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

MDWG Member Company 
Nate Morris Empire District Electric Company 

Derek Brown Evergy Companies 
Dustin Betz Nebraska Public Power District 

John Boshears City Utilities of Springfield 
Jerad Ethridge Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Joe Fultz Grand River Dam Authority 
Wayne Haidle Basin Electric Power Cooperative 

Holli Krizek Western Area Power Administration 
Reené Miranda Southwestern Public Service 

Alex Mucha Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Gimod Olapurayil ITC Great Plains 

Scott Schichtl Arkansas Electric Cooperative Company 
Jason Shook GDS Associates 

Liam Stringham Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Sunny Raheem Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 

Activity Update 
 
MDWG Update: 

• Most recent MDWG Charter revisions previously approved by TWG and MOPC have 
received approval from CGC and SPP Board of Directors in July.  

• MDWG continues to review its Charter for adequate representation based on the April 
MOPC feedback.  

• MDWG is currently discussing the 2019 MDWG power flow, short circuit, and dynamics 
schedule. 

• The group is currently kicking off three focus groups including power flow, dynamics, and 
short circuit to provide an environment for detailed review of modeling practices and 
processes.  

• The group is discussing the possibility of a standard dynamic model list approach 
• The 2019 MDWG dynamics schedule is currently being discussed 
• The MDWG is holding monthly conference calls on the first Thursday of each month. 

o Next Conference Call: September 6th 
o Next Face-to-Face Meeting: January 8-9th, 2019. 

 



 

 Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 
violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

 

Model Status: 
 
Power Flow: 

• 2019 MDWG Power Flow and Short Circuit build started July 9th. 
• 2019 MDWG Power Flow P0 models were posted on August 3rd. Pass 1 started August 

6th.  
• Latest Project Status: On-Schedule 

 
Short Circuit: 

• Latest Project Status: 2019 MDWG Short Circuit starts Nov 16th 
 

Dynamics: 
• 2018 MDWG Dynamic Model Series 

o SPP staff and consultant are initializing the models 
o Initial posting for member review is August 22nd. 
o Delayed approve of model schedule for Oct 1st. 
o Latest Project Status: Under Mitigation  

• 2019 MDWG Dynamics Model Series 
o Schedule under development 

 
Other Items: 

• Geomagnetic Induced Currents (GIC) modeling data for Geomagnetic Model (GMD) was 
approved by MDWG in June. 

• The MDWG Procedure Manual has recently had several sections approved including Purpose, 
Scope of Applicability, Accountability Language, Model Release Guidelines, Short Circuit Format, 
Renewable Dispatch, and Bus Naming Convention.   

• Engineering Data Submission Tool (EDST) testing and review is complete. Go online will be in 
September. 

• The group at large is interested in working with TWG and ESWG for model reduction for the 
upcoming 2020 MDWG (2021ITP) model series.  Work will continue over the next year to attempt 
to resolve the year 1 definition across all studies and model needs. 

 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Sunny Raheem 
MDWG Secretary 



 
 

 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

DYNAMIC LOAD TASK FORCE REPORT 

Report to the Transmission Working Group 
August 6, 2018 

 

Organizational Roster 

The following members and staff represent the Dynamic Load Task Force (DLTF): 

Derek Brown, Chairman – Evergy Companies (WERE and KCPL) 
Brian Brownlow - Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) 
Reené Miranda – Xcel Energy (SPS) 
Mathew Stoltz – Basin Electric Power Cooperatives (BEPC) 
Liam Stringham – Sunflower Electric (SUNC) 
 
Chris Colson – Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) 
Scott Jordan, Secretary - Southwest Power Pool (SPP) 

 

Dynamic Load Task Force Activity Update 

• The DLTF continues to be involved with WECC, EPRI, MEPPI, and NERC LMTF to gain industry 
knowledge of the CMLD Load Model. 

• The DLTF CMLD Activities:  
o A requirement to apply the CMLD (composite load model) dyre file models to the 

industrial agricultural loads greater than 10 MWs has been placed in the MDWG Manual 
for the 2018 MDWG Build case set.  The DLTF is supporting the SPP Modeling 
Department with the data gathering for the CMLD information. Default CMLD data sets 
for industrial loads were approved in July for use in the 2018 Series Dynamic Models.  

o The DLTF has begun to develop the remaining set of CMLD models to cover Residential 
and Commercial loads which will complete a comprehensive review of the application of 
the CMLD model.  The DLTF will develop dyre file models, benchmark them, and present 
results and recommendations on their use to the TWG and MDWG. Target completion is 
the end of 2018 depending on the timely completion of the 2018 Series Dynamic Models. 

• DLTF “SPP Disturbance Performance Requirements” Activities:  
o The DLTF has submitted a response to the VIS TWG action item regarding the review of 

the damping criteria. There will be further activities in support of the response to the VIS 
TWG action item due to the complexity of the situation.  The DLTF will be looking for 
synergies between SPP Staff and Members to develop the technical verbiage around this 
issue along tools to assess dynamic simulation results.  

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Derek Brown, DLTF Chairman 
Scott Jordan, DLTF Secretary 
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Commission 
 
The DLTF was assigned an action item by the Transmission Working Group (TWG) to re-
evaluate and consider increasing the existing damping ratio of 0.8% found in the SPP 
Disturbance Performance Requirements criteria.  The impetus for this action item were 
findings from the 2017 SPP Variable Generation Integration Study.   
 
Background 
 
The Transient Stability Task Force (predecessor to the DLTF) developed initial rotor angle 
damping and transient voltage requirements in 2012, with them being codified in the TWG-
approved Disturbance Performance Requirements in 2013.  The incipient SPP stability-
related criteria were strongly influenced by pre-existing stability requirements familiar to 
the Nebraska companies who transitioned from the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP).  
Subsequent to the initial release of the Disturbance Performance Requirements, the DLTF 
presented revisions in 2015 and 2016 that clarified delay times when assessing voltage 
recovery and other minor updates.   
 
Assertions 
 
The DLTF affirms that Disturbance Performance Criteria are critical to properly planning and 
operating the SPP transmission system.  The following principles are fundamental to the 
development and application of the Disturbance Performance Criteria. 
 
The DLTF affirms that the Disturbance Performance Criteria should require that the SPP 
transmission system, after being subjected to a physical disturbance, regain a state of 
equilibrium characterized by bounded system electrical quantities sufficient to prevent 
Cascading, voltage collapse, and uncontrolled islanding.   System stability, therefore, in the 
context of the Disturbance Performance Criteria, should be a distinct operative range of 
electrical quantities that assures the system regains a state of equilibrium; whereas, system 
instability may occur given electrical quantities outside of established boundary criteria 
leading to the inability of the system to reach a new equilibrium point.  Further, the 
Disturbance Performance Criteria should specify minimum required post-disturbance 
performance for: 
 

1. Rotor angle transient stability, defined as generating unit first-swing stability when 
subjected to a disturbance. 

2. Rotor angle small-signal stability, defined as aggregate generating unit inter-area 
oscillatory stability when subjected to a disturbance. 

D L T F  S u b G r o u p  
DRAFT Recommendation – 22 May 2018 
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3. Transient voltage stability, defined as the recovery of system voltages to acceptable 
magnitudes within a prescribed period, solely attributed to the dynamic1 (fast-acting) 
reactive capability of system equipment, when subjected to a disturbance. 

 
The DLTF affirms that the Disturbance Performance Criteria should not include the following 
system performance requirements, as they are addressed elsewhere in SPP study scoping 
documents, the SPP Criteria, or the SPP OATT: 
 

1. Steady-state normal (continuous) and emergency thermal limits. 
2. Steady-state normal (continuous) and emergency voltage limits. 
3. Transitory2 steady-state frequency stability, defined as the recovery of system 

generating units following a significant imbalance of generation and load, associated 
with responsive reserves and underfrequency load shedding (UFLS). 

4. Transitory3 steady-state voltage stability, defined as the transition of system voltages 
to a new operating state, including the contributions of static load-tap changing and 
voltage regulating reactive capabilities following a disturbance. 

5. Steady-state voltage stability, defined as the convergence of system voltages to a new 
operating state following a prescribed Contingency. 

 
The DLTF affirms that the Disturbance Performance Criteria contain the boundary conditions 
for rotor angle stability.  All transient rotor angle responses and dynamic behavior of the 
system shall be positively damped.  The degree to which the system must be positively 
damped, often describe by the margin to the critically-damped system response, is 
represented in the existing Disturbance Performance Criteria Successive Positive Peak Ratio 
One (SPPR1) and Five (SPPR5), as well as the 0.8% damping ratio.  System performance 
following a disturbance within these criteria assures stable system response, which is the 
purpose of the criteria. 
 
The DLTF affirms that damping ratio is a multi-dimensional characteristic that describes 
rotor angle response.  Evaluations of linear system response must consider that damping 
ratio is a universal attribute of modal oscillatory frequency.  In other words, for power 
system analyses, rotor angle oscillatory energy that exhibits higher frequency response 
(typically greater than 3-5 Hertz) degrades much more quickly than rotor angle energy at 
lower frequencies, despite exhibiting identical modal damping ratios.  Further, the DLTF 
believes that lower frequency rotor angle oscillatory content is the premier post-disturbance 
concern.   

                                                 
1 Dynamic reactive capabilities refer to the fast-acting contributions from: generator automatic controls (e.g., voltage 
regulators, turbine-governor controls), automatic Protection System responses (e.g., under-voltage load shedding), 
Remedial Action Schemes (RAS), dynamic load behavior (e.g., induction motor load response), and automatic fast-
switching shunt devices. 
 
2 Transitory refers to the period as the system is transitioning from post-disturbance response to a sustained 
equilibrium.  Typically, the transitory period exists from a few seconds to multiple minutes following a disturbance. 
 
3 Transitory refers to the period as the system is transitioning from post-disturbance response to a sustained 
equilibrium.  Typically, the transitory period exists from a few seconds to multiple minutes following a disturbance. 
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The DLTF affirms that, while the rotor angle stability criteria of the Disturbance Performance 
Criteria establishes stable post-disturbance response, the rotor angle stability criteria is a 
basic assessment threshold.  Depending upon the scope and type of study, more restrictive 
rotor angle stability criteria may be appropriate, both for the purpose of screening results 
and for the development of post-study recommendations.  Stringent rotor angle stability 
guidelines, leading to an additional margin to the critically-damped system response, should 
be specified in study scoping documents at the outset of assessment.   
 
The DLTF affirms that analytical assessment of rotor angle transient stability, rotor angle 
small-signal stability, and transient voltage stability requires a significant level-of-
knowledge to assess, as well as complex computational tools to execute.  Across the SPP 
membership, a diversity of experience and access to tools exists complicating assessments 
according to the Disturbance Performance Criteria.   
 
Recommendation 
 
In fulfillment of the commission by the TWG, the DLTF makes the following 
recommendations: 
 

1. Maintain the existing SPPR1, SPPR5, and damping ratio requirements contained in 
the SPP Disturbance Performance Criteria. 
 

2. Direct the DLTF to evaluate enhancements to the SPP Disturbance Performance 
Criteria that will include damping ratio “margin warning” guidelines based upon 
modal frequency.  Examples of these guidelines may include: 
 

Modal 
Frequency 

Damping Ratio 
Criteria [%] 

Time to 50% 
modal energy 

dissipation based 
upon Damping 

Ratio Criteria [s] 

Damping Ratio 
Warning Guideline 

[%] 

Time to 50% 
modal energy 

dissipation based 
upon Damping 
Ratio Warning 
Guideline [s] 

< 0.75 Hz 0.8% ≥18s 7.0% 3s 
0.75 – 1 Hz 0.8% 13s 4.0% 3s 

1 – 3 Hz 0.8% 5s 1.5% 3s 
> 3 Hz 0.8% 4s 1.0% 3s 

 
The outcome of this task will be for the DLTF to propose to TWG a revision to the SPP 
Disturbance Performance Criteria. 

 
3. Direct the DLTF to evaluate analytical tools that may be exploited for assessing 

transient stability.  The outcome of this task will be for the DLTF to suggest whether 
additional tool acquisition (whether procured or developed by a joint-SPP staff and 
SPP member initiative) is warranted, as well as propose additional means for 
education regarding stability tools and methods to be made available to all SPP 
members.   



 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

TPL TASK FORCE REPORT 

Report to the Transmission Working Group 
August 14, 2018 

Organizational Roster 

The following members and staff represent the TPL Task Force: 

Chris Colson, Chairperson (WAPA) 
Reené Miranda (Xcel Energy, SPS) 
Gimod Olapurayil (ITC Great Plains) 

Brian Brownlow (NPPD) 
Liam Stringham (SUNC) 
Qiushi Wang (AEP) 

Marcus Moor (Evergy, KCPL) 
Steve Hardebeck (OG&E) 
Scott Jordan, Secretary (SPP) 

 

TPL Task Force Activity Update 

• TPL-007-1 past and immediately upcoming milestones. 
 

o R1 (Roles and Responsibilities) – July 1, 2017.  
 “TPL-007-1 Guidance document” - Complete (TWG approved March 2017). 

o R2 (Models) – July 1, 2018. 
 “2017 TPLTF GIC Data Collection Template” - Complete (released June 2017). 
 “TPL-007-1 Data Collection Template User Guide” - Complete (released June 2017). 
 SPP member data collection - Complete (March 2018).  
 GIC model building - Complete (June 2018). 
 Supplementary data collection - On-going. 

o R5 (GIC Flows) – January 1, 2019. 
 Preliminary study findings – On-going. 

 
• On-going activity highlights: 

 
o The SPP GMD Model Set was approved by the MDWG on 07 June 2018.  This milestone 

directly supports compliance with TPL-007-1 Requirement R2, which became enforceable 
on 01 July 2018.   

o SPP Staff and the TPLTF are currently performing a preliminary GIC flow analysis.  Once 
complete, the initial findings will be communicated to applicable entities.  Final GIC 
assessment results will be presented to TWG in November 2018 for approval.  Once 
approved, the GIC flow information will be distributed to affected Transmission Owners and 
Generator Owners for use in transformer thermal impact assessments, as well as for use 
as evidence of compliance for Requirement R5 of TPL-007-1.   

o Experience has shown that GMD model-specific data (georeferences, substation 
grounding, transformer winding configurations, etc.) has proven difficult to obtain.  
Subsequently, the TPLTF anticipates that GMD model data collection will be an on-going 
effort, supported by the SPP Annual Engineering Data Request with the dataset managed 
by the MDWG.  The TPLTF will be transitioning the GMD Model Set to the MDWG over 
the next few months, including any additional field-verified data and modeling updates that 
result from the preliminary GIC flow analysis.   

o Based upon the FERC NOPR of 17 May 2018, the TPLTF anticipates that the NERC Board 
of Trustees will approve and issue the Section 1600 GMD-related data request during late 
August 2018.  Please see the 21 February 2018 TPLTF report to TWG for an assessment 
of expected impacts due to TPL-007-2 and the Section 1600 request.    
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Chris Colson, TPLTF Chairperson 
Scott Jordan, TPLTF Secretary 



Date Meeting Name Location
January
01/08/19 CAWG AEP
1/9-10/19 ORWG Xcel Offices, Denver
1/9-10/19 ESWG AEP
1/15-16/19 MOPC Doubletree, New Orleans
01/17/19 SPC Doubletree, New Orleans

1/22-23/19 MWG AEP
01/24/19 RTWG AEP
01/27/19 RSC Dinner
01/28/19 RSC Commissioners Doubletree, New Orleans
01/28/19 RSC Doubletree, New Orleans
01/28/19 BOD Dinner
01/29/19 BOD Doubletree, New Orleans
01/29/19 BOD Directors Dinner
TOTAL

February
2/6-7/19 ESWG AEP

2/19-20/19 MWG AEP
02/28/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

March
03/05/19 CAWG AEP
03/06/19 Chairs & Staff Secretaries Dinner

3/12-14/19 Settlements User Conference SPP
3/13-14/19 ESWG AEP
3/25-28/19 SOC SPP
3/26-27/19 MWG AEP
03/28/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

April
04/02/19 CAWG AEP

2/10-11/19 ESWG Member Location
4/16-17/19 MOPC Doubletree Warren Place, Tulsa
4/23-24/19 MWG AEP
04/25/19 RTWG AEP
04/28/19 BOD/Officer Dinner
04/28/19 RSC Dinner
04/29/19 RSC Commissioners Doubletree Warren Place, Tulsa
04/29/19 RSC Doubletree Warren Place, Tulsa
04/29/19 BOD Dinner

SPP Meetings 2019



04/30/19 BOD Doubletree Warren Place, Tulsa
04/30/19 BOD Directors Dinner
TOTAL

May
5/8-10/19 SPC Retreat Big Cedar Lodge
5/15-16/19 ESWG Member Location
5/21-22/19 MWG AEP
05/23/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

June
06/04/19 CAWG AEP

6/10-11/19 BOD SPP

6/12-13/19 or 
6/13-14/19 ESWG AEP
6/18-19/19 MWG AEP
06/27/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

July
07/09/19 CAWG AEP

7/10-11/19 ESWG Member Location
7/16-17/19 MOPC Denver
07/18/19 SPC Denver

7/23-24/19 MWG AEP
07/25/19 RTWG AEP
07/28/19 BOD/MC Dinner
07/28/19 RSC Dinner
07/29/19 RSC Commissioners Denver
07/29/19 RSC Denver
07/29/19 BOD Dinner
07/30/19 BOD Denver
07/30/19 BOD Directors Dinner
TOTAL

August
8/7-8/19 ESWG Member Location

8/20-21/19 MWG AEP
08/22/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

September
9/4-5/19 ESWG AEP
09/10/19 CAWG AEP

9/17-18/19 MWG AEP



09/26/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

October
10/2-3/19 ORWG AEP
10/2-3/19 ESWG SPP
10/08/19 CAWG AEP

10/15-16/19 MOPC SPP
10/17/19 SPC SPP

10/22-23/19 MWG AEP
10/24/19 RTWG AEP
10/27/19 BOD/RSC Dinner
10/28/19 RSC Commissioners SPP
10/28/19 RSC SPP
10/28/19 BOD Dinner
10/29/19 BOD SPP
10/29/19 BOD Directors Dinner
TOTAL

November
11/6-7/19 ESWG AEP

11/12-13/19 MWG AEP
11/21/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL

December
12/03/19 BOD SPP
12/05/19 CAWG AEP

12/11-12/19 ESWG AEP
12/17-18/19 MWG AEP

12/19/19 RTWG AEP
TOTAL



Month Day Location Other Options
January 9th-10th Dallas (AEP)

February 6th-7th Dallas (AEP) San Antonio
March 13th-14th Dallas (AEP)
April 10th-11th Kansas City (KCPL) OKC
May 15-16 Denver KCPL/OKC
June 12th-14th ? Dallas (AEP)
July 10th-11th Detroit, MI Denver

August 7th-8th Billings, MT Detroit/Denver
September 4th-5th Dallas (AEP) KCPL/OKC

October 2nd-3rd Little Rock Member Location
November 6th-7th Dallas (AEP)
December 11th-12th Dallas (AEP)

Month Day Location Other Options
January 9th (am) Net Conference

February 5th-6th Dallas San Antonio
March 13th (am) Net Conference
April 10th (am) Net Conference
May 14th-15th Denver KCPL/OKC
June 12th (am) Net Conference
July 10th (am) Net Conference

August 6th-7th Billings, MT Detroit/Denver
September 4th-5th Dallas KCPL/OKC

October 1st-2nd Little Rock Member Location
November 5th (am) Net Conference
December 11th (am) Net Conference

Proposed ESWG Meetings
2019

Proposed TWG Meetings
2019



NERC Reliability Standard Activities Update – August 7, 2018 
 
Ballot Periods: 
 
There was no activity in this category since the last report. 

 

 
Drafting Team Vacancies: 
 
There was no activity in this category since the last report. 
 
Webinars: 
 
Winter Preparation for Severe Cold Weather webinar – 2:00–3:00 p.m. Eastern, September 6, 
2018 
 
Workshops and Conferences 
 
Monitoring and Situational Awareness Technical Conference – October 2–3, 2018, Carmel, Indiana 
 
GridSecCon 2018 – October 15–19, 2018, Las Vegas, Nevada  
 
Currently Posted for Comment: 
 

Project Applicability 
Comment 

Period 
Ends 

SPP Review 

Project 2015-10 Single Point of Failure 
(TPL-001) 
 
The SPCS and the SAMS conducted an 
assessment of protection system single 
points of failure in response to FERC 
Order No. 754, including analysis of data 
from the NERC Section 1600 Request for 
Data or Information. The assessment 
confirms the existence of a reliability risk 
associated with single points of failure in 
protection systems that warrants further 
action. 
 
Additionally, the two directives from 
FERC Order No. 786 (p. 40 and p. 89) and 
updates to the MOD reference in 
Requirement R1, Measure M1 and the 

PC, TP 9/14/18 TBD 



Violation Severity Levels sections have 
been added to the scope of the project. 
 
Functional Model Advisory Group 
 
In December 2015, the FMAG began a 
comprehensive review and assessment of 
the Functional Model and Functional 
Model Technical Document to determine 
if it correctly reflects the industry today 
and whether there was a need to 
incorporate any new or emerging 
reliability-related tasks. As a result of the 
review, the FMAG identified many areas in 
need of revision. The FMAG is soliciting 
industry input on the scope of additional 
changes to the FM and FMTD based on 
the work the FMAG performed (including 
responses to comments received during 
the 2016 comment period) to address 
changes in reliability-related tasks and to 
better align the documents with actual 
industry practice.  

ALL 9/17/18 TBD 

 
Recent Activity (Comments soon to be filed): 
 

Project Applicability Comment 
Period Ends SPP Review 

Revisions to the NERC Standard 
Processes Manual 
 
The Field Test language in Section 6.0 is 
revised to increase coordination between 
the Standards Committee and the 
technical committees when field tests are 
conducted. Revisions are proposed to 
Section 7.0 to clarify language and 
streamline the process for posting and 
balloting Interpretations. Revisions to 
Section 8.0 are proposed to allow an 
entity to withdraw its appeal by providing 
written notice. Revisions are proposed to 
Section 11.0 to clarify the scope of this 
section, define supporting documents, 
and incorporate a detailed process for 

ALL 8/09/18 No call(s) held 
 



vetting proposed supporting documents.  
Additionally, non-process related revisions 
are made to Sections 2.1 and 3.7 to 
update language. 

 
Notes: 
 
Standard Drafting Team Meetings  

 
N/A 
 

Standing Committee Meetings and Conference Calls 
 

Board of Trustees Committees, Members Representatives Committee, and Board of 
Trustees Meetings – August 15–16, 2018, Calgary, Canada 
 
Operating Committee, Planning Committee, and Critical Infrastructure Protection 
Committee Meetings – September 11–12, 2018, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
 

STANDARDS SUBJECT TO FUTURE ENFORCEMENT 

 

 



 

 

 
System Planning Impacts from Distributed 
Energy Resources (SPIDER) 
DRAFT Scope Document  
 
Purpose 
The NERC Planning Committee (PC) identified key points of interest that should be addressed related to a 
growing penetration of distributed energy resources (DER). The purpose of the System Planning Impacts 
from Distributed Energy Resources (SPIDER) is to address aspects of these key points of interest related to 
system planning, modeling, and reliability impacts to the Bulk Power System (BPS). This effort builds off of 
the work accomplished by the NERC Distributed Energy Resources Task Force (DERTF)1 and the NERC 
Essential Reliability Services Task Force/Working Group (ERSTF/ERSWG)2, and addresses some of the key 
goals in the ERO Enterprise Operating Plan3.  
 
Activities 
NERC SPIDER will serve as a stakeholder forum for focusing on DER from a transmission planning and system 
analysis perspectives. Some of the primary focuses of SPIDER will be DER data collection, modeling 
practices, model improvements, and steady-state and dynamic simulation assessments. On a secondary 
level, SPIDER will be a stakeholder forum for assessing impacts to BPS essential reliability services (ERS), 
load forecasting, and other considerations that develop as the industry assesses the increasing influences 
of DER on the BPS. SPIDER will work with the Planning Committee and other Planning Committee 
subcommittees, working groups, and task forces as necessary to provide as complete an analysis that is 
required.  Key activities of the SPIDER include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

1. Develop detailed guidelines related to recommended information sharing and data collection for 
necessary information to flow across the transmission-distribution interface effectively to support 
BPS reliability needs.  

2. Develop recommended practices and guidance for assessing the performance4 of the BPS under 
increasing penetrations of aggregate DER.  

3. DER model benchmarking comparing modeled performance against actual system data, as available.  
4. Provide guidance for distribution-level monitoring to improve steady-state and dynamic modeling 

of aggregate DER, including the use of smart meters, dynamic disturbance recorders (DDR), phasor 
measurement units (PMUs), and other recording devices.  

5. Provide technical recommendations for the adoption and use of IEEE Std. 1547-2018. 

                                                      
1 DERTF Final Report 
2 ERSWG Final Framework Report 
3 See Goal 4 in the NERC ERO Operating Plan 
4 This may include ERS, planning criteria impacts, system stability impacts, and other performance metrics. 

http://www.nerc.com/comm/Other/essntlrlbltysrvcstskfrcDL/Distributed_Energy_Resources_Report.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/comm/Other/essntlrlbltysrvcstskfrcDL/ERSTF%20Framework%20Report%20-%20Final.pdf
https://www.nerc.com/AboutNERC/StrategicDocuments/ERO_Enterprise_Operating_Plan_Approved_by_the_NERC_Board_on_November_9_2017.pdf
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6. Provide guidelines, white papers, compliance guidance, etc. in support of NERC Reliability Standards 
addressing interconnection requirements. 

7. Provide technical assistance in support for assessing DER and DER aggregations in other NERC 
program areas.   

8. Build off of existing NERC Reliability Guidelines for DER modeling and modeling practices, 
particularly for inclusion of DER in dynamic load models. 

9. Develop recommended practices for including DER in interconnection-wide planning base cases, 
and for setting up planning cases with aggregate DER represented. This includes developing 
practices for expected dispatches, time of day, DER set points, and other aspects of base case 
configuration. 

10. Coordinate with NERC and the MOD-032 Designees to develop processes to include DER in future 
interconnection-wide base cases consistently. 

11. Coordinate with simulation software vendors to seek consistent implementation of DER models in 
steady-state powerflow and dynamic simulations. 

12. Provide assessments of DER performance and aggregate DER impacts during BPS disturbances, 
utilizing NERC Event Analysis reports and other industry assessments, as available.  

13. Provide guidance on impacts that higher penetration of DER may have on system restoration, UVLS, 
and UFLS, and potential solutions or recommended practices to overcome any identified issues.  

14. Support the development of any data collection requirements by the NERC Reliability Assessment 
Subcommittee (RAS), as necessary, for inclusion in the NERC Long Term Reliability Assessment 
(LTRA) and other assessments. 

15. Develop educational materials that can be used for a range of audiences that describe any potential 
emerging risks and possible solutions to address these risks.  

 
Deliverables 
The SPIDER will develop technical reference documents, guidelines, and other educational materials to 
support industry efforts in BPS planning under higher penetrations of DER with the following objectives: 
 

1. Assessment of DER performance and event analyses (possible industry survey) and aggregate DER 
impacts, including expected projections of penetration level and other relevant impacts.  

2. Reliability Guideline(s) on system planning and reliability impacts that aggregated DER can have; 
focus on study approaches and potential solutions to these impacts. System impacts include 
traditional planning analyses and may also include system restoration, UVLS, and UFLS.  

3. Reliability Guideline(s) on data collection and information sharing with respect to DER penetration 
levels and necessary information for BPS planning and system operation. 

4. Modeling Notification or guidance material on DER models and how to use these models 
appropriately. 

5. Recommendations for improvements to DER modeling and model benchmarking. 
6. Recommendations to software vendors on DER modeling consistency, including any recommended 

improvements to software platforms (coordinated with the software vendors) to gain this 
consistency. 
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7. Recommendations to the MOD-032 Designees on inclusion of DER in interconnection-wide planning 
cases, including recommendations on the dispatch and case setup for various scenarios of DER. 

8. Recommendations for distribution system monitoring to support understanding of aggregate DER 
performance. 

9. Recommendations to the adoption of IEEE Std. 1547-2018 to ensure necessary state regulators and 
policymakers clearly understand the needs for BPS reliability. 

10. Educational materials, workshops, webinars, etc., that can be used for a range of audiences that 
describe any potential emerging risks and possible solutions to address these risks.  
 

Membership 
The SPIDER will include members who have technical or policy level expertise in the following areas:  
 

• Modeling and or implementing aggregate DER in BPS planning studies and for real-time operations  
• Assessing the reliability impacts of increasing penetration of DER on the BPS 
• Load forecasting and load modeling with the inclusion of DER 
• IEEE Std. 1547-2003 and IEEE Std. 1547-2018 

 
The SPIDER will consist of a chair and vice chair appointed by the PC leadership. NERC staff will be assigned 
as Coordinator(s). Decisions will be consensus-based of the membership, led by the chairmen and staff 
coordinators. Any minority views can be included in an addendum.  
 
Reporting & Duration 
The SPIDER will report to the NERC PC. SPIDER work products will be approved by the NERC PC. The group 
is expected to exist no more than 24 months to develop the deliverables outlined, and will submit a work 
plan to the PC following its inception. 
 
Meetings 
The group is expected to have two to three in-person meetings, supplemented with conference calls to 
continue workload throughout the year. 
 


	TWG 8/14-15/18 Minutes & Attachments 
	Minutes
	01a_Day 1Attendance
	01b_Day 2 Attendance
	01c_Day 1 WebEx Attendance
	01d_Day 2 WebEx Attendance
	01e_Proxies
	01f_TWG Minutes May 15-16, 2018
	01g_TWG Minutes May 31, 2018_TWGApproved
	01h_TWG Minutes June 13, 2018
	01i_TWG Minutes June 28, 2018_TWGApproved
	01j_20180629 Draft ESWG Minutes
	01k_TWG Minutes July 25, 2018
	01l_Draft August 14-15, 2018 TWG Agenda
	02_TWG_Existing_and_Shared_Action_Items_Aug 14-15, 2018
	03a_CAS_ITP_SC_INFO
	03b_Load_Gen Charts
	03c_2019 ITP Operational Needs Assessment
	03d_RR 317  Operational Model Development_TWGApproved
	03e_2019 ITP Scope_update
	03f_2019 ITP Siting Adjustment_v2_TWG Approved
	04_2019 ITP Transmission Operating Guide Usage
	05a_Energy Market Education
	05b_BA Powerflow Needs
	05c_Select 69 kV Facilities in the BA Needs Assessment_TWG Approved
	06_Generation_Retirement_TWG_v3
	07a_RR recommendation report_RR262_TWGApproved
	07b_RR262_Att_AQ_Business_Practice
	07c_RR 305 Recommendation Report
	07d_RR 305
	08_Dispatch in the Aggregate Transmission Service Study Process
	09_Updated_Map_Request_Process_TWG_2.6_TWGApproved
	10_IBIS Update and Short Circuit Ratio
	11a_2020 ITP Schedule
	11b_2020 ITP Scope
	11c_ITP Planned Generation Retirement Consistency
	11d_2020 ITP Load and Generation Review
	12_City_of_Hope_TWG_Report_Summary
	13a_MDWG report to TWG 20180807_final
	13b_20180806_DLTF_Report_TWG_Final
	13c_DLTF SubGroup - Recommendation - 22 May 2018
	13d_20180814_TPLTF_Report_TWG
	14_2019 Meeting Location Schedule
	15a_NERC Reliability Standard Activities Update-08.07.18
	15b_SPIDER Scope Document Discussion Draft - 2018-06-29
	ADPD745.tmp
	SessionDetailReport201808170851


