










RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 2: After the first annual ARR auction MWG 
should evaluate the issue of TCs not able to get ARRs 
for base‐load requirements. 

– MWG: The group decided to evaluate this after the 
implementation of the market, in approximately 2015.
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 3: Assuming sufficient financial 
protections (as determined by the SPP credit 
standards and approved by the RSC) are put in place 
for non‐transmission customers to participate in TCR 
auctions; the RSC should approve participation by any 
entity that meets the required financial protections.

– MWG: Third party entities will be approved based on 
credit standards.

37
700 of 1245



RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 4: The buyer’s payments for its purchase 
of an infeasible TCR should not be paid by the SPP to 
the seller until the seller makes good on its 
commitment to pay the congestion costs. If the seller 
defaults on its obligation to pay, then the buyer’s 
payment to the SPP should be refunded.

– MWG: This concern has been mitigated by the design in 
the way the Protocols define the pay out to 
counterparties for TCRs.
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 5: To eliminate confusion and to properly 
track profit taking, the SPP should calculate profit 
taking in the TCR auctions (i) Separately for Forward 
TCRs and Counterflow TCRs; and (ii) Separately for 
Transmission Customers and non‐Transmission 
Customers for Forward TCRs

– MWG: SPP will need to implement this as a tracking 
mechanism when the Marketplace is implemented.
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Motion:  Direct MWG & Staff to facilitate a future discussion 
before the MOPC (April?) for consideration of:  
(1)        An evaluation of whether the benefits of the unique 
elements of the SPP IMP design are sufficient to overcome the 
cost and risks associated its implementation as compared to 
the implementation of other existing market designs.    
(2)        Evaluation of any changes proposed by parties to the 
IMP.  
(3)        A recommendation to the board of how, specifically 
what design, SPP should move forward for implementation.   
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MEMORANDUM

To: Heather Starnes

From: Barry Spector
Matthew Segers

Date: November 24, 2010

Re: Analysis of “Must-Offer” Requirement for Day-Ahead Market

I. Introduction

This memorandum responds to your request that we evaluate a draft proposal in 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.’s (“SPP”)  Integrated Marketplace Market Protocols (“Future 
Market Protocols”) requiring all market participants to submit offers into SPP’s day-ahead 
market for all available generating resources.  As discussed below, the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission”) is unlikely to approve a broad day-ahead 
“must-offer” requirement for all resources in the absence of some form of capacity payment to 
generators that are required to make such offers. SPP’s resource adequacy requirements currently 
do not appear to provide for such payments.  Moreover, the must-offer requirement is proposed 
to be applicable to all resources, not just those dedicated to resource adequacy.  There is some 
prospect that the FERC might approve a better defined, more limited must-offer requirement 
applicable only to a subset of SPP resources that are dedicated to serving SPP loads, but the 
approval might be only for an interim period and may require SPP to commit to the future 
development of a more clearly defined resource adequacy construct ensuring that generators are 
paid for their capacity.

II. The “Must-Offer” Proposal

In developing the Future Market Protocols for SPP’s Integrated Marketplace, SPP’s 
stakeholders have proposed a “must-offer” requirement obligating all market participants with 
generating resources within SPP to submit “Day-Ahead Market Resource Offers” and “Real-
Time Balancing Market Resource Offers” for all available generating resources, i.e., resources 
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not on a forced outage, planned outage, or a SPP-approved Reserve Shutdown.1  Specifically, 
SPP’s proposed Future Market Protocols would require that every “Market Participant with 
Resources other than Variable Energy Resources must include in their [Day-Ahead Market and 
Real-Time Balancing Market] Resource Offers the full amount of physical capacity available as 
reflected in the Resource’s submitted Maximum Economic Capacity Operating Limit and 
Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit.”2  For Variable Energy Resources, market 
participants “must provide a reasonable estimate of their expected output and submit this output 
in their Resource Offers as reflected in the Resource’s submitted Maximum Economic Capacity 
Operating Limit.”3

Although perhaps unintended, the language of the proposed “must-offer” requirement 
could be interpreted to require each market participant to offer the maximum amount of capacity 
that its generating resources are capable of producing, regardless whether any of the capacity has 
been sold to others through bilateral contracts.  This could require market participants with 
generation to abrogate bilateral contracts they have executed in order to be able to offer their 
maximum generating capacity into SPP’s market.  Such a result would be contrary to the 
Commission’s policy that “market[s] should encourage [load-serving entities] to engage in long-
term bilateral contracting.”4  Presumably, this is not the intention of the must-offer requirement.

Even to the extent SPP’s “must-offer” proposal only requires market participants to offer 
all available uncommitted generating capacity, the lack of any mechanism through which 
participating generators receive some form of capacity payment leaves doubtful the prospect of 
receiving Commission approval for such a broad must-offer requirement.  Commission 
precedent, discussed below, requires generating capacity subject to a “must-offer” requirement to 
be compensated through a resource adequacy construct or some other form of capacity payment.  
SPP’s resource adequacy requirements likely are not developed well enough to support a must-
offer requirement, at least on a permanent basis, even for a better-defined subset of SPP 
resources.

III. Commission Precedent 

The Commission’s orders addressing various “must-offer” proposals for day-ahead 
markets in other regional transmission organizations (“RTOs”) and independent system operators 
(“ISOs”) have established that, in the absence of a resource adequacy construct or some other 
                                               
1 See SPP Integrated Marketplace Market Protocols (Version 0.b dated 11/10/2010) at 

Section 4.2.1(1), available at http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1984&pageID27.

2 Id. at Section 4.2.1(1).

3 Id. at Section 4.2.1(2).

4 See Devon Power LLC, et al., 107 FERC ¶ 61,240, at P 42 (2004) (citing PJM 
Interconnection, L.L.C., 107 FERC ¶ 61,112, at P 20 (2004), order on reh’g, 110 FERC 
¶ 61,053 (2005)).
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form of capacity payment, generators may not be required to bid into a day-ahead market.5  The 
Commission has explained that generators have the option of selling their capacity on a bilateral 
basis or offering their capacity into a day-ahead energy or ancillary services market.6  A day-
ahead “must-offer” obligation is essentially a call option on a generator’s capacity,7 which
precludes a generator from engaging in bilateral sales of its capacity.8  The Commission, 
therefore, generally only allows an RTO to impose a must-offer obligation in a day-ahead market 
if the obligation is coupled with a resource adequacy construct, which effectively compensates 
generators for removing their ability to choose to make bilateral sales.9  

In the absence of some form of at least implicit capacity payment, the Commission has 
largely rejected proposals requiring that generators must offer their capacity into a RTO/ISO 
day-ahead market.  

In one of the earliest decisions, Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc.,10 the 
Commission rejected a design proposal by the Midwest ISO that would have imposed 
withholding penalties on generators in a day-ahead market. The Commission found that “absent 
a Midwest ISO imposed Resource Adequacy requirement or state obligation, generators should 
not be required to bid into the Day-Ahead market.”11  It found that the imposition of either 
economic or physical withholding penalties in a day-ahead market “constitutes a must offer 
obligation without a corresponding payment for capacity resources.”12  The Commission 
contrasted the Midwest ISO proposal with the ISO-NE and NYISO markets, which imposed 
physical withholding requirements only on “ICAP resources” (i.e., designated installed capacity 

                                               
5 See, e.g., Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc. (“Midwest ISO”), 102 FERC 

¶ 61,280, at P 96, order on reh’g, 105 FERC ¶ 61,147 (2003).

6 See Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 107 FERC ¶ 61,274, at P 26 (2004).

7 See Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 105 FERC ¶ 61,140, at P 229, order dismissing 
reh’g, 105 FERC ¶ 61,278 (2003).

8 See Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 107 FERC ¶ 61,274 at P 26.

9 See id.  The compensation must be true compensation for capacity.  Payments only for a 
generator’s start-up and no-load costs are not capacity payments because they do not 
compensate the generator for fixed costs.  See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. 
Operator, Inc., 105 FERC ¶ 61,147, at P 26.

10 See Midwest ISO at P 96.

11 Id.

12 Id.
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resources) in the day-ahead markets.  In contrast, the Commission found that it was reasonable to 
require available resources to bid into the real-time market.13

Shortly after the Midwest ISO case, the Commission addressed a California ISO 
(“CAISO”) conceptual proposal to extend an existing must-offer requirement in the real-time 
energy market to CAISO’s day-ahead market.   In Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., the 
Commission held that the “proposal to extend the must-offer obligation to the forward markets, 
coupled with . . . [the] lack of a corresponding obligation on LSEs to acquire, in advance, 
adequate resources to serve their needs, does not strike an appropriate balance between 
obligations of suppliers and obligations of LSEs.”14  Characterizing the day-ahead must-offer 
obligation as “similar to a call option on capacity,” the Commission held that the obligation was 
impermissible absent a “premium payment for that call option.”15 While Commission policy 
prohibiting physical withholding requires generators to offer uncommitted capacity, the 
Commission held that generators in California should have the flexibility to decide whether to 
meet their offer obligation in either the day-ahead or real-time market.  Providing generators the 
flexibility to choose whether to offer uncommitted capacity in the day-ahead market or the real-
time market “removes the call option, thereby alleviating the need for a premium payment.”16  
Generators whose capacity does not clear the day-ahead market are not required to start up for 
the real-time market; however, if the generator is running, and has uncommitted capacity, it must 
offer it in real time.  If a generator does not offer in the day-ahead market and sells all of its 
output elsewhere, it has no further obligations.17

In a subsequent CAISO market design order, the Commission noted that in the Northeast 
markets, there is typically a must-offer obligation in the day-ahead markets but coupled with the 
supply of a resource adequacy product.18  In again rejecting CAISO’s proposed day-ahead must-
offer requirement, the Commission said: “Until the resource adequacy requirement is 
implemented, it is inappropriate to place a mandatory day-ahead obligation onto generators 
without a corresponding capacity payment.”19  Further, once both a resource adequacy product 
and a day-ahead must-offer obligation exist in a market design, there is no longer a need for a 
real-time must-offer obligation.  The Commission has held that enforcement of its market 
                                               
13 Id.

14 Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 105 FERC ¶ 61,140, at P 227 (emphasis added).

15 Id. at P 229.

16 Id.

17 See id. at PP 227-232.

18 Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 108 FERC ¶ 61,254, at P 10 (2004), reh’g denied, 110 
FERC ¶ 61,041 (2005).

19 Id.

708 of 1245



5

behavior rules is sufficient to prevent physical withholding by generators, without the need for a 
must-offer requirement in the real-time market.20

In a case concerning the New York Independent System Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”), the 
Commission initially rejected the NYISO’s imposition of a default operating reserves availability 
bid on any supplier bidding into the day-ahead energy market.  It reasoned that only ICAP 
suppliers should be required to supply reserves, because only ICAP suppliers must bid into the 
day-ahead market.  The Commission found “no basis for imposing this type of must offer 
requirement on a non-ICAP generator.”21  On rehearing, the NYISO clarified that the 
requirement to provide a default reserve offer in the day-ahead market would only apply to non-
ICAP suppliers that voluntarily offered their capacity on a flexible basis so as to supply either 
reserves or energy.  The NYISO would reject flexible bids from non-ICAP suppliers that did not 
include a reserves offer, allowing the non-ICAP supplier to switch its offer to a fixed bid of 
energy only.  This satisfied the Commission’s concern that there would be a must-offer 
requirement in the day-ahead market without compensation.22

When the Commission has accepted a “must-offer” requirement, it typically has been in 
the context of a companion resource adequacy product or some other form or capacity 
compensation to generators.  In instances where the Commission has not been fully satisfied with 
the resource adequacy structure, the Commission has approved a day-ahead must-offer 
requirement only on an interim basis.

In Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc.,23 the Commission accepted the 
Midwest ISO’s proposal to require Designated Network Resources (“DNRs”) to submit a self-
schedule or offer in the Midwest ISO’s proposed day-ahead market unless the resource were 
unavailable due to an outage.  The Commission determined that in the Midwest ISO, load-
serving entities (“LSEs”) must meet a resource adequacy obligation by identifying sufficient 
DNRs.  The Commission, therefore, allowed Midwest ISO to have a day-ahead must-offer 
requirement for the DNRs.  Although the Commission had concerns about the lack of a specific 
corresponding capacity payment, the Commission decided to allow the must-offer requirement 
during the startup of the Midwest ISO’s day-ahead market.  The Commission found that the 
states and regional reliability organizations within the Midwest ISO had mechanisms in place to 
ensure fixed-cost recovery for network resources.  Because generation resources in the Midwest 
ISO had not been divested, DNRs were receiving fixed cost payments through regulated rate 
                                               
20 Id. at P 12.

21 N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 106 FERC ¶ 61,111, at P 54, order granting reh’g, 107 
FERC ¶ 61,134 (2004).

22 See N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 107 FERC ¶ 61,134, at P 8 (2004).

23 108 FERC ¶ 61,163, at PP 409-411 (2004).
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bases.  For those LSE’s with insufficient DNRs to meet the applicable resource adequacy 
requirements, the LSEs would contract bilaterally with generators to obtain sufficient DNRs to 
meet their resource adequacy obligations.  The contracting LSE and generator would determine 
the appropriate payment structure for supplying a DNR, thereby providing the DNR an implicit 
capacity payment for these bilateral transactions.  The Commission emphasized that its approval 
was a temporary measure only, and that the Midwest ISO should replace its must-offer 
requirement for DNRs with a permanent resource adequacy plan that included an installed 
capacity component.24  The Commission also made explicit that “[t]hose resources not identified 
by a load-serving entity as a DNR will not have these [must-offer] obligations.”25

Several years later, in connection with the start-up of ancillary service markets in the 
Midwest ISO, the Commission somewhat more liberally accepted a Midwest ISO proposal in its 
reserves markets.  In Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc.,26 Midwest ISO proposed 
a 180-day transitional obligation in its new day-ahead ancillary services market (“ASM”) 
requiring market participants to submit self-schedules or market offers for regulating reserves 
from DNRs capable of providing regulation.  In addition, market participants would be subject to 
a permanent requirement to offer day-ahead contingency reserves from DNRs in conjunction 
with the Midwest ISO’s existing energy offer requirement.  Generating resources that were not 
DNRs would not be subject to these must-offer requirements.  The Commission approved the 
must-offer requirements, but noted that the requirements would be reviewed again once a fully 
developed resource adequacy construct was in place.  The Commission stated that, while other 
RTOs/ISOs did not have a similar transitional regulation must-offer requirement in day-ahead 
markets, it acknowledged the need in the case of the Midwest ISO because: (a) ASM was a new 
paradigm for the existing Midwest ISO balancing authorities; (b) the Midwest ISO did not have 
operational experience dispatching regulation reserves; and (c) the region did not have a history 
of tight power pool dispatch similar to other RTOs/ISOs.  The Commission reasoned that a 
transitional must-offer requirement for regulation would aid a smooth ASM launch for the 
Midwest ISO.  But, the Commission stated it would reevaluate the need for permanent energy 
and contingency reserve must-offer requirements as part of its evaluation of Midwest ISO’s 
submission of a long-term resource adequacy proposal.27

Ultimately, the Commission allowed Midwest ISO to retain day-ahead must-offer 
requirements, but only with respect to “capacity resources” that Midwest ISO required to be 
designated in its long-term resource adequacy proposal.  In Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. 
                                               
24 See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 108 FERC ¶ 61,163, at PP 409-411 

(2004).

25 Id. at P 411.

26 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 119 FERC ¶ 61,311, at PP 116-17, 
order on reh’g, 120 FERC ¶ 61,202 (2007).

27 Id. at PP 116-17.  See also Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 122 FERC 
¶ 61,172, at PP 287-88, order on reh’g, 123 FERC ¶ 61,297 (2008).
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Operator, Inc.,28 the Commission approved a proposal whereby LSEs would be required to 
designate “planning resources” to meet an established planning reserve margin.  Various types of 
resources were eligible to meet the reserve margin, including purchases from others.  The 
proposal was to include financial settlement and enforcement provisions that were still under 
development.  In a subsequent filing, Midwest ISO proposed a voluntary monthly capacity 
auction to enable those with excess planning resources to sell capacity to those with deficiencies.  
The proposal also included financial penalties if an LSE did not meet its resource adequacy 
obligations.29

In the context of the fully developed resource adequacy construct, the Commission 
accepted Midwest ISO’s continuing must-offer requirements in the day-ahead market, noting that 
other RTOs and ISOs with developed resource adequacy requirements have similar must-offer 
requirements and stakeholders generally supported some form of must-offer requirement.30  In 
connection with this approval, the Commission noted that the requirement to designate planning 
resources was now a “term of service” and therefore should be included in the tariff, not just 
business manuals.31  It also stated that because there now was a separate resource adequacy 
construct with respect to “planning resources,” not all DNRs necessarily would be capacity 
resources subject to a day-ahead must-offer obligation.32

IV. Analysis of SPP Must-Offer Provision

As demonstrated by the above decisions, the Commission generally requires a day-ahead 
“must-offer” proposal to be coupled with a resource adequacy product or some other form of 
capacity payment.  Therefore, in order for the Commission to accept SPP’s proposed “must-
offer” requirement, SPP would need to demonstrate that generators that SPP requires to 
participate in the day-ahead market will be compensated in some fashion.  

As far as we are able to discern, the only resource adequacy requirement in the SPP 
region is set forth in the Southwest Power Pool Criteria.33  Specifically, Section 2.1.9 of the SPP 
Criteria defines the required capacity margin for load serving members:

                                               
28 122 FERC ¶ 61,283, order on reh’g, 125 FERC ¶ 61,061 (2008).

29 See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, 125 FERC ¶ 61,060 (2008).

30 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, 122 FERC ¶ 61,283, at P 201.

31 Id. at P 206.

32 Id. at P 208.

33 Southwest Power Pool Criteria (“SPP Criteria”), revised July 27, 2010, posted at
http://www.spp.org/publications/SPP%20Criteria%20and%20Appendices07-27-10.pdf.
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2.1.9 Minimum Required Capacity Margin 

Each Load Serving Member’s Minimum Required Capacity 
Margin shall be twelve percent.  If a Load Serving Member’s 
System Capacity for a Capacity Year is comprised of at least 
seventy-five percent hydro-based generation, then such Load 
Serving Member’s Minimum Required Capacity Margin for that 
Capacity Year shall be nine percent.

 Section 2.2 of the SPP Criteria then establishes each load-serving member’s 
responsibility:

2.2  Capacity Responsibility

(a)   Each Capacity Year, each Load Serving Member shall possess 
System Capacity at least equal to its System Capacity 
Responsibility.

(b)   Prior to the establishment of its System Peak Responsibility 
for each Capacity Year, each Load Serving Member shall provide 
System Capacity by one or more of the following means:

(i) Establishing a unit rating consistent with SPP generating 
equipment rating Criteria, prior to establishing its System 
Peak Responsibility;
(ii) Reducing its System Peak Responsibility by purchase 
of Firm Power from any Member or non-Member by 
separate agreement;
(iii) Separate written agreement with another Member or a 
non-Member for purchase of a specified amount of 
capacity; and/or
(iv) Reducing its Net Load.

Finally, section 2.3 of the SPP Criteria establishes procedures for compliance with these 
requirements:

2.3    Records

Each Load Serving Member, upon request, shall provide accurate 
and detailed records of information related to this Criteria to the 
SPP Staff. . . .  The SPP Staff shall verify information supplied by 
each Load Serving Member. . . . 

SPP members are required to comply with the SPP Criteria by virtue of their obligations 
under the membership agreement. Section 3.8 of the SPP Membership Agreement requires SPP 
members to “comply with all approved and applicable SPP and NERC policies, principles, 
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criteria, standards, and guides and monitoring and certification procedures.”34 The Network 
Operating Agreement executed by all network customers similarly requires a network customer 
to “design, construct, and operate its facilities safely and efficiently in accordance with Good 
Utility Practice, NERC, SPP, or any successor requirements, industry standards, [and] criteria, . . 
. .”35

Nothing in the SPP Tariff or the SPP Criteria establishes a payment to generators for 
being available in the day-ahead market.  Consequently, as the cases discussed above make clear, 
the Commission would not accept the broad day-ahead must-offer requirement for all SPP 
resources, as currently drafted.

Comparing SPP’s current resource adequacy requirements with those in other markets 
also strongly suggests that the Commission would not permanently approve a day-ahead must-
offer requirement even for a subset of SPP resources dedicated to resource adequacy. While the 
above provisions of the SPP Criteria arguably establish a resource adequacy requirement in the 
SPP region, they clearly do not provide for any form of compensation to generators.  The SPP 
Criteria are not designed to, and do not, establish a compensated resource adequacy product, any 
form of auction to facilitate trading of resources to meet the resource adequacy requirement, or 
any penalties for noncompliance.   Nor do any other provisions of the SPP Tariff establish a fully 
developed resource adequacy construct.  In the absence of more fully developed resource 
adequacy mechanisms, it is unlikely that the Commission would approve a permanent must-offer 
requirement in the day-ahead market, even for a subset of SPP resources.

It is possible that the Commission would approve a temporary must-offer requirement in 
the day-ahead market for a better-defined subset of SPP resources, if certain other provisions 
were added to the Future Market Protocols.  Consistent with the start-up of the Midwest ISO 
markets, the Commission might permit an interim must-offer obligation applied only to 
Designated Network Resources.  It is our understanding that, similar to the Midwest ISO region 
at the start of its markets, generation for the most part has not been divested by load-serving 
entities in the SPP region.  As a result, as in the Midwest ISO, most DNRs likely are being 
compensated for their fixed costs through regulated rate bases.  Bilateral purchases also can 
qualify as DNRs for purposes of meeting SPP resource adequacy requirements, and, as in 
Midwest ISO, the contracts between sellers and buyers of DNRs provide implicit compensation 
for capacity.  Unlike the initial Midwest ISO construct, however, the SPP Tariff currently does 
not appear to require a minimum level of DNRs that network customers must specify in order to 
meet resource adequacy requirements.  While indirectly, through the SPP Criteria, a customer 
ultimately must demonstrate sufficient resources to SPP, the Commission has required resource 
adequacy designation rules to be stated in the tariff.  In order to obtain interim approval of a day-
ahead must-offer requirement for DNRs, SPP likely would need to establish DNR requirements 
in the SPP Tariff, requiring network customers to identify sufficient DNRs to meet the resource 

                                               
34 SPP Membership Agreement § 3.8 (emphasis added).

35 SPP Tariff, Att. G §3.1.
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adequacy requirements of the SPP Criteria.36  Then, the Commission might allow a temporary 
must-offer requirement for DNRs.  Resources that are not DNRs could not be subject to the 
must-offer requirement.

It is fairly certain that any approval of a restructured must-offer requirement applicable 
only to DNRs would be temporary.  The Commission most likely would require SPP to 
commence work on a more fully developed resource adequacy construct that would more clearly 
demonstrate that generators were being compensated in some manner, at least implicitly, for the 
call option that a day-ahead must-offer requirement represents.  As in other markets, in order to 
continue the must-offer requirement in the day-ahead market on a permanent basis, the 
Commission ultimately would want to see clear resource adequacy rules specifying how capacity 
resources are designated, mechanisms to enable trading of capacity resources, and penalties for 
any failures of LSEs to comply with resource adequacy requirements.

K:\SPP\Must Offer Memo to SPP[bss].doc

                                               
36 See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 108 FERC ¶ 61,163, at P 409 (2004).
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP  

Recommendation to the Market and Operations Policy Committee  
PRRs 200 and 231 

January 11-12, 2011 
 

 
 
Organizational Roster 

The following members represent the Market Working Group: 
 

Richard Ross, AEP, Chairman 
Keith Sugg, AECC, Vice Chairman 
Debbie James, SPP, Secretary 
Rick McCord, EDE 
Darrell Wilson, OGE 
Gene Anderson, OMPA 
Jessica Collins, Xcel Energy 
Patricia Denny, KCPL 
James Liao, WFEC 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Mike Wise, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 
Ann Scott, Tenaska Power Services Co. 
Lee Anderson, Lincoln Electric System 
Rick Yanovich, OPPD 
Aaron Rome, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Shah Hossain, Westar Energy, Inc. 

 

Background 

Please see the PRR Recommendation Reports for PRRs 200 and 231 that were included in the MOPC January 
11-12, 2011 background materials. 

 

Analysis 

Please see the PRR Recommendation Reports for PRRs 200 and 231 that were included in the MOPC January 
11-12, 2011 background materials. 

 

Recommendation 

The MWG recommends that the MOPC approve its request regarding Protocol Revision Requests 200 and 231. 
 

Action Requested: Approval of MWG’s request on PRRs 200 and 231. 
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 PRR Recommendation Report 
 

PRR 
Number 200 PRR 

Title Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch 

Timeline 

 
 Normal               Expedited 

 
Provide explanation if expedited is selected:

 
Recommendation Action 
 

 Approve              Reject        
 

 Require additional information       
 

 Defer            Refer       

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

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No:  9.2.2      
Title:  Out of Merit Energy      
Protocol Version:  10.0a 

Revision Description 

This PRR provides a keep make-whole payment for a resource that SPP 
needs to dispatch out of merit for reliability reasons.  Tariff language 
revised for clarity.  Protocol language revised to be consistent. 
 
Until appropriate system and software changes are made, this process will 
be handled manually by SPP Operations staff. 

Tariff Revisions 
Required 

Yes -    Section No:  4.4        Title:  Calculation of Locational   
                                                              Imbalance Prices 

 No 

MWG Review 
PRR Recommendation  

Date of Vote:  Approve on March 22, 2010  
                    
       Unanimously approved Tariff language on August 16, 2010 
             
       August 30, 2010 – Reviewed comments from the RTWG during          
       their August 26th meeting and approved with minor edits. 
All Segments present for the vote:        Yes          No 
Segment of Parties that voted No or Abstained: 
Four oppositions – Westar, Xcel, Midwest Energy and EDE.  (Reason 
for dissenting opinion of each Market Participant is noted below.) 
Two abstentions – Kelson Energy and KCPL. 
 
       September 22, 2010 – Approved with amended revisions made by   
       submitter.  Approved with one opposition (Westar) and one   
       abstention (Xcel). 
 
       November 15, 2010 – Approved with conforming tariff language.       
       Approved with two oppositions (Westar and Midwest). 

Formatted: Highlight
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 PRR Recommendation Report 
 

RTWG Review 

August 26, 2010 – remanded back to the MWG for clarification on 
commented section (see comments below). 
 
September 15, 2010 – remanded back to the MWG for clarification on the 
number of MWs that will actually be affected the OOME, as well as the 
dispute process. 
 
RTWG reviewed the revisions made by the MWG on September 22nd and 
unanimously approved the revisions on September 24th.  
 
December 8, 2010 – Approved 

ORWG Review Unanimously approved with no reliability impacts on September 30, 2010. 

MOPC Recommendation  October 12, 2010 – MOPC remanded back to the MWG. 
Board Review       

 
 

Original Sponsor 
Name Ann Scott 
Company Tenaska Power Services Co. 
E-mail Address ascott@tnsk.com 
Phone 817-462-1514 
Submitted Date 6/10/09 

 
 

Comments Received 
Comment Author Comment Description 
2/17/10 – Ann Scott 
Tenaska 

Revised Protocol language for February MWG meeting.  (Noted below in 
final version.) 

2/26/10 – Ann Scott 
Tenaska 

Revised Protocol language subsequent to the February MWG meeting.  
(Noted below in final version.) 

3/1/10 – Bruce Walkup 
AECC 

Revised Protocol language subsequent to the February MWG meeting. 
(Noted below in final version.) 

3/17/10 – Shah Hossain 
Westar Energy 

WRGS supports the principle that in the event the SPP Reliability 
Coordinator (“RC”) initiates an Out of Merit Energy (“OOME”) redispatch 
outside the EIS market’s SCED process, the resource that is subject to the 
OOME redispatch should be made whole to the extent the resource incurs 
cost(s) resulting from the OOME event.  However, WRGS disagrees with 
two important design elements of the PRR 200: (i) calculation of make-
whole payments, and (ii) SPP’s process of recovery of make-whole 
payments.   
 
The suggested “Revised Proposed Protocol Language” below is a redline 
version of applicable portions of Section 9.2.2 of Revision of 14 of EIS 
Market Protocols. (Included below in final version). 
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8/26/10 – RTWG 

PRR 200/TRR 022  
 The following comments were received at the RTWG meeting on 
8/26/2010 
 
Bill Dowling – Section 5.6 (a) viii – questioned the addition of the item, 
include a +/- number, should this be a credit? 
 
Charles Locke also questioned the item and asked for clarification from the 
MWG. 
 
Dennis Reed – requested the MWG discuss the differences between the LIP 
and offer curve vs the sum of all OOME and clarify. 
 

10/1/10—SPP Staff 
comments 

After an internal review of PRR 200 during the week of September 27, 
2010, SPP staff has decided to submit comments on PRR 200 related to the 
following concerns: 

 

1) The clauses that describe the scenarios for payment: “Each Resource 
with an OOME instruction that results in an increase in Resource output 
that creates a sale or an increase in a sale to the EIS Market” and “Each 
Resource with an OOME instruction that results in a decrease in 
Resource output that creates a purchase or an increase in a purchase 
from the EIS Market” are too restrictive.  The language does not 
adddress compensation related to (A) a Resource below its scheduled 
output and OOMEd up to a point still below its scheduled output or (B) 
a Resource above its scheduled output and OOMEd down to a point 
still above its scheduled output or (C) a Resource below its scheduled 
output and OOMEd up to a point above its scheduled output or (D) a 
Resource above its scheduled output and OOMEd down to a point 
below its scheduled output.  Please see the corresponding examples: 
 

Example A: 

 

 

Scheduled Quantity: 100 MW 
SCED Instruction: 80 MW 
OOM Instruction: 90 MW 

Metered Output 91 MW 
LIP: 40 $/MW 

Offer Cost at OOM instruction 50 $/MW 
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Example B: 

   Scheduled Quantity: 100 MW 
SCED Instruction: 130 MW 
OOM Instruction: 110 MW 

Metered Output 109 MW 
LIP: 55 $/MW 

Offer Cost at OOM instruction 45 $/MW 
 

Example C: 

 

Example D:  
 

 

2) The clauses that describe the operative quantity: “for its entire EIS 
Market sale” and “for its entire EIS Market purchase” are not consistent 
“Make Whole” settlement.  The “entire EIS Market sale” or “purchase” 
may need clarifying language to account for an OOME situation where 
a Resource goes beyond the OOM instruction. Below is a possible 
solution: 

a. OomeUpQty = MIN( OomeDispQty, RtBillMtrQty ) - 
ScedDispQty 

b. OomeDnQty = ScedDispQty - MAX( OomeDispQty, 

Scheduled Quantity: 100 MW 
SCED Instruction: 90 MW
OOM Instruction: 105 MW 

Metered Output 105 MW 
LIP: 40 $/MW 

Offer Cost at OOM instruction 50 $/MW 
OOME instruction (Δ increase) 15 MW 

EIS quantity (sale) 5 MW

Scheduled Quantity: 100 MW 
SCED Instruction: 130 MW 
OOM Instruction: 90 MW 

Metered Output 90 MW 
LIP: 55 $/MW 

Offer Cost at OOM instruction 45 $/MW 
OOME instruction (Δ decrease) 40 MW 

EIS quantity (purchase) 10 MW 
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RtBillMtrQty ) 
 

3) Using the higher/lower of the LIP vs. Offer price at the OOME dispatch 
point may create a windfall for the Resource.  A possible solution 
would be to compare the area under the offer curve between the SCED 
instruction and the lesser of (the OOME instruction or metered output) 
with the Δ LIP revenue for OomeUpQty, if Δ costs exceeds Δ revenue 
then the difference is credited to the Resource.  Similarly, the OOME 
down settlement would be a comparison of the area under the offer 
curve between the greater of (the OOME instruction or metered output) 
and the SCED instruction with the Δ LIP revenue for OomeDnQTY, if 
the Δ cost exceeds Δ revenue then the difference is credited to the 
Resource. 
 

4) The language does not address the duration of the OOME period.  The 
settlement result should be scaled by the number of intervals so that 
each 5 minute dispatch interval is settled for 1/12th of the value 
indicated by the appropriate price. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 

9.2.2 Out of Merit Energy (OOME) 

9.2.2 Out of Merit Energy (OOME) 

SPP may issue reliability directives to any redispatch on-line Resources to resolve Emergency conditions 
(referred to in the system as “OOME,” or out of merit energy).  A Resource will receive OOME 
instructions for the duration of the reliability directive.  Reliability issues and any potential solutions 
identified by the SPP, a Balancing Authority or Transmission Operator, will be coordinated with SPP.  
SPP will coordinate  for the purpose of SPP incorporating into the the deployment of any Resource, 
whether through SCED or manual processes.  SPP may only dispatch any Resource through manual 
processes only where necessary to resolve Emergency conditions  that the EIS market through SCED 
cannot resolve.  SPP will issue manual OOME instructions (referred to in the system as “OOME,” or out 
of merit energy) at the MW level the Rresource is expected to produce until such time as an 
appropriatethe constraint can be resolved by SCED through the EIS marketrecognized by MOS and the 
IDC.  SPP will make every effort to define and activate the appropriate constraints in MOS and the IDC 
within one hour of the manual reconfiguration.  The reliability issues identified by the Balancing 
Authority, with solutions, will be coordinated with SPP for the purpose of SPP incorporating into the 
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deployment of any Resource, whether through SCED or manual processes.  SPP shall coordinate 
resolution of the Emergency condition with the appropriate Balancing Authority (ies).   
 
 

When an OOME is created notifications will immediately be issued for all future intervals for which an 
EIS Dispatch Instruction has already been sent.  The OOME notification for future intervals not yet 
dispatched will be sent directly following the EIS Dispatch Instruction for those intervals.  So Market 
Participants will receive an OOME Dispatch Instruction for each interval that supersedes the EIS Dispatch 
instruction for the same interval.   

More than one OOME may be initiated for the same Resource within a given interval.  In such a case, the 
OOME instruction indicating the latest timestamp will be utilized.   

SPP will notify the Market Participant when the OOME event has ended.  The end of an OOME event 
will be noted by the absence of an OOME notification. 

Uninstructed Deviation will be automatically waived and Uninstructed Deviation Charges will not be 
assessed for a Resource for each interval it receives an OOME instruction consistent with section Section 
8.5.6. 

 
Until appropriate system and software changes are made, this process will take place upon request of the 
Market Participant owning the affected Resource.   

FFor the duration of the reliability directive: 

a. , EeIf the LIPs do not cover the Resource’s actual incremental costthe offer price of providing 

the service, the Resource, tEach Resource with an OOME instruction that results in an 

increase in Resource output that creates a sale or an increase in a sale to the EIS markethe 

will be paid, for its entire EIS Market sale up to the OOME Dispatch Instruction, the 

higher of the LIP determined by the security constrained economic dispatch SCED for the 

Resource at the Settlement Location or the Resource offer curve price at the OOME 

dispatch point.  If such offer price exceeds the LIP, the difference between the two prices 

will be multiplied by the minimum of OOME Dispatch Instruction, and actual output 

minus the Resource scheduled quantity Resource’s entire EIS Market sale in order to 

calculate the credit to be paid to the Market Participant that is recoverable through the 

revenue neutrality uplift process (Section 5.6 of this Attachment AE)..  Payments made 

during the time in which the Resource offer curve price is higher than the LIP will be paid 

to the Resource under the Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type (Section 11.4.2) for the 

intervals of the OOME instructions.The difference will be paid to the Resource under the 
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Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type (Section 11.4.2) for the intervals of the OOME 

instructions.  Through regular settlements,  In addition, tthe Market Participant will be paid 

for its entire EIS market sale at the applicable LIP. 

 

b. EFor the duration of the reliability directive, Eeach Resource with an OOME instruction that 
results in a decrease in generation that creates a purchase or an increase in a purchase from the EIS 
market will pay, for its EIS market purchase above the OOME Dispatch Instruction, the lower of 
the LIP determined by the security constrained economic dispatch for the Resource at the 
Settlement Location or the Resource offer curve price at the OOME dispatch point.   If the LIP 
exceeds such offer price, the difference between the two prices will be multiplied by the 
Resource’s scheduled quantity minus the maximum of the OOME Dispatch Instruction and the 
actual output entire EIS Market purchase in order to calculate the credit to be paid to the Market 
Participant that is recoverable through the revenue neutrality uplift process (Section 5.6 of this 
Attachment AE).for the duration of the reliability directive.. Through regular settlements, In 
addition, tthe Market Participant will pay the applicable LIP for its entire EIS purchase. 

c. Such paymentsCcredits will fall under the Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type (Section 11.4.2). 
Any under collection will be resolved through the provisions of Section 11.4.3 Revenue Neutrality Uplift 
Procedure in these Market Protocols. 

eeds to be brought on line, the incremental costs will include a start-up cost.  

c.  Settlement calculations for any partial hour OOME instructions will be scaled by the number of 
intervals so that each 5-minute dispatch interval is settled for 1/12th of the value indicated by the 
appropriate price. 

 

Below is an overview of the OOME communication process. 
 
(no changes) 
 

9.2.3 Out of Merit Commitment (OOMC) 

In the event that SPP identifies a potential lack of generation due to planned or unplanned outages, SPP 
may commit units for a period of time to prevent Emergency conditions.  SPP will issue manual 
instructions (referred to in the system as “OOMC,” or out of merit commitment) at the MW level the 
resource is expected to produce as needed.  The reliability issues identified by the Balancing Authority, 
with solutions, will be coordinated with SPP for the purpose of SPP incorporating into the deployment of 
any Resource, whether through SCED or manual processes.   
 

When an OOMC is created notifications will immediately be issued for all future intervals for which an 
EIS Dispatch Instruction has already been sent.  The OOMC notification for future intervals not yet 
dispatched will be sent directly following the EIS Dispatch Instruction for those intervals.  So Market 
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Participants will receive an OOMC Dispatch Instruction for each interval that supersedes the EIS 
Dispatch instruction for the same interval   

More than one OOMC may be initiated for the same Resource within a given interval.  In such a case the 
OOMC instruction indicating the latest timestamp will be utilized.   

The end of an OOMC event will be noted by the absence of an OOMC notification.  At this time, the 
resource would be released to return to an off-line status. 

Uninstructed Deviation will be automatically waived and Uninstructed Deviation Charges will not be 
assessed for a Resource for each interval it receives an OOMC instruction consistent with section 8.5.6. 
 

If the LIPs do not cover the start-up cost, the cost to be at minimum load, and the offer price of any 
energy dispatched above the minimum load of the Resource, the difference will be paid to the Resource 
under the Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type (Section 11.4.2) for the intervals of the OOMC 
instructions.  Any under collection will be resolved through the provisions of Section 11.4.3 Revenue 
Neutrality Uplift Procedure in these Market Protocols. 

 
Below is an overview of the OOMC communication process. 
 
Change flowchart appropriately.  Change OOME to OOMC 
 

 

Reason for Dissenting Opinions 
March 26, 2010  
Westar Energy 

Westar supports the principle that resources, if incurring costs for 
responding to an Out of Merit Energy (“OOME”) directive, should recover 
those costs.  However, we cannot support the policies dictating how those 
costs are recovered as provided in PRR 200.  Therefore, Westar voted no 
on the motion to approve PRR 200.  We document our disagreements, as 
follows: 

1. We disagree with the method of utilizing the Revenue Neutrality 
Uplift (“RNU”) provision to recover OOME related costs beyond 
the receivables from application of LIP(s).  We prefer and 
recommended the use of “direct assignment to beneficiaries of 
OOME event” methodology as outlined in our comments. 

2. We disagree with the method of using the offer curve of those 
resources subject to OOME directives to settle those resources 
whenever the LIP is lower than the offer curve.  We prefer and 
recommended the use of MMU calculated proxy cost instead of the 
resource offer whenever the LIP would be lower than the resource’s 
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proxy cost. 

3. We are concerned that in the potential scenario where an OOME 
directive encompasses multiple operating hours and the resource(s), 
subject to the OOME, may have an opportunity to exercise market 
power. 

4. We are concerned about the potential non-transparency in the likely 
scenario where a resource, in “Self Scheduled” or “Manual” status 
and not having a corresponding offer curve, is subjected to OOME 
and therefore entitled to recover cost(s).  We do not disagree that 
the effected resource(s) are entitled to receive just and reasonable 
costs incurred for responding to the OOME directive. 

March 26, 2010 
Xcel Energy 

SPS conceptually supports the make-whole provision for OOME. SPS 
opposed the motion and approval of PRR200 because SPS believes the 
OOME compensation is a tariff administration issue, not a market issue 
and rightfully should be address through a Business Practice or Tariff 
revision. Also, SPS believes that make- whole payments for resources 
called on for reliability should be cost based rather than offered based. 

March 28, 2010 
Midwest 

Midwest opposed the motion due to our belief that resources called upon 
for reliability should be made-whole according to a cost-based 
methodology as opposed to an offer-based methodology as proposed in 
PRR200. 

March 29, 2010 
Empire District 

Empire generally supports make whole provisions for OOME.  Empire 
District is opposed to make whole to offer instead of to costs.   Empire 
District is opposed to make whole cost being provided through RNU. 
Empire District believes that direct assignment to those benefiting from the 
OOME should pay the costs. 

 

Proposed Tariff Language  

 

4.4 Calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices 

A Locational Imbalance Price shall be calculated for each Meter Settlement 

Location and shall be calculated as the market clearing price at that location based 

on the security constrained economic dispatch, the Dispatchable Resource Offer 

Curve prices and resource characteristics submitted by Market Participants and 

data from the State Estimator.  The following rules will be used in calculating the 

Locational Imbalance Prices: 
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(a) Locational Imbalance Prices are calculated by the Transmission Provider 

for each Dispatch Interval as part of the security constrained dispatch 

solution described under Section 4.1.  In performing these calculations, 

Dispatchable Resources will be eligible to set the Locational Imbalance 

Price under the following conditions: 

i. The Dispatchable Resource must be operating below its maximum 

capacity limit, such limit as adjusted in accordance with Section 

4.1(b); 

ii The Dispatchable Resource must be operating above its minimum 

capacity limit, such limit as adjusted in accordance with Section 

4.1(b); and 

iii The Dispatchable Resource output must not be ramp rate 

constrained such that the Dispatchable Resource cannot achieve 

the optimal desired dispatch point under the economic dispatch. 

Self-Dispatched Resources are not eligible to set the Locational Imbalance 

Price. 

(b) The Transmission Provider shall calculate Locational Imbalance Prices for 

use in settlement as follows: 

(i) A Locational Imbalance Price shall be calculated for each Meter 

Settlement Location for every Dispatch Interval.      

(ii) The Locational Imbalance Price for a load Settlement Location for 

a Dispatch Interval within the Operating Hour shall be equal to the 

load weighted average of Locational Imbalance Prices calculated 

for Meter Settlement Locations aggregated to that Settlement 

Location for that Dispatch Interval.  The load weights utilized in 

this calculation shall be based upon the actual real-time load 

calculated at each Meter Settlement Location by the State 

Estimator in that Dispatch Interval.  For Resources, the Locational 

Imbalance Price for a Resource Settlement Location for a Dispatch 

Interval shall equal the Locational Imbalance Price calculated for 

the Meter Settlement Location for the Resource. 
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(iii) The Locational Imbalance Price at a Settlement Location and a 

Meter Settlement Location for an Operating Hour shall be equal to 

the arithmetic average of the Locational Imbalance Prices 

calculated for each Dispatch Interval at that Settlement Location or 

Meter Settlement Location within that Operating Hour.  No later 

than fifteen minutes following each Operating Hour, the 

Transmission Provider shall post the Locational Imbalance Prices 

for each Settlement Location and Meter Settlement Location for 

that Operating Hour on its website and shall indicate in that 

posting which Meter Settlement Locations were utilized in the 

calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices for each aggregated 

load  Settlement Location. 

(c) When SPP issues a reliability directive to any on-line Resource to resolve 

Emergency Condition (referred to in the system as “OOME” or out of 

merit energy) and for the duration of the reliability directive, SPP will 

determine the appropriate paymentcredit for the OOME dispatch as 

follows: 

(i) Each Rresource with an OOME instruction that results in an 

increase in Resource outputgeneration that creates a sale or an 

increase in a sale to the EIS Market will be paid, for its entire EIS 

Market sale up to the OOME Dispatch Instruction, the higher of 

the LIP determined by the security constrained economic dispatch 

for the Resource Settlement Location or the Resource offer curve 

price at the OOME dispatch point.  If such offer price exceeds the 

LIP, the difference between the two prices will be multiplied by 

the minimum of OOME Dispatch Instruction and actual output 

minus the Resource schedule quantity Resource’s entire EIS 

Market sale in order to calculate the credit to be paid to the Market 

Participant that is recoverable through the revenue neutrality uplift 

process (Section 5.6 of this Attachment AE). 
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(ii) Each Resource with an OOME instruction that results in a decrease 

in generationResource output that creates a purchase or an increase 

in a purchase from the EIS Market will pay, for its entire EIS 

Market purchase above the OOME Dispatch Instruction, the lower 

of the LIP determined by the security constrained economic 

dispatch for the Resource at the Settlement Location or the 

Resource offer price curve at the OOME dispatch point.  If the LIP 

exceeds such offer price, the difference between the two prices will 

be multiplied by the Resource scheduled quantity minus the 

maximum of the OOME Dispatch Instruction and the actual output 

’s entire EIS Market purchase in order to calculate the credit to be 

paid to the Market Participant that is recoverable through the 

revenue neutrality uplift process (Section 5.6 of this Attachment 

AE). 

(iii) Settlement calculations for any partial hour OOME instruction will 

be scaled by the number of intervals so that each 5-minute dispatch 

interval is settled for 1/12th of the value indicated by the 

appropriate price. 

 (iii) Such paymentsCcredits will be subject to the revenue neutrality 

uplift process (Section 5.6 of this Attachment AE). 

(cd)  In the event that a failure of SPP’s EIS Market systems results in a loss of 

data required for calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices, Imbalance 

Energy will continue to be settled financially under this Tariff based upon 

estimated Locational Imbalance Prices.  The Transmission Provider shall 

notify Market Participants if Imbalance Energy is to be settled using 

estimated prices.  The estimated Locational Imbalance Prices shall be 

calculated as follows. 

(i) If Locational Imbalance Pricing data is missing for two hours or 

less, the most recently calculated Locational Imbalance Prices for 

each affected Settlement Location shall be utilized for settlement 
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purposes for each of the hours in which Locational Imbalance 

Pricing data is missing. 

(ii) If more than two hours of Locational Imbalance Pricing data is 

missing, the Locational Imbalance Prices for each hour for which 

data is missing shall be calculated on a Zone basis based upon the 

cost associated with the provision of Schedule 4 Service.  The cost 

associated with provision of Schedule 4 Service shall be computed 

as the greater of (1) actual cost of the highest-cost MWh of energy 

procured for the purposes of providing Schedule 4 Service, if such 

energy was procured; or (2) the fuel cost and other variable costs 

associated with the production of the highest-cost MWh of energy 

produced for the purpose of providing Schedule 4 Service, such 

costs not to include opportunity costs.  SPP must specifically 

request the Schedule 4 Service cost information from affected 

Zone suppliers and the affected Zone suppliers must provide the 

requested cost information to SPP no later than 24 hours after the 

request is made.    
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5.6 Revenue Neutrality  

To the extent that the sum of all charges calculated under Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 

5.5 and Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M is not equal to the sum of all credits 

calculated under Sections 4.5(d), 5.2 and Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M for any 

hour in the Operating Day, the Transmission Provider shall perform the following 

calculations for each applicable hour of the Operating Day for each Market 

Participant such that the total charges are equal to the total credits in each 

applicable hour. 

 

(a) For each hour, the System Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit shall be equal 

to the sum of: 

(i) the sum of all Net Energy Imbalance Service Charge/Credits in 

that hour; 

(ii) the sum of all Over Scheduling Charges in that hour; 

(iii) the sum of all Under Scheduling Charges in that hour; 

(iv) the sum of all Uninstructed Deviation Charges in that hour; 

(v) the sum of all Recalculated LIP Credits in that hour; 

(vi) the sum of all Designated Balancing Authority Loss Charges in 

that hour, where such Designated Balancing Authority Loss 

Charges are calculated in accordance with Section IV.B.2 of 

Attachment M; and 

(vii) the sum of all Self-Provided Loss Credits in that hour, where such 

Self-Provided Loss Credits are calculated in accordance with 

Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M;. and 

(viii) the sum of all OOME event Ccredits (if any) for the hour that an 

OOME event occurs and causes a Resource to be dispatched 

resulting in a situation as described in Section 4.4(c) of this 

Attachment. 
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(b) For each hour, a Market Participant shall have an Energy Imbalance 

Service Uplift Obligation at each Settlement Location that is equal to the 

sum of: 

(i) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s actual net 

generation at that Settlement Location; 

(ii) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s Reported Load at 

that Settlement Location; 

(ii) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s bilateral transaction 

purchases external to the SPP Region at that Settlement Location; 

and 

(iv) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s bilateral transaction 

sales external to the SPP Region at that Settlement Location. 

(c) For each hour, each Market Participant’s Energy Imbalance Uplift 

Charge/Credit at each Settlement Location shall be equal to: 

  EIUC = SIC * (EISUOMP / sum of EISUOMP), where; 

EIUC = Market Participant’s Energy Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit; 

SIC = System Imbalance Charge/Credit calculated under Section 5.6(a);  

EISUOMP = Market Participant Energy Imbalance Service Uplift 

 Obligation as calculated under Section 5.6(b) 
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 (d) For each hour, each Market Participant’s total Energy Imbalance Uplift 

Charge/Credit shall be equal to the sum of that Market Participant’s 

Settlement Location specific Energy Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit 

calculated under Section 5.6 (c). 

(e) For one year following the EIS Market Effective Date, the Transmission 

Provider shall post on its website on a monthly basis, by Operating Hour, 

the net of all Energy Imbalance Uplift Charges/Credits and each of the 

following charge types for that hour:   

(1) the net of all Net Energy Imbalance Service Charges/Credits;  

(2) the sum of all Uninstructed Deviation Charges;  

(3) the sum of all Over Scheduling Charges;  

(4) the sum of all Under Scheduling Charges;  

(5) the sum of all Recalculated LIP Credits; and  

 

(6) by charge type, the net of any other credits or charges not encompassed 

within (1) through (5).   

Information for a month shall be posted no later than the 15th day of the 

succeeding month and shall be posted in a programmatic interface format. 

 

 
 
 

 
Proposed Criteria Language Revision 

 
NA 
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Market Protocols 

SPP Integrated Marketplace 

Summary of Key Changes between Versions 0.a and 0.b. 

1. Added new Section 4.2.1 detailing out the must-offer requirement.  Must-offer 
requirement for DA Market was changed from all available Resources to just available 
Resource capacity equal to Market Participant daily peak load plus operating reserve 
obligation.  Must offer requirement for RUC and RTBM remains at all available 
Resources. 

2. Removed cleared Virtual Bids from receiving a portion of over-collected losses revenue 
(Sections 4.5.8, 4.5.8.19, 4.5.9 and 4.5.9.20). 

3. Completed ARR/TCR design which is reflected by changes in Sections 3.2, 4.5.10 and 5.  
Key changes to ARR/TCR design include: 

a. Removal of limitation on Self-Conversion of ARRs into TCRs during the annual 
and month TCR auction processes; 

b. Addition of Incremental ARR Allocation Process which provides the mechanism 
for an entity to obtain ARRs during the year for transmission service that was not 
verify or was not otherwise eligible to nominate ARRs in the annual process; and 

c. Removal of the Partial Month TCR Process (TCRs of less than one month 
duration can still be obtained through the TCR Secondary Market Process). 
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Recommendation:
Enter a "1" in the voting column

Y N A Y N A
Empire District 1 Acciona Wind Energy, LLC
Grand River Dam Authority AEP Southwestern Transmission Company, Inc
Kansas City Power & Light 1 AEP Oklahoma Transmission Company, Inc. 1
Kansas City Power & Light - GMO 1 Arkansas Electric Coop 1
Kansas Gas & Electric 1 Board of Public Utilities 1
Mid-Kansas Electric Company 1 Calpine Energy Services 1
Midwest Energy 1 Cargill Power Markets 1
Nebraska Public Power District 1 City of Clarksdale, Ms
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 1 City of Lafayette, LA
Omaha Public Power District 1 City Power & Light, Indep, MO 1
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma 1 City Utilities, Springfield, MO 1
Southwestern Public Service 1 Cleco Corporation 1
Sunflower Electric Power 1 Constellation Energy Commod. 1
SW Electric Power Company 1 Dogwood Energy 1
Western Farmers Electric Coop 1 Duke Energy Americas
Westar 1 Dynegy Marketing & Trading

East Texas Elec Coop 1
Edison Mission Marketing & Trading 1

Total 11 4 0 El Paso Merchant Energy
Entergy Power Ventures

Percentage Approving: Entergy Services 1
73.33% Exelon Power Team

Golden Spread Electric Coop 1
Horizon Wind Energy, LLC
Hunt Transmission 1
ITC - Great Plains 1
Kansas Electric Power Coop 1
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency 1
Lincoln Electric System 1

For SPP membership as of: 61 Louisiana Energy & Power Authority 1
8/10/2010 NE Texas Electric Coop 1

Nextera 1
RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: YES NRG Power Marketing

84.3% OMPA 1
Plains and Eastern Clean Line LLC
Prairie Wind Transmission LLC 1
Rayburn Country Electric 1
Shell Energy North America 1
Tenaska 1
Tex-La Coop 1
Trans-Elect
Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Luminant Energy Company LLC
Williams Power
Yazoo City, MS

Transmission Owners Transmission Users
MEMBERS VOTING

We accept the recommendation offered by the MWG to resolve the 
remaining outstanding issues in the market protocols. 
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Total 20 1 7

Count of TOs 16
Count of TUs 45
Total 61 Percentage Approving:

95.24%
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
REGIONAL TARIFF WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Market and Operations Policy Committee 
January 11 - 12, 2011 

TRR 025 – Meter Interrogation Language Removal 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Regional Tariff Working Group: 

Dennis Reed, WR (Chair)  
Charles Locke, KCPL (Vice-Chair) 
Carrie Cooper, ETEC 
Bill Dowling, Midwest Energy 
Ron Gary, LAFA 
Tom Hestermann, Sunflower 
Rob Janssen, Dogwood 
David Kays, OGE 
Lloyd Kolb, Golden Spread 
Rich Kosch, LES 
Brett Leopold, ITC Great Plains 

Tom Littleton, OMPA 
Bernie Liu, Xcel 
Paul Malone, NPPD 
Adam McKinnie, MoPSC 
Robert Pennybaker, AEP 
Eddy Reece, Rayburn Country 
Robert Shields, AECC 
Bary Warren, EDE 
Mitch Williams, WFEC 
Heather Starnes, SPP  
Katy Onnen, SPP (Secretary) 

Background 
Jim Hotovy, Nebraska Public Power District, proposed revising Section 8.1 of Attachment G (Network 
Operating Agreement) in TRR 025 – Meter Interrogation Language Removal at the RTWG meeting on 
September 30, 2010.  Members of the RTWG tabled the discussion to discuss impacts of the potential 
language with other members of their organizations.  The RTWG discussed the proposed language again 
at their meeting on December 8-9, 2010 and passed it with two abstentions. 

Analysis 
The Nebraska Public Power District had security concerns with allowing others access to its delivery point 
meter and thus wanted to see the requirement to allow others to interrogate their meters removed from 
the Network Operating Agreement (Section 8.1 of Attachment G).  The proposed language removed the 
requirement to allow interrogation of meters, but still requires the Network Customer to provide, or provide 
for, if they are not the meter owner, the Host Transmission Owner access to load data and other data 
available from any delivery point meter.  The language also requires the Host Transmission Owner to 
provide the data to the Transmission Customer upon request, if the Transmission Customer is not the 
meter owner. 
 
The revised language is in Section 8.1 of Attachment G (NOA) of the OATT.  See the attached TRR form 
for the proposed language. 
 
Recommendation 
The RTWG recommends that the MOPC approve the Tariff changes. 
 
Approved: Regional Tariff Working Group December 9, 2010 

 Passed with abstentions by EDE and Xcel 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Tariff Revision Request (TRR) 

 

 Page 1 of 4 

TRR 
Number 035 TRR 

Title 
Formulaic Process for TOs w/ Approved Formula Rate Templates 
 

Cross 
Reference # PRR        BRR       Other (Specify) ______________     

Sponsor 
Name Billing Determinants Task Force – Charles Locke (Chairman) 
E-mail Address Charles.Locke@KCPL.com 
Company KCPL 
Phone Number 816-556-2950 
Date 12/1/2010 

Tariff Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No. Multiple Sections 
Title   
Section No.  
Title   
Tariff Version (effective date) As soon as reasonable 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal      Urgent (provided justification below for urgent 

request) 
 

Revision Description 

Revising all Schedules and Attachments that contain revenues and 
rates associated with rate case changes (Schedule 1, Schedule 11, 
Attachment H and Attachment T) and updating the “R” definitions of 
the tariff to include a new definition for a Revenue Requirements and 
Rate File  

Reason for Revision 
For Transmission Owner’s that have an approved Formula Rate 
Template by FERC, this will eliminate the need to make a 205 filing 
at FERC when an annual formula rate update occurs 

Stakeholder Approval 
Required (specify date 
and record outcome of 
vote; n/a for those 
stakeholders not 
required) 

MWG  
BPWG  
TWG  
ORWG 
Other (specify)  
RTWG – Approved on 12/9/2010 with abstention by EDE  
MOPC 
Board of Directors

736 of 1245



 
Tariff Revision Request (TRR) 

 

 Page 2 of 4 

Market Protocol 
Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes & 
PRR #) 
 
      
 

 No 

Business Practice 
Implications or 
Changes 

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes & 
BRR #) 
 
      
 

 No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 
 
 

 No 
Other Corporate 
Documents 
Implications (i.e., SPP 
By-Laws, Membership 
Agreement, etc.) 

  Yes (Include which corporate documents) 
 

  No 

Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

 No 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 

 Yes          
 

 No        
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Tariff Revision Request (TRR) 

 

 Page 3 of 4 

Due to multiple areas of the tariff being revised, the language changes are in one zip file.

 
 
 
 

Proposed Market Protocol Language Revision (Redlined) 
 
 
 
N/A 
 

 
 
 

Proposed Business Practices Language Revision (Redlined) 
 

N/A 
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Tariff Revision Request (TRR) 

 

 Page 4 of 4 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision (Redlined) 
 

N/A. 

 

 

 

 

 

Revisions to Other Corporate Documents (Redlined) 
 

N/A 
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RTWG Report to the MOPC

January 11-12, 2011
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Agenda

• Tariff Revisions 
• TRR 035-Formulaic Process for Rate Updates 

(Action Item)

• Informational Items
• Use of Non-Tariff facilities (Action Item #135)

2
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Formulaic Process for Rate Updates
TRR035

Action Item
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Background
• A Transmission Owner is responsible for getting 

FERC approval of its ATRR (Section 3.10, SPP 
Membership Agreement)

• Exception: SPP can file an update for a non-jurisdictional 
entity, but is not responsible for defending it (Section 3.11)

• SPP is required to update its Tariff for changes in 
each transmission owner’s annual revenue 
requirement (Section 2.3, SPP MA)

• SPP currently does a Section 205 filing to update a 
TO’s ATRR in the SPP Tariff and change any affected 
rates

4
743 of 1245



www.spp.org

Issues with Current ATRR Update Process
• Requires multiple Section 205 filings by SPP each year

• Formula rates update 4 times a year: January 1, July 1, August 1 
and September 1 plus any time a TO with stated rates change

• Preparation of filing letter and material
• Legal fees and SPP staff time to prepare and file

• 60 day suspension period – Can cause retroactive 
billing if filing is made less than 60 days from the 
requested effective date

• Customers get “catch-up” billing (has been as long as 6 
months)

• Transmission Owners do not get proper revenue
• Details of how the costs are distributed between Zones 

is only shown as part of a filing
5
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TRR035 – Formulaic Update of ATRR
• Proposed Tariff changes allow SPP to automatically Update its 

Tariff rates to match the FERC approved ATRR of each 
Transmission Owner or transmission owning entity

• For TOs with formula rates:
• No Section 205 filings required if TO has formula rate protocols
• No potential delays implementing results of annual updates
• Changes in SPP rates take effect the same time as changes to ATRR

• For TOs with stated rates:
• SPP would still be required to file a companion filing when ever the 

TO filed an rate case
• SPP would be required to file a Section 205 filing to modify its Tariff 

if a TO when from a stated rate to a formula rate
• All details of the ATRR calculation will be posted on OASIS and 

the SPP web site
• SPP the only RTO that does 205 filings to update ATRRs

6
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Tariff Revisions
• Requires posting of Revenue Requirements 

and Rates file (RRR file) on OASIS
• The RRR file will contain:

• Details of how the ATRR from each Transmission 
Owner is spread to each pricing Zone

• Customers have sufficient detail to duplicate 
transmission billing

• Transmission Owners can track how its ATRR is 
being collected

• Duplicates workpapers currently being filed in 
each Section 205 proceeding

7
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Tariff Revisions
• Definitions (RRR file)
• Attachment H

• Remove ATRR values from TO’s with formula rates and add 
references to RRR file

• Attachment T
• Remove stated rates and add either PTP calculation or 

references to each TO’s formula rate

• Schedule 1
• Remove table of stated Schedule 1 ATRR for through and out 

transactions and add references to RRR file

• Schedule 11
• Add references to RRR file

8
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RTWG Approval & Recommendation

• RTWG unanimously approved 
TRR035 on December 9, 2010 with 
EDE abstaining

• RTWG requests MOPC approve 
TRR035

9
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Information Item
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Action Item 135
Use of non-Tariff facilities

• A question arose at the July MOPC meeting regarding the 
interconnection of new generation to non-jurisdictional 
facilities

• If Generator X connects to non-jurisdictional facilities, the 
Generator needs to follow the interconnect process of the 
owner of the non-jurisdictional facility.

• The owner and/or TO may coordinate with SPP if Transmission 
impacts are anticipated

• If Transmission service under the SPP OATT is sold to a 
TC which has a source of Generator X, then the previously 
non-jurisdictional facilities become “jurisdictional” (Order 
888-C, p. 96)

11
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Action Item 135
Use of non-Tariff facilities
• Any subsequent generator interconnecting to the same 

line as Generator X must now follow SPP’s GIP since 
the facilities are now considered “jurisdictional”

• Upgrade costs are still direct assigned and does not affect any other 
use of the line

• Currently the BPWG is working on BPR018 which is 
addressing this issue of better defining which 
interconnection process must be followed 

12
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Thank You
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AEP Amendment -- relative to MOPC Agenda Item 12d materials published Jan 4, 2011 

American Electric Power - West 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-To-Point rates shall be calculated using the Existing Zonal Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement (“ATRR”) for the American Electric Power – West  

(“AEPW”) rate zone as specified in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Line 1, Column (3), which 

is the sum of each Transmission Owner’s Zonal ATRR stated or referenced in Attachment H, 

Section I, Table 1, Column (3) as being in the American Electric Power – West rate zone.  The 

Zonal ATRR of each Transmission Owner in the AEPW rate zone that does not have a rate 

formula is stated in Attachment H, Section I, Table I, Column 3 as follows:  Lines 1b, 1c, and 1d 

for East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc., Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc., and Deep 

East Electric Cooperative, Inc., respectively, (hereinafter referred to collectively as “the Texas 

Electric Cooperatives”) and Line 1e for Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority (“OMPA”).  As a 

result of the American Electric Power rate formula and protocols (“AEP Formula Rate”) and the 

AEP West Transmission Companies rate formula and protocols (“AEP-West Transco Formula 

Rate”) set forth in Attachment H, Addendums 4 and 12, respectively, of the Tariff, the Existing 

Zonal ATRR referenced in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Line 1, Column (3) shall be posted 

on the SPP website by May 25 of each calendar year and shall be effective on July 1 of the year.  

The results for the calculated Point-To-Point rates described herein shall be specifically set forth 

in the “AEP-West PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR 

File”) posted on the SPP website. 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the American 

Electric Power – West (“AEPW”) rate zone are set forth in the “AEP-West PTP Rate Att T” tab 

of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.  

Transmission Owners that have Commission approved rate(s) in the AEPW rate zone are:  

American Electric Power (“AEP”); East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc., Tex-La Electric 

Cooperative of Texas, Inc., and Deep East Electric Cooperative, Inc., (hereinafter referred to 

collectively as “the Texas Electric Cooperatives”); Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 

(“OMPA”); and AEP West Transmission Companies (“AEP-West Transco”). 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
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The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges based upon the rates set forth in the RRR 

File, calculated pursuant to the AEP rate formula and protocols (“AEP Formula Rate”) and the 

AEP West Transco rate formula and protocols (“AEP-West Transco Formula Rate”) set forth in 

Attachment H, Addendums 4 and 12, respectively, of the Tariff, and as described below: 

1. Yearly delivery: the sum of (a) $483.96/MW for the Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, (b) $98.16/MW for OMPA, and (c) the sum of the firm 

yearly delivery rates set forth in the AEP Formula Rate and the AEP-West 

Transco Formula Rate.each the Zonal ATRR as referenced in Attachment 

H, Section I, Table 1, Column (3) on Line 1a (for AEP) and Line 1f (for 

AEP-West Transco) divided by the most recent prior calendar year’s 12-

CP divisor (in MW). 

2. Monthly delivery: the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives, 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates divided by 12 

months . 

32. Weekly delivery:  the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives, 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates divided by 52 weeks. 

 43. Daily delivery: 

On-Peak:  the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives, 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates divided by 

260 days . 

Off-Peak:  the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives, 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates divided by 

365 days . 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges based upon the 

rates set forth in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the AEP Formula Rate and the AEP-West 

Transco Formula Rate and as described below:     
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ATTACHMENT H 
ANNUAL TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR NETWORK 

INTEGRATION TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
 

SECTION I: General Requirements 

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

Transmission Owner within each Zone for purposes of determining the charges under 

Schedule 9, Network Integration Transmission Service, is specified in Column (3) 

Section I, of Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 

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

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

specified in Column (4) of Section I, Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal ATRR Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement used to determine the zonal charges under Schedule 

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

Column (5) of Section I, Table 1.  The amount of Zonal ATRRAnnual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement and Base Plan Zonal ATRR Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirement that is included in Columns (3), (4), and (5) and reallocated to the Region-

wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (“Region-wide ATRR”), in accordance 

with Attachment J, is specified in Column (6) of Section I, Table 1.  

 

Table 1 

(See Note A below) 

 

(1) 
Zone 

(2) (3) 
Zonal ATRR  

(4) 
Base Plan 

Zonal ATRR 

(5) 
Base Plan 

Zonal ATRR 
after June 19, 

2010 

(6) 
ATRR 

Reallocated to 
Balanced 
Portfolio 

Region-wide 
ATRR 

1 American Electric Power –West 
(Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$133,978,649 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$18,216,68
0 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

  1a 
American Electric Power 
(Public Service Company of 
Oklahoma and Southwestern 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$129,472,718 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$18,068,49
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Electric Power Company) See 
Section II.3 

 6

  1b East Texas Electric Cooperative, 
Inc. $2,733,879  

  1c Tex-La Electric Cooperative of 
Texas, Inc. $588,874  

  1d Deep East Texas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. $428,131  

  1e Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority $748,647  

  1f AEP West Transmission 
Companies  (AEP Oklahoma 
Transmission Company, Inc. and 
AEP Southwestern Transmission 
Company, Inc.) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$6,400 
 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$148,184 
 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

2 Reserved for Future Use  
3 City Utilities of Springfield, 

Missouri 
$8,651,509 See Att. H tab, 

posted RRR File 
$17,236  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

4 Empire District Electric 
Company 

$14,075,000 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$33,509  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

5 Grand River Dam Authority 
(Est.) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$35,949,66
0 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$161,392  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

6 Kansas City Power & Light 
Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$29,341,593  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$2,830,556 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

7 Oklahoma Gas & and Electric 
(Total)  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$86,359,803  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$2,106,85
0 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

   7a 

Oklahoma Gas & and Electric  

   See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$85,991,30
2 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

   7b Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority 

$368,501 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File

8 Midwest Energy, Inc. See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$7,830,571 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$139,977 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

9 KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$29,025,803 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$803,938  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

10 Southwestern Power 
Administration 

$13,107,700 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 

756 of 1245



File$0 File$0 
11 Southwestern Public Service 

Company 
See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$101,437,4
57  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$5,296,16
3 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

12 Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation 

$14,484,045 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$426,395 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

13 Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative  

$20,719,639 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$2,332,942 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

14 Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas 
Gas & Electric and Westar 
Energy) 

                  See 
Att. H tab, posted 
RRR 
File$122,366,9
48 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$14,605,03
0 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

15 Mid-Kansas Electric 
Cooperative Company (Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
$16,484,778  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$528,833 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

15a Mid-Kansas Electric 
CooperativeCompany 

$15,142,441 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File

15b 
ITC Great Plains 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$1,342,337 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

16 Lincoln Electric System See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$18,666,89
1 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$84,138 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

17 Nebraska Public Power District See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$42,351,25
8 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$12,547,0
03 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

18 Omaha Public Power District See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$40,663,00
8 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$1,980,64
4 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

19 Total   See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File$0 

 

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

2. For the purposes of determining the Region-wide Charges under Schedule 11, the 

Region-wide ATRRAnnual Transmission Revenue Requirement, as shown in Line 5 of 

Section I, Table 2, shall be the sum of (i) the Base Plan Region-wide Annual 
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Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Base Plan Region-wide ATRR”), and (ii) the total 

Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements 

(“Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR”). 

 

Table 2 

(See Note B below) 

1 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC prior to June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted RRR 
File$30,523,142

2 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted RRR File
3 Total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR Total, Column (6), 

Section I, Table 1 
See Att. H tab, posted RRR 
File$0 

4 Balanced Portfolio Region-w Wide ATRR See Att. H tab, posted RRR 
File$9,966,300 

5 Region-wide ATRR (Line 1 + Line 2 + Line 3 + Line 4) See Att. H tab, posted RRR 
File$40,489,442

 

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

3. A Transmission Owner’sThe revenue requirements referenced or stated in this 

Attachment H shall not be changed absent a filing with the Commission, accompanied by 

all necessary cost support, unless such Transmission Owner utilizes Commission-

approved formula rate processes contained in this Tariff to determine its revenue 

requirements. 

4. A Nnew or amended revenue requirements referenced or stated in this Attachment H 

shall not be filed with the Commission by the Transmission Provider unless such revenue 

requirements have been provided by or for a Transmission Owner.  Such revenue 

requirements shall have been accepted or approved by the applicable regulatory or 

governing authority except in the event of a simultaneous filing with the Commission by 

the Transmission Owner and Transmission Provider. 

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

completion of its approved annual formula rate update procedures shall constitute 

regulatory acceptance sufficient to authorize the Transmission Provider to file with the 

Commission to update that Transmission Owner’s revenue requirements posted on the 

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

the Commission, provided that the Transmission Owner posts the populated formula rate 
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for public review and comment as required under the applicable protocols and/or 

procedures contained in this Attachment H.  The Transmission Provider shall follow any 

special procedures related to updating a Transmission Owner’s revenue requirements as 

outlined in Section II of this Attachment. 

6. The Transmission Provider shall allocate the accepted or approved revenue requirement 

associated with a Base Plan Upgrade, in accordance with Attachment J to this Tariff, to 

the Base Plan Region-wide ATRRs Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement in 

Section I, Table 2 above and to the appropriate Base Plan Zonal ATRR Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirements in Column (4) or (5) as appropriate of in  Section I, 

Table 1 above. 

 

SECTION II:  Transmission Owner-Specific Requirements 

1. Westar Energy, Inc. 

 For Westar Energy, Inc., the ATRRannual transmission revenue requirement for purposes 

of the Network Integration Transmission Service, as specified on line 7b and 14, Column 

3 of Section 1 of this Attachment H, shall be calculated using the rate formula set forth in 

Attachment H Addendum 3 of this Tariff (“Westar Formula Rate”).  The results of the 

formula calculation shall be posted on the Transmission Provider’s website and in an 

accessible location on Westar’s OASIS website by October 15 of each calendar year and 

shall be effective on January 1 of the following year.  The Zonal Revenue Requirement to 

be used for the Westar zone, Column (3) of Section I, Table 1 of this Attachment H, shall 

be calculated by taking the SPP Zonal Revenue Requirement as identified on the as 

Projected Net Revenue Requirements  page, line 10; of the Westar Formula Rate; less the 

sum of the current year’s revenue requirement associated with all transmission facilities 

owned by Westar in other pricing zones when such revenue requirements are included in 

the revenue requirements specified in the Westar Formula Rate on the Projected Net 

Revenue Requirements page, line 10; plus the previous calendar year’s total firm Point-

Tto-Point transmission revenue allocated to Westar under Attachment L provided such 

Point-to-Point transmission revenue is deducted from Westar’s ATRRAnnual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement under Section 34.1 of this Tariff.  
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 The revenue requirements for Base Plan Funded projects owned by Westar shall be the 

amount contained on the Projected Net Revenue Requirements page, line 9 of the Westar 

Formula Rate. 

 

The revenue requirements for Balanced Portfolio funded projects owned by Westar shall 

be the amount contained on the Projected Net Revenue Requirements page, line 9a of the 

Westar Formula Rate.  Following its posting of the updated revenue requirements by 

October 15 of each caleandaer year as discussed above, the Transmission Provider shall 

immediately update the various Base Plan and Balanced Portfolio funded costs and 

allocations contained in the Tariff and file them with the Commission no later than 

December 15 of each caleandaer year with a requested effective date of January 1. 

 

2. Southwestern Public Service Company 

 For Southwestern Public Service Company (“SPS”), the Existing Zonal Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement (“ATRR”) for Zone 11 in Ccolumn (3), of  Section 

I, TableSection 1 of this Attachment H shall be calculated using: (1) the formula rate as 

specified in Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy Operating Companies Joint Open 

Access Transmission Tariff (“Xcel Energy OATT”), (2) will be equal to the Current Year 

Revenue Requirement with True Up as specified on line 6, page 1 of Attachment O – 

SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT, (3) and subject to the Implementation Procedures in 

Appendix 1 of Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT.  The results of the 

formula calculation shall be posted on the SPP website and in an accessible location on 

SPS’s OASIS website by October 1 of each calendar year and shall be effective on 

January 1 of the following year. The Existing Zonal ATRR for Zone 11, in Ccolumn (3), 

Section I, Table 1 of this Attachment H shall not be subject to adjustment pursuant to 

section 34.1 for the previous calendar year’s total firm Point-to-Point transmission 

revenue allocated to SPS under Attachment L when determining the monthly zonal 

Demand Charge for Zone 11. 

 

3.  American Electric Power 
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The American Electric Power ATRRAnnual Transmission Revenue Requirement for 

purposes of the Network Integrated Transmission Service shall be (i) calculated using the 

formula rate set forth in Addendum 1 to this Attachment H, (ii) posted on the SPP 

website by May 25 of each calendar year, and (iii) effective on July 1 of such year. 

 

4. Nebraska Public Power District: Formula Rate Implementation Protocols and 

Formula Rate Template  
 

Section 1. Annual Updates 

The Formula Rate Template set forth in Addendum 7 and these Formula Rate 

Implementation Protocols (“Protocols”) together comprise the filed rate by 

Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) for calculating Nebraska Public Power District’s 

(“NPPD”)  Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (“Zonal ATRR”) 

for Transmission Service under the SPP OATT.  NPPD must follow the 

instructions specified in the Formula Rate Template to calculate the rates for 

NITS, the rates for Schedule 1 Service, the rates for Point-to-Point services over 

facilities in SPP Zone 17 and the ATRR for Base Plan Upgrades and other 

network upgrades. 

 

The initial Zonal ATRR and the initial rates will be in effect for a partial year 

from the effective date of NPPD’s transfer of operational control of its 

transmission facilities to SPP until December 31, 2009.  The Formula Rate shall 

be recalculated each year with the resulting rates to become effective on and after 

January 1 of each year through December 31 of such year.  The resulting rates 

implemented each January 1 will be subject to review and true-up as further 

provided in the Protocols. 

 

No later than September 1, 2009 and September 1 of each year thereafter, NPPD, 

upon initial approval of NPPD’s Board of Directors, shall determine its projected 

Zonal ATRR, and resulting rates for the following calendar year, in accordance 

with the Protocols and the Formula Rate Template of Addendum 7 of this 
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Attachment H.  NPPD will post such determination on its website and will send 

such determination to SPP for posting on the publicly accessible portion of the 

SPP website. Contemporaneously, NPPD shall provide notice to its wholesale 

customers and interested parties of its projected Zonal ATRR and resultant rates, 

including all inputs in sufficient detail to identify the components of NPPD’s 

Zonal ATRR.  Commencing September 1 of each year, such parties may submit 

written questions and answers will be provided by NPPD within ten (10) business 

days.  NPPD will post on the NPPD website responses to any such inquiries and 

information regarding frequently asked questions.  No later than September 30 of 

each year, NPPD will hold a meeting with wholesale customers and interested 

parties to explain the formula rate input projections and provide an opportunity 

for oral and written comments.  Written comments must be submitted no later 

than October 30.  No later than December 15 of each year, NPPD will provide to 

SPP for posting on the publicly accessible portion of the SPP website  and submit 

to the Commission in an informational filing, NPPD’s final Zonal ATRR and 

resulting rates to become effective January 1 of the following calendar year. 

 

Section 2. True-Up Adjustments 

 

On or before June 1, 2010 and on or before June 1 of each year thereafter, NPPD 

will calculate the True-Up Adjustment with supporting data inputs in sufficient 

detail to identify the projected and actual cost of each element of NPPD’s Zonal 

ATRR and actual revenues.  NPPD will reflect the True-Up Adjustment as a line 

item in its Zonal ATRR noticed on September 1, 2010 and in the ATRR noticed 

on September 1 of each year thereafter.  The True-uUp Adjustment will be 

determined in the following manner: 

 

(1) Actual transmission revenues associated with transactions included in the Divisor 

of the Formula Rate Template for the previous calendar year will be compared to 

the Actual Zonal ATRR.  The Actual Zonal ATRR shall be calculated in 

accordance with the Formula Rate Template and actual data for the previous year.  
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For each year, NPPD will complete and make available for review, on its website, 

actual data as recorded in accordance with FERC’s Uniform System of Accounts, 

including an affidavit of the Chief Financial Officer of NPPD attesting to the 

accuracy of the cost and revenue data set forth therein.  In addition, NPPD shall 

provide an explanation of any change in accounting policies and practices that 

NPPD employed during the preceding twelve-month period that affect 

transmission accounts or the allocation of common costs to transmission.  Actual 

costs incurred during the applicable calendar year will be compared to actual 

revenues recovered during such period to determine whether there was any under-

recovery or over-recovery.  The True-uUp Adjustment and related calculations 

shall be posted no later than June 1 on NPPD’s website and on the publicly 

accessible portion of the SPP website. Commencing June 1 of each year, any 

interested party may submit written questions and answers will be provided by 

NPPD within ten (10) business days. NPPD will post on the NPPD website 

responses to any such inquiries and information regarding frequently asked 

questions.  Written comments must be submitted no later than July 15 of each 

year.  NPPD will post on the NPPD website the final True-uUp Adjustment no 

later than September 1 of each year.  

 

(2)  Interest on any over-recovery or under-recovery of the Zonal ATRR shall be 

based on the interest rate equal to NPPD’s actual short-term debt costs, capped at 

the applicable interest rate set forth in 18 C.F.R. §35.19a of the Commission’s 

regulations.  The interest rate equal to NPPD’s actual short-term debt costs shall 

be calculated in accordance with Worksheet K to the Formula Rate Template. 

 

(3)  The Zonal ATRR for transmission services for the following year shall be the sum 

of the projected Zonal ATRR for the following year and a True-Uup Adjustment 

for the previous year, including interest as explained above. 

 

Section 3. NPPD Formula Rate Blank Template 
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NPPD’s Formula Rate Template to be used for calculating the Zonal ATRR and 

NITS rates, Schedule 1 rates, Point-to-Point rates, ATRR Base Plan Upgrade and 

other network upgrades set forth in Attachment H – Addendum 7.  The provisions 

of such Formula Rate Template are not subject to changes except through a filing 

under Section 205 or 206 of the Federal Power Act. 

 

5. Omaha Public Power District 

 

For the Omaha Public Power District (“OPPD”), the annual transmission revenue 

requirementATRR for purposes of the Network Integration Transmission Service, Base 

Plan Upgrades, Scheduling, System Control, and Dispatch Service, and for the 

determination of Point-to-Point rates shall be calculated using the Formula-based Rate 

Template set forth in Attachment H - Addendum 8 of this Tariff.  The annual 

transmission revenue requirementATRR and rates calculated pursuant to the formula-

based rate template shall be revised annually.  The results of such annual calculations 

shall be posted on OPPD’s OASIS website and in a publically accessible location on the 

Transmission Provider’s website by May 15 of each calendar year.  Written comments 

will be accepted until June 15 and the annual revenue requirement and rates shall become 

effective from August 1 of such year through July 31 of the following year.  Initially, the 

rates calculated pursuant to the formula-based rate template and incorporated into this 

SPP OATT will be in place through July 31, 2009. 

 

6. Lincoln Electric System 

 

For the Lincoln Electric System (“LES”), the annual transmission revenue 

requirementATRR for purposes of Network Integration Transmission Service, Base Plan 

Upgrades, Scheduling, System Control and Dispatch Service, and for the determination 

of Point-to-Point rates shall be calculated using the Formula Rate Template set forth in 

Attachment H - Addendum 6 of this Tariff. The annual transmission revenue 

requirementATRR and rates calculated pursuant to the formula rate template shall be 

revised annually. The results of such annual calculations shall be posted on LES’ OASIS 
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website and in a publicly accessible location on the Transmission Provider’s website by 

May 15 of each calendar year. Written comments will be accepted until June 15 and the 

annual revenue requirement and rates shall become effective from August 1 of such year 

through July 31 of the following year. Supporting data for completion of the formula rate 

template will be available from LES upon request. Initially, the rates calculated pursuant 

to the formula-based rate template and incorporated into this SPP OATT will be in place 

through July 31, 2009. 

765 of 1245



American Electric Power - West 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the American 

Electric Power – West (“AEPW”) rate zone are set forth in the “AEP-West PTP Rate Att T” tab 

of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.  

Transmission Owners that have Commission- approved rate(s) in the AEPW rate zone are:  

American Electric Power (“AEP”); East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc., Tex-La Electric 

Cooperative of Texas, Inc., and Deep East Electric Cooperative, Inc., (hereinafter referred to 

collectively as “the Texas Electric Cooperatives”); Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 

(“OMPA”); and AEP West Transmission Companies (“AEP-West Transco”). 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges based upon the rates set forth in the RRR 

File, calculated pursuant to the AEP rate formula and protocols (“AEP Formula Rate”) and the 

AEP West Transmission CompaniesAEP-West Transco rate formula and protocols (“AEP-West 

Transco Formula Rate”) set forth in Attachment H, Addendums 4 and 12, respectively, of the 

Tariff, and as described below: 

1. Yearly delivery:   the sum of (a) $483.96/MW for the Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, (b) $98.16/MW for OMPA, and (c) the sum of the firm 

yearly delivery rates set forth in the AEP Formula Rate and the AEP-West 

Transco Formula Rate. 

2. Monthly delivery:   the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives, 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates divided by 12 

months $1,463.17/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

23. Weekly delivery:   $ 337.61/ the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly delivery rates 

divided by 52 weeksMW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

 34. Daily delivery: 

766 of 1245



On-Peak:  $ 67.53/ the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly 

delivery rates divided by 260 days MW of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

Off-Peak:  $ 48.11/ the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco yearly 

delivery rates divided by 365 days MW of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified in Section 2 above timesthe highest amount in megawatts of 

Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. For the purpose of the rate specified in Section 

3 above, the Off-Peak Period shall be Saturdays, Sundays, New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 

Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day and the On-Peak Period 

shall be all days that are not in the Off-Peak Period. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges based upon the 

rates set forth in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the AEP Formula Rate and the AEP-West 

Transco Formula Rate, and as described below:     

1. Monthly delivery:   $1,463.17/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm yearly delivery rates 

divided by 12 monthsMW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:   $ 337.61/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm yearly delivery rates 

divided by 52 weeksMW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

 3. Daily delivery: 

On-Peak:  $ 67.53/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm 

yearly delivery rates divided by 260 daysMW of 

Reserved Capacity per day. 
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Off-Peak:  $ 48.11/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm 

yearly delivery rates divided by 365 daysMW of 

Reserved Capacity per day. 

 4. Hourly delivery: 

On-Peak:   $ 4.22/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric 

Cooperatives, OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm 

yearly delivery rates divided by 4,160 hoursMW of 

Reserved Capacity per hour. 

Off-Peak:   $ 2.01/the sum of the AEP, Texas Electric Cooperatives 

OMPA, and AEP-West Transco firm yearly delivery 

rates divided by 8,760 hoursMW of Reserved Capacity 

per hour. 

 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified in Section 3 above times the highest amount in megawatts of 

Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the total demand charge in any 

week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified 

in Section 2 above times the highest amount in megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour 

during such week. 

For the purpose of the rate specified for Daily deliveryin Section 3 above, the Off-Peak 

Period shall be Saturdays, Sundays, New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor 

Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day and the On-Peak Period shall be all days that are not 

in the Off-Peak Period. 

For the purpose of the rate specified for Hourly deliveryin Section 4 above, On-Peak is 

all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time Zone, excluding Sundays and 

holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 

Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day.  Off-Peak is all hours not 

designated as On-Peak. 
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Discounts for Certain Through and Out Service Transactions Vvia American Electric 

PowerAEP (Public Service Company of Oklahoma and Southwestern Electric Power Company) 

Pricing Zone: 

 

For the purpose of this Section, the following definitions shall apply: 

 

CPL: Central Power and Light Company. 

 

AEP:   American Electric Power, Inc. including its operating company affiliates located in the 

SPP region (Public Service Company of Oklahoma and Southwestern Electric Power Company). 

 

AEP Operating Companies' Tariff:    The open access transmission service tariff on file 

with the Commission under which the AEP Operating Companies offer, among other services, 

ERCOT Regional Transmission Service. 

 

ERCOT:   The Electric Reliability Council of Texas. 

 

ERCOT Power Supplier:   An electric utility that sells electricity for resale into ERCOT and 

takes transmission service under Part IV of the AEP Operating Companies' Tariff for such sales. 

 

Load Serving Entity:   Any electric utility operating in ERCOT that serves Native Load 

Customers within ERCOT. 

 

Native Load Customer:   The wholesale and/or retail power customers of CPL and 

WTUTCC and TNC on whose behalf TCC and TNCCPL and WTU, by statute, franchise, 

regulatory requirement, or contract, have undertaken an obligation to construct and operate the 

TCC and TNCCPL and WTU systems to meet the reliable electric needs of such customers or 

the wholesale and retail power customers of a Load Serving Entity who, by statute, franchise, 

regulatory requirement, or contract has undertaken an obligation to plan, construct and operate 

the Load Serving Entity's system to meet the reliable electric needs of such customers.  Native 

Load Customers do not include load served outside of ERCOT. 
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Planned Resource:   Any generation resource owned, controlled, or purchased by an ERCOT 

Power Supplier or Load Serving Entity and designated as a Planned Resource for the purpose of 

serving load located in ERCOT. 

TCC:  AEP Texas Central Company. 

TNC:  AEP Texas North Company. 

 

Unplanned Resource:   Any generation resource owned or purchased by an ERCOT Power 

Supplier or Load Serving Entity, used to serve loads within ERCOT and not designated as a 

Planned Resource. 

 

WTU:  West Texas Utilities Company. 

 

Discount Provision:   

A Load Serving Entity that takes ERCOT Regional Transmission Service under Part IV of the 

AEP Operating Companies' Tariff and also takes transmission service under Part II of this Tariff 

to import into ERCOT Planned Resources or Unplanned Resources to serve its Native Load 

Customers in ERCOT shall have its zonal rates under Schedules 7 and 8 reduced by 45.27% in 

instances when AEP is the applicable pricing zone under the SPP Tariff.  This discount applies 

only to charges under Schedules 7 and 8 of the SPP Tariff. 
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The Empire District Electric Company 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

$ 15,382.514 /MW of Reserved Capacity per year. 

$ 1,281.876 /MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

$ 295.817 /MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

$ 59.164 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (on-peak). 

$ 42.260 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (off-peak). 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for wWeekly delivery multiplied bytimes the highest amount in 

megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

$ 15,382.514 /MW of Reserved Capacity per year. 

$ 1,281.876 /MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

$ 295.817 /MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

$ 59.164 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (on-peak). 

$ 42.260 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (off-peak). 

$ 3.698/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour (on-peak). 

$ 1.756/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour (off-peak). 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified above for Daily delivery multiplied bytimes the highest amount in 

Megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the total demand 

charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall not exceed the 

rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied bytimes the highest amount in megawatts of 

Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

771 of 1245



Grand River Dam Authority 

Rate Sheet Ffor Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the Grand River 

Dam Authority Zone are set forth in the “GRDA PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the Grand River Dam Authority formula rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 13, 

and described below: 

1. Yearly delivery:  one-twelfth of the rate per kW demand charge of $39.02/KW of 

Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  rate per kW $3.25/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly Delivery:  rate per kW $0.75/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:  

On-Peak: rate per kW $0.15/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

Off-Peak: rate per kW $0.11/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied byin section 3 above times the 

highest amount in megawatts kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Short Term 

Non- Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service as up to the sum of the applicable charges set 

forth in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Grand River Dam Authority formula rate shown 

in Attachment H, Addendum 13, and described below: 

1. For Monthly delivery:   rate per kW$3.25/KW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. For Weekly delivery:  rate per kW $0.75/KW of Reserved Capacity per week. 
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3. For Daily delivery:  

On-Peak: rate per kW $0.15/KW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

Off-Peak: rate per kW $0.11/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery:  

On-Peak: rate per kW$9.38/kWh of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

Off-Peak: rate per kW$4.47/kWh of Reserved Capacity per dayhour. 

 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery multiplied byin section 3 above times the highest 

amount in megawatts kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, 

the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied byin section 2 above times the 

highest amount in megawatts kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the Kansas City 

Power & Light Company Zone are set forth in the “KCPL PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.  

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the Kansas City Power & Light Company formula rate shown in Attachment H, 

Addendum 10, Parts 1 and 2, and described below:  

1. Yearly delivery:  one-twelfth of the rate per demand charge of $10,181.000/MW of 

Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  rate per $848.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery: $196.000/ rate per MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily on-peak delivery:  rate per $39.200/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

5. Daily off-peak delivery:  rate per $27.900/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied byin section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Kansas City Power & Light Company formula rate shown 

in Attachment H, Addendum 10, Parts 1 and 2, and described below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  rate per $848.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  rate per $196.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily on-peak delivery:  rate per $39.200/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Daily off-peak delivery:  rate per $27.900/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

5. Hourly on-peak delivery:  rate per $2.450/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 
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6. Hourly off-peak delivery:  rate per $1.160/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily on-peak delivery multiplied byin section (3) above times 

the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In 

addition, the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily 

delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (2) 

above times the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during 

such week. 
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KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the KCP&L 

Greater Missouri Operations Company Zone are set forth in the “KCPL-GMO PTP Rate Att T” 

tab of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.                                     

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company formula rate shown in 

Attachment H, Addendum 11, Parts 1 and 2, and described below: 

 

1. Yearly delivery:  one-twelfth of the rate per demand charge of $19,245.000/MW 

of Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  rate per $1,604.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:  rate per $370.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily on-peak delivery:  rate per $74.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

5. Daily off-peak delivery:  rate per $52.700/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied byin section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company formula 

rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 11, Parts 1 and 2, and described below: 
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1. Monthly delivery:  rate per $1,604.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  rate per $370.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily on-peak delivery:  rate per $74.000/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Daily off-peak delivery:  rate per $52.700/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

 

 The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily 

delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (2) 

above times the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during 

such week. 

5. Hourly delivery:  The rate per MW of Reserved Capacity per hour for on-peak 

service and the rate per MW of Reserved Capacity per hour for off-peak service are stated in the 

RRR Filedemand charge for hourly delivery shall be $4.630/MWH on-peak service, 

$2.200/MWH  off-peak service.  The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation 

for Hourly delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Daily on-peak delivery multiplied by 

in section (3) above the times the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity 

in any hour during such day.  In addition, the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a 

reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery 

multiplied by in section (2) above times the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved 

Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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Lincoln Electric System 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the Lincoln 

Electric System Zone are set forth in the “LES PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.  

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

 The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each 

month for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set 

forth in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Lincoln Electric System formula rate shown in 

Attachment H, Addendum 6, and described below: 

1. Yearly delivery: one-twelfth of the rate per demand charge of $24.267/kW 

of Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery: rate per $2.022/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery: rate per $0.467/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery: 

  On-Peak: rate per $0.093/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

  Off-Peak: rate per $0.067/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

 On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time 

Zone, excluding Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently New 

Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas 

Day. 

 Off-Peak is all hours not designated as On-Peak. 

 The total demand charged in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

 The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each 

month for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable 
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charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Lincoln Electric System formula rate 

shown in Attachment H, Addendum 6, and described below: 

1. Monthly delivery: rate per $2.022/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery: rate per $0.467/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily delivery: 

  On-Peak: rate per $0.093/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

  Off-Peak: rate per $0.067/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery: 

  On-Peak: rate per $5.833/MWh of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

  Off-Peak: rate per $2.778/MWh of Reserved Capacity per week. 

 On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time 

Zone excluding Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently New 

Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas 

Day. 

 Off-Peak is all hours not designated as On-Peak. 

 The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, 

shall not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery multiplied by in section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (2) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

779 of 1245



 

Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-To-Point charges shall be calculated using the Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement (“Zonal ATRR”) for the Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC (“MKEC”) 

rate zone as specified in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Line 15, Column (3).  The Zonal 

ATRR of the MKEC rate zone Zonal ATRR is the sum of all zonal ATRRs referenced in 

Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Column (3) identified for the MKEC rate zone (i.e., MKEC 

and ITC Great Plains).  MKEC does not have a rate formula; ITC Great Plains (“ITC GP”) does.  

, which is set forth in Attachment H, Addendum 9 of this Tariff and is used to calculate the ITC 

Great Plains ATRR for the MKEC rate zone.  The results for the Point-To-Point rates described 

herein shall be specifically set forth in the “MKEC PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.   

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File and described 

below:  

For 115 kV and Above Service 

1. Yearly delivery: one-twelfth of the demand charge of $33,925.44/MW of 

Reserved Capacity per year for MKEC plus the Zonal ATRR referenced in Attachment H, 

Section I, Table 1, Line 15b, Column (3) divided by the most recent prior calendar year’s 12-CP 

divisor for the MKEC rate zone. 

2. Monthly delivery:  $2,827.12/MW of Reserved Capacity per month for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 12 months. 

3. Weekly delivery:  $652.42/MW of Reserved Capacity per week for MKEC plus 

the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 52 weeks. 

4. Daily on-peak delivery:  $130.48/MW of Reserved Capacity per day for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 260 days. 

5. Daily off-peak delivery:  $93.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per day for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 365 days. 
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The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

 
For 115 kV and Above Service 

1. Monthly delivery:  $2,827.12/MW of Reserved Capacity per month for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 12 months. 

2. Weekly delivery:  $652.42/MW of Reserved Capacity per week for MKEC plus 

the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 52 weeks. 

3. Daily on-peak delivery:  $130.48/MW of Reserved Capacity per day for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 260 days. 

4. Daily off-peak delivery:  $93.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per day for MKEC 

plus the ITC GP yearly delivery charge divided by 365 days. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (2) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

5. Hourly delivery:  The demand charge for hHourly delivery shall be $8.16/MWH 

for 230/138/115 kV on-peak service for MKEC plus the ITC GP yearly charge divided by 4,160 

hours, and $3.87/MWH for 230/138/115 kV off-peak service for MKEC plus the ITC GP yearly 

charge divided by 8,760 hours.  The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for 

Hourly delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Daily on-peak delivery in section (3) 

above timesmultiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved Capacity in 

any hour during such day.  In addition, the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a 

reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery 

in section (2) above timesmultiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts megawatts of Reserved 

Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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Midwest Energy, Inc. 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

The currently effective rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service in the Midwest 

Energy, Inc. Zone are set forth in the “Midwest PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the Midwest Energy, Inc. formula rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 14, and 

described below:  

1. Yearly delivery:  one-twelfth of the rate per demand charge of $32.6902/kW of Reserved 

Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  rate per $2.7242/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:  rate per $0.6287/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:  rate per $0.1257/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Midwest Energy, Inc. formula rate shown in Attachment H, 

Addendum 14, and described below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  rate per $2.7242/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  rate per $0.6287/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily delivery:  rate per $0.1257/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery:  rate per $7.86/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 
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The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery multiplied by in section (3) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery multiplied by in section (2) above times the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

 

783 of 1245



 

Nebraska Public Power District (“NPPD”) 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-tTo-Point charges shall be calculated using the rate formula set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of the SPP Tariff (“NPPD Formula Rate”).  The results of the 

formula calculation shall be posted on the SPP website and in an accessible location on the 

NPPD website by December 15 of each calendar year and shall be effective on January 1 of the 

following year.  The results for the Point-To-Point rates described herein shall be specifically set 

forth in the “NPPD PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR 

File”) posted on the SPP website.   

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the NPPD Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 7, 

and described below.: 

 

1. Annual delivery: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per monthyear specified in 

line 13 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth 

in Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

2.  Monthly delivery: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per month specified in line 

14 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff.  

 

3. Weekly delivery: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per week specified in line 

15 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff.  

 

4. Daily delivery: 
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 On-Peak: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per day specified in line 16 

of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

   Off-Peak:   Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per day 

specified in line 17 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for 

NPPD set forth in Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

Service in the opposite direction of the original schedule shall be considered a new and 

separate service under this Tariff requiring payment of a separate charge. 

On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time Zone, 

excluding Saturdays, Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently 

New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and 

Christmas Day. 

Off-Peak is all hours not designated On-Peak. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (3) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in megakilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service  

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth 

in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the NPPDNebraska Public Power District Formula Rate 

shown in Attachment H, Addendum 7, and described below.  Service in the opposite direction of 

the original schedule shall be considered a new and separate service under this Tariff requiring 

payment of a separate charge. 

 

1. Monthly delivery:   Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per month specified in line 

14 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff.  
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2. Weekly delivery: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per week specified in line 

15 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff.  

 

3. Daily delivery: 

  On-Peak: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per day specified in line 16 

of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

  Off-Peak: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per day specified in line 17 

of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth in 

Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

4.  Hourly delivery: 

  On-Peak: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per hourday specified in 

line 18 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth 

in Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

  Off-Peak: Shall be the rate for Reserved Capacity per hourday specified in 

line 19 of Page 1 of the Formula Rate Template for NPPD set forth 

in Addendum 7 of Attachment H of this Tariff. 

 

On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time Zone, 

excluding Saturdays, Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently 

New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and 

Christmas Day. 

Off-Peak is all hours not designated as On-Peak. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the oOn-pPeak rate specified for Daily delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied 

by the highest amount in megakilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In 

addition, the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily 
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delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (2) above times 

multiplied by the highest amount in megakilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such 

week. 

 Capacity designations at the Point(s) of Receipt will be inclusive of losses. 
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Oklahoma Gas and Electric CompanyOG&E Electric Services 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

 These Point-tTo-Point charges shall be calculated using the Existing Zonal 

Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (“Zonal ATRR”) for the Oklahoma Gas and Electric 

Company OG&E rate zone as specified in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, on Line 7, Column 

(3), Section 1 of Attachment H of this Tariff, which is the sum of Existing Zonal ATRRs 

referencedlisted in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Column (3), Section 1 of Attachment H as 

being in the Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OG&E rate zone.  As a result of the rate 

formula set forth in Attachment H, Addendum 2-A of this Tariff (“OG&E Formula Rate”) of this 

Tariff and the OG&E Formula Rate Implementation Protocols set forth in Attachment H, 

Addendum 2-B of the Tariff, the Existing Zonal ATRR listedreferenced oin Attachment H, 

Section I, Table 1, Line 7a, Column (3), Section 1 of Attachment H of this Tariff shall be posted 

on the SPP website by September 1 May 25 of each calendar year and shall be effective on 

JanuaryJuly 1 of the following such year.  The results for the Point-To-Point rates described 

herein shall be specifically set forth in the “OGE PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue 

Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.   

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the OG&E Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 2-A and Addendum 2-

B, and described below:  

1. Yearly delivery:  the Existing Zonal ATRR referenced in Attachment H, Section 

I, Table 1, on Line 7a, Column (3), Section 1 of Attachment H of this Tariff 

divided by the 12-CP divisor identified on page 1, line 5 of the OG&E Formula 

Rate $/kW of Reserved Capacity per year plus $0.07520217/kW for Oklahoma 

Municipal Power Authority. 

2. Monthly delivery:  the yearly charge divided by 12 for the $/kW of Reserved 

Capacity per month plus $0.00180063/kW for Oklahoma Municipal Power 

Authority. 
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3. Weekly delivery:  the yearly charge divided by 52 for the $/kW Reserved 

Capacity per week plus $0.000420014/kW for Oklahoma Municipal Power 

Authority. 

4. Weekday delivery: the weekly charge divided by 5 for the $/kW of Reserved 

Capacity per day plus $0.000080003/kW for Oklahoma Municipal Power 

Authority. 

5. Weekend and Holiday delivery:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 7 for the 

$/kW of Reserved Capacity per day plus $0.000060002/kW for Oklahoma 

Municipal Power Authority. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (3) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the OG&E Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 

2-A and Addendum 2-B, and described below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  the yearly delivery charge for Firm Point-to-Point service 

specified above divided by 12 for the $/kW of Reserved Capacity per month plus 

$0.0063.0018/kW for Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority. 

2. Weekly delivery:  the yearly delivery charge for Firm Point-to-Point service 

specified above divided by 52 for the $/kW of Reserved Capacity per week plus 

$0.0014.00042/kW for Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority. 

3. Weekday delivery:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 5 for the $/kW of 

Reserved Capacity per day plus $0.000080003/kW for Oklahoma Municipal 

Power Authority.   

4. Weekend and Holiday delivery:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 7 for the 

$/kW of Reserved Capacity per day plus $0.0002.00006/kW for Oklahoma 

Municipal Power Authority. 
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5. Hourly delivery:  the weekend and holiday delivery charge divided by 24 for the 

$/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour plus $0.00250086/kW MWh for Oklahoma 

Municipal Power Authority. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the Weekend and Holiday Delivery rate specified for Weekday deliveryin section (3) 

above times multiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour 

during such day.  In addition, the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for 

Hourly or Daily delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (2) 

above times multiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour 

during such week. 

 

790 of 1245



 

Omaha Public Power District (“OPPD”) 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-To-Point charges shall be calculated using OPPD’s Formula-based Rate 

Template as set forth in Addendum 8 of Attachment H of the SPP Tariff, Attachment H - 

Addendum 8 (“OPPD Formula Rate”).  The results of the formula calculation shall be posted on 

the SPP website by July 20 of each calendar year and shall be effective on August 1 of such year.  

The results for the Point-To-Point rates shall be specifically set forth in the “OPPD PTP Rate Att 

T” tab of the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the OPPD Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 8, and described 

Sections 1 through 3 below: 

 

Monthly delivery: The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 13 ($/kW/Mo). 

Weekly delivery: The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 14 ($/kW/Week). 

Daily delivery:  

 On-Ppeak The rate as shown on the Formula-b Based Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 15 ($/kW/Day). 

 Off-pPeak The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 16 ($/kW/Day). 

 

For the purposes of the Daily delivery charge in Section 3 above, the On-pPeak days are 

Monday through Friday, excluding the NERC defined holidays of New Year’s Day, Memorial 

Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day, and Off-pPeak days 

are all other days.  The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily 
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delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin Section 2 above, times 

multiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the OPPD Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 8, 

and described Sections 1 through 4 below: 

 

Monthly delivery: The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 13 ($/kW/Mo). 

Weekly delivery: The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 14 ($/kW/Week). 

Daily delivery: 

 On-pPeak The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 17 ($/kW/Day). 

 Off-pPeak The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 17a ($/kW/Day). 

Hourly delivery 

 On-pPeak The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 18. 

 Off-pPeak The rate as shown on the Formula- Bbased Rate Template for Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD), page 1, line 18a.  

 

For the purposes of the Daily delivery charge in Section 3 above, the On-pPeak days are 

Monday through Friday, excluding the NERC defined holidays of New Year’s Day, Memorial 

Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day, and the Off-pPeak 

days are all other days.  For the purposes of the Hourly delivery charge in Section 4 above, On-

pPeak hours are all hours between HE 0700 and continuing through HE 2200, excluding 

Saturdays, Sundays, and the NERC defined holidays of New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 
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Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day, and Off-pPeak hours 

shall be all other hours. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily or Hourly 

delivery,, shall not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in Section 2 above 

timesmultiplied by the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such 

week.  In addition, the total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly 

delivery, shall not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery in Section 3 above timesmultiplied 

by the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day. 
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Southwestern Power Administration 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

Monthly: $1.18 per kilowatt of transmission capacity reserved in increments of one 

month of service or invoiced in accordance with a longer term agreement. 

Weekly: $0.295 per kilowatt of transmission capacity reserved in increments of one 

week of service. 

Daily: $0.0536 per kilowatt of transmission capacity reserved in increments of 

one day of service. 

Transmission Customers whose loads are directly connected to Southwestern's system 

and are not within Southwestern's control area will be charged on the greatest of (1) the peak 

demand at any particular point of delivery during a particular month, rounded up to the nearest 

whole megawatt, or (2) the highest peak demand recorded at such point of delivery during any of 

the previous 11 months, rounded up to the nearest whole megawatt, or (3) the capacity reserved 

by contract, which amount shall be considered such transmission customer's reserved capacity.  

Secondary Transmission Service for such Transmission Customers shall be limited during any 

month to the most recent peak demand on which a particular Transmission Customer is billed or 

to the capacity reserved by contract, whichever is greater. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  $0.944/KW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  $0.236/KW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily delivery:  $0.0429/KW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery:  $0.00268/KW of Reserved Capacity per hour.  

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 
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total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (2) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Annual Deliveries:  $13,128.24 per MW of Reserved Capacity. 

2. Monthly delivery:  $1,094.02/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:  $252.47/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:  $50.49/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  $1,094.02/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  $252.47/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily delivery:  $50.49/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly Deliveries:  $2.70 per MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the on-peak rate specified for Daily delivery in section (3) above multiplied bytimes 

the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, 

the total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (2) above multiplied bytimes the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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Southwestern Public Service Company 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-To-Point charges shall be calculated using the rate formula set forth in 

Attachment O - SPS of the Xcel Energy Operating Companies Joint Open Access Transmission 

Tariff (“Xcel Energy OATT”).  The results of the formula calculation shall be posted on the SPP 

website and in an accessible location on the SPS OASIS website by October 1 of each calendar 

year and shall be effective on January 1 of the following calendar year.  The results for the Point-

To-Point rates described herein shall be specifically set forth in the “SPS PTP Rate Att T” tab of 

the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website.     

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in 

the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Southwestern Public Service Company formula rate 

shown in Attachment H, Addendum 5, and described below: 

1. Monthly delivery:   Shall be the rate specified on line 11 of Page 1 of the Attachment  

O  - SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT of Reserved Capacity per  

month. 

2. Weekly delivery: Shall be the rate specified on line 12 of Page 1 of the Attachment  

 O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved Capacity per 

week. 

3. Daily delivery:  

On-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 13, column 3 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

Off-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 13, column 5 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

Service in the opposite direction of the original schedule shall be considered a new and 

separate service under this Tariff requiring payment of a separate charge. 
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On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time Zone, 

excluding Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently New Year’s 

Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day.   

Off-Peak is all hours not designated as On-Peak. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (2) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth 

in the RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Southwestern Public Service Company formula rate 

shown in Attachment H, Addendum 5, and described below.  Service in the opposite direction of 

the original schedule shall be considered a new and separate service under this Tariff requiring 

payment of a separate charge.  

1. Monthly delivery: Shall be the rate specified on line 11 of Page 1 of the Attachment  

O   

 – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT of Reserved Capacity per  

month. 

2. Weekly delivery: Shall be the rate specified on line 12 of Page 1 of the Attachment  

 O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT of Reserved Capacity per 

week. 

3. Daily delivery:   

On-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 13, column 3 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

Off-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 13, column 5 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery:  
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On-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 14, column 3 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per hour. 

Off-Peak: Shall be the rate specified on line 14, column 5 of Page 1 of the 

Attachment O – SPS of the Xcel Energy OATT  of Reserved 

Capacity per hour. 

On-Peak is all hours between HE 0700 and HE 2200, inclusive, Central Time Zone, 

excluding Sundays and holidays.  Holidays shall be as defined by NERC, currently New Year’s 

Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. 

Off-Peak is all hours not designated as On-Peak. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily deliveryin section (3) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (2) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

Capacity designations at the Point(s) of Receipt will be inclusive of losses. 
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Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Yearly delivery:   $53,220.40/MW of Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:   $4,435.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:   $1,023.50/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:   $145.80/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Yearly delivery:  $53,220.40/MW of Reserved Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  $4,435.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:  $1,023.50/MW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:  $145.80/MW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

5. Hourly delivery:  $6.08/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery in section (4) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

800 of 1245



 

Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas & Electric and Westar Energy) 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

These Point-To-Point charges shall be calculated using information from the rate formula 

set forth in Attachment H, Addendum 3 of this Tariff (“Westar Formula Rate”).  The results of 

the formula calculation shall be posted on the SPP website and in an accessible location on 

Westar’s OASIS website by October 15 of each calendar year and shall be effective on January 1 

of the following year.  The results for the Point-To-Point rates described herein shall be 

specifically set forth in the “Westar PTP Rate Att T” tab of the Revenue Requirements and Rates 

File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 

 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File, calculated 

pursuant to the Westar Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 3, Parts 1 and 2, and 

described below:  

1. Yearly delivery charge:  the Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement, 

as referenced in Attachment H, Section I, Table 1, Column (3) of the Westar 

zZone less any amount reallocated in accordance with Section IV.A of 

Attachment J, divided by the 12-CP divisor identified on the Projected Net 

Revenue Requirements page, line 13 of the Westar Formula Rate ($/kW/Yr). 

2. Monthly delivery charge:  the yearly delivery charge divided by 12 months 

($/kW/Mo). 

3. Weekly delivery charge:  the yearly delivery charge divided by 52 weeks 

($/kW/Wk). 

4. Daily delivery charge:   

Peak:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 5 days  

($/kW/Day). 

Off- Peak:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 7 days   

($/kW/Day). 
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The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the Peak Rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (3) above times multiplied by 

the highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week. 

 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth in the 

RRR File, calculated pursuant to the Westar Formula Rate shown in Attachment H, Addendum 

3, Parts 1 and 2, and described below: 

 

1. Monthly delivery charge:  the yearly delivery charge for Firm Point-To-Point 

service specified above divided by 1-2 months ($/kW/Mo). 

2. Weekly delivery charge:   the yearly delivery charge for Firm Point-To-Point 

service specified above divided by 52 weeks ($/kW/Week). 

3. Daily delivery charge:   

Peak:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 5 days ($/kW/Day). 

Off- Peak:  the weekly delivery charge divided by 7 days ($/kW/Day). 

 

4. Hourly delivery charge:   

Peak:  the daily delivery charge divided by 16 hours  

($/kW/Hr). 

Off- Peak:  the daily delivery charge divided by 24 hours ($/kW/Hr). 

 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (2) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 

Rate Sheet for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider each month for 

Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable charges set forth below:  

1. Yearly delivery:  one-twelfth of the demand charge of $24.72/kW of Reserved 

Capacity per year. 

2. Monthly delivery:  $2.06/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

3. Weekly delivery:  $0.47538/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

4. Daily delivery:  $0.06791/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

The total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly deliveryin section (3) above times multiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any day during such week.  

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission Provider for Non-Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum of the applicable charges set forth below: 

1. Monthly delivery:  $2.060/kW of Reserved Capacity per month. 

2. Weekly delivery:  $0.47538/kW of Reserved Capacity per week. 

3. Daily delivery:  $0.06791/kW of Reserved Capacity per day. 

4. Hourly delivery:  $2.83/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour. 

The total demand charge in any day, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Daily delivery in section (3) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such day.  In addition, the 

total demand charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for Hourly or Daily delivery, shall 

not exceed the rate specified for Weekly delivery in section (2) above timesmultiplied by the 

highest amount in kilowatts of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 
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R - Definitions 

 
 Receiving Party:  The entity receiving the capacity and energy transmitted by the 

Transmission Provider to Point(s) of Delivery. 

 

 Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement:  The sum of the Base Plan 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement and each Balanced Portfolio 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement, as set forth in Attachment H, 

Table 2. 

 

 Region-wide Charge:  Regional component of the charge assessed by the Transmission 

Provider in accordance with Schedule 11 to recover the Region-wide Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

 

 Region-wide Load Ratio Share:  Ratio of a Network Customer's or Transmission 

Owner’s Resident Load in the SPP Region to the total load in the SPP Region computed 

in accordance with Section II.B to Schedule 11 of this Tariff and calculated on a calendar 

year basis, for the prior calendar year. 

 

 Region-wide Rate:  Regional component of the rate per kW of Reserved Capacity 

assessed by the Transmission Provider in accordance with Schedule 11 to recover the 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

 

 Regional State Committee: A voluntary organization comprised of one designated 

commissioner from each participating state regulatory commission having jurisdiction 

over an SPP Member, established to collectively provide both direction and input on all 

matters pertinent to the participation of the Members in SPP pursuant to the SPP Bylaws.  

 

 Regional Transmission Group (RTG):  A voluntary organization of Transmission 

Owners, transmission users and other entities approved by the Commission to efficiently 
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coordinate transmission planning (and expansion), operation and use on a regional (and 

interregional) basis. 

 

 Reported Load:  A Market Participant's actual value of energy withdrawn from the 

Transmission System at a Settlement Location, including Transmission System losses, 

adjusted as described under Section 5.1 of Attachment AE to be consistent with 

Settlement Area Net Load. 

 

 Reserved Capacity:  The maximum amount of capacity and energy that the 

Transmission Provider agrees to transmit for the Transmission Customer over the 

Transmission Provider's Transmission System between the Point(s) of Receipt and the 

Point(s) of Delivery under Part II of the Tariff.  Reserved Capacity shall be expressed in 

terms of whole megawatts on a sixty (60) minute interval (commencing on the clock 

hour) basis.   

 

 Resident Load:  The load specified in Section 41 of the Tariff.   

 

 Revenue Requirements and Rates File (RRR File):  A file posted on the SPP website 

as a reference to:  (i) Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (ATRRs) for Network 

Integration Transmission Service, as referenced in Attachment H to this Tariff; (ii) Base 

Plan ATRR allocation; (iii) allocation factors for Base Plan funded projects; (iv) notes on 

the calculation of Base Plan ATRR amounts on a Region-wide and Zonal basis; (v) 

ATRR reallocation for Balanced Portfolio projects; (vi) the calculation of Base Plan 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service rates on a Region-wide and Zonal basis in 

accordance with Schedule 11; and (vii) the rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

as referenced in Attachment T in accordance with Schedules 7 and 8. 
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Southwest Power Po

SCHEDULE 1
Scheduling, System Control And Di

On-Peak:

Monthly Rate per MW-Month $59.2979
Weekly Rate per MW-Week $13.6841
Daily Rate per MW-Day $2.7368
Hourly Rate per MW-Hour $0.1711

Off Peak:

Daily Rate/MW per MW-Day  $1.9495
Hourly Rate/MW per MW-Hour $0.1711

ADDENDUM 1 TO SCHEDULE 1
Revenue Requirements for the Allocation of Through And O

Transmission Owner
Revenue 

Requirement
AEP $5,027,704
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations
Company $194,469
Mid-Kansas Electric Company $500,053
Empire $260,944
GRDA $686,880
KCPL $732,303
Midwest $190,804
OG+E $4,759,216
SPA $2,614,172
Springfield $0
SPS $1,903,138
Westar $3,209,760
WFEC $1,824,120
Lincoln Electric System $208,784
Nebraska Public Power District $4,095,907
Omaha Public Power District $2,279,414
Total 28,487,668
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ol, Inc.

ispatch Service

Monthly Rate  $59.2979 per MW-Month
Monthly Rate times 12, divided by 52
Monthly Rate times 12, divided by 260
Monthly Rate times 12, divided by 4160

Monthly Rate times 12, divided by 365
Monthly Rate times 12, divided by 8760

ut Transaction Revenue
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

ATTACHMENT H
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement For Network 

Integration Transmission Service

Table 1

(1) 
Zone

(2) (3)              Zonal 
ATRR  (FROM 
Transmission 

Owner)

(4)         Base 
Plan Zonal 

ATRR

(5)     
Base 
Plan 

Zonal 
ATRR 
after 

June 19, 
2010

(6)           ATRR 
Reallocated to 

Balanced 
Portfolio 

Region-wide 
ATRR

1
American Electric Power –West 
(Total) $133,978,649 $18,216,680 $0

1a

American Electric Power 
(Public Service Company of 
Oklahoma and Southwestern 
Electric Power Company) See 
Section II.3 $129,472,718 18,068,496

1b
East Texas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. $2,733,879

1c
Tex-La Electric Cooperative of 
Texas, Inc. $588,874

1d
Deep East Texas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. $428,131

1e
Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority $748,647

1f

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

$6,400 148,184
2 Reserved for Future Use

3
City Utilities of Springfield, 
Missouri $8,651,509 $17,236 $0

4 Empire District Electric Company $14,075,000 $33,509 $0
5 Grand River Dam Authority $35,949,660 $161,392 $0

6
Kansas City Power & Light 
Company $29,341,593 $2,830,556 $0

7
Oklahoma Gas and Electric 
(Total) $86,359,803 $2,106,850 $0

Oklahoma Gas and Electric $85,991,302 
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Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority $368,501

8 Midwest Energy, Inc. $7,830,571 $139,977 $0

9
KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company $29,025,803 $803,938 $0

10
Southwestern Power 
Administration $13,107,700 $0 $0

11
Southwestern Public Service 
Company $101,437,457 $5,296,163 $0

12
Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation $14,484,045 $426,395 $0

13
Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative $20,719,639 $2,332,942 $0

14
Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas 
& Electric and Westar Energy) $122,366,948 $14,605,030 $0

15
Mid-Kansas Electric Company 
(Total) $16,484,778 $528,833 $0

15a
Mid-Kansas Electric Company 
(Total) $15,142,441

15b ITC Great Plains $1,342,337
16 Lincoln Electric System $18,666,891 $84,138 $0
17 Nebraska Public Power District $42,351,258 $12,547,003 $0
18 Omaha Public Power District $40,663,008 $1,980,644 $0

19 Total $0

Table 2

1 $30,523,142 
2 
3 $0 
4 $9,966,300 
5 $40,489,442 Region-wide ATRR (Line 1 + Line 2 + Line 3 + Line 4)

Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC prior to June 19, 2010)
Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010)
Total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR Total, Column (6), Table 1
Balanced Portfolio Region Wide ATRR Balanced Portfolio Region Wide ATRR 
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Effective 7/1/2010

Effective 7/1/2010

Effective 9/30/2007

Effective 9/30/2007

Effective 9/30/2007

Effective 1/1/2010

Effective 7/1/2010

Effective 8/1/2010

Effective 1/1/2011

Effective 1/1/2011

810 of 1245



Effective 6/1/2010
Effective 9/1/2010

Effective 1/1/2011

Effective 1/1/2010

Effective 1/1/2011

Effective 1/1/2011

Effective 1/14/2010
Effective 1/1/2011
Effective 8/1/2010
Effective 1/1/2011
Effective 8/1/2010

Effective 1/1/2011

Effective 1/1/2011
Effective 1/1/2011
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference

Westar Energy, Inc. Base Plan Funded Projects
Line - Cities Service - 3rd & 
Van Buren 69kV ~ $1,315,605 (3) $434,150 $881,455 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $881,455 $0 $0 $0 $0 $881,455 $0
Line - Circle - Hutchinson 
Energy Center 115kV ~ $0 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Multi- HEC - 43rd & Lorraine - 
Tower 33 69kV ~ $0 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Multi - Hutchinson 115kV 
Conversion ~ $0 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Multi - Morris - McDowell 230 
kV $955,419 (3) $315,288 $640,131 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,132 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,515 $0 $571,735 $18,749 $0 $0 $0 $640,131 $0

Transformer - Butler 138/69kV $260,124 (3) $85,841 $174,283 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $174,283 $0 $0 $0 $0 $174,283 $0
Line - Chisholm - Grant 69kV 
Ckt 1 $110,094 (3) $36,331 $73,763 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,763 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,763 $0
Line - HTI Junction - Circleville 
115kV $511,405 (3) $168,764 $342,641 $19,646 $0 $0 $0 $17,364 $14,810 $0 $0 $0 $26,840 $0 $0 $190,275 $73,706 $0 $0 $0 $342,641 $0
Line - Hesston-Golden Plain - 
Gatz 69kV $283,969 (3) $93,710 $190,259 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $190,259 $0 $0 $0 $0 $190,259 $0
Line - Jarbalo-166th St-
Jaggard Jct-Pentagon 115kV $456,387 (3) $150,608 $305,779 $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,011 $0 $0 $4,971 $0 $4,911 $0 $0 $262,886 $0 $0 $0 $0 $305,779 $0
Line - Stranger Creek - 
Thornton Street 115kV $1,373,569 (3) $453,278 $920,291 $0 $0 $0 $0 $123,624 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $796,667 $0 $0 $0 $0 $920,291 $0
Line - Dearing - Coffeyville - 
CRA 69kV $193,224 (3) $63,764 $129,460 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $129,460 $0 $0 $0 $0 $129,460 $0
Line - Ft Junction - Anzio 
115kV $806,126 (3) $266,022 $540,104 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $540,104 $0 $0 $0 $0 $540,104 $0
Line - Murray Gill EC East - 
Murray Gill Jct 69kV $364,878 (3) $120,410 $244,468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $244,468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $244,468 $0
Line - West McPherson - 
Wheatland $540,367 (3) $178,321 $362,046 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,482 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $347,564 $0 $0 $0 $0 $362,046 $0
Line - McDowell Creek - Ft 
Junction 115kV $1,173,338 (3) $387,202 $786,136 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $786,136 $0 $0 $0 $0 $786,136 $0
Device - UDALL 2 69kV 
Capacitor $60,408 (3) $19,935 $40,473 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,473 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,473 $0
Device - Parsons 69kV $51,086 (3) $16,858 $34,228 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,228 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,228 $0
Device - Clearwater 138kV $77,733 (3) $25,652 $52,081 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,081 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,081 $0
Device - NE Parsons 138kV $112,171 (3) $37,016 $75,155 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,155 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,155 $0
XFR - County Line 115/69kV $510,673 (3) $168,522 $342,151 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $342,151 $0 $0 $0 $0 $342,151 $0
Line - Murray Gill ED - 
MacArthur 69kV $21,449 (3) $7,078 $14,371 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,371 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,371 $0
Device - 3rd & VanBuren 
115kV $58,218 (3) $19,212 $39,006 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $39,006 $0 $0 $0 $0 $39,006 $0( )
Device - Sunset 69 kV 
Capacitor $237,550 (3) $78,392 $159,158 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $159,158 $0 $0 $0 $0 $159,158 $0
XFR - Stranger Creek 345/115 
#2 Addition $1,546,234 (3) $510,257 $1,035,977 $20,011 $0 $0 $0 $219,107 $20,761 $29,205 $0 $0 $0 $25,741 $0 $721,151 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,035,976 $1
Line - Knob Hill - Steele City 
115 kV $4,920,004 (3) $1,623,601 $3,296,403 $113,311 $0 $0 $0 $143,450 $100,404 $29,361 $193,804 $0 $31,168 $232,309 $0 $1,226,255 $329,343 $0 $0 $896,997 $3,296,402 $1
Line - Kelly - Seneca 115kV $795,349 (3) $262,465 $532,884 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,923 $0 $0 $0 $0 $503,961 $0 $0 $0 $0 $532,884 $0
Line - TEC - Midland $0 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Line - Summit - NE Saline 
115kV $1,273,912 (3) $420,391 $853,521 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,365 $0 $0 $0 $21,308 $0 $735,735 $43,114 $0 $0 $0 $853,522 ($1)
Line - Coffeyville - Dearing 
115kV $469,651 (3) $154,985 $314,666 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $314,666 $0 $0 $0 $0 $314,666 $0
Mutli - NW Manhattan $209,174 (3) $69,027 $140,147 $812 $0 $0 $0 $1,281 $706 $0 $687 $0 $1,197 $919 $0 $116,664 $16,897 $0 $0 $982 $140,145 $2
Line - Timber Jct - Winfield 69 
kV $1,156,842 (3) $381,758 $775,084 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,084 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,084 $0

Device - Nortonville 69kV Cap $182,632 (3) $60,269 $122,363 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $122,363 $0 $0 $0 $0 $122,363 $0
Line - 27th & Croco - 
Tecumseh hill 115 kV $650,772 (3) $214,755 $436,017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $436,017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $436,017 $0
Line - Gill EC - Peck 69 kV 
Rebuild $1,152,572 (3) $380,349 $772,223 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $772,223 $0 $0 $0 $0 $772,223 $0
Line - Coffeyville - Dearing 
138kV $0 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Line - Weaver - Rose Hill $353,683 (3) $116,715 $236,968 $32,757 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,742 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $169,469 $0 $0 $0 $0 $236,968 $0
Line - Circle - HEC GT 115 kV 
Rebuild $101,944 (3) $33,641 $68,303 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $68,303 $0 $0 $0 $0 $68,303 ($0)
Line:  Jarbalo-Stranger Ckt 2 
(Tap Line) NWLeavenworth $206,558 (3) $68,164 $138,394 $1,774 $0 $0 $0 $23,860 $0 $0 $2,420 $0 $0 $0 $0 $107,143 $0 $0 $0 $3,197 $138,394 ($0)

Line:  Gill - Clearwater 138 kV $751,789 (3) $248,090 $503,699 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,728 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $464,450 $23,521 $0 $0 $0 $503,699 $0
Line:  Richland - Rosehill Jct 
69 kV $90,291 (3) $29,796 $60,495 $5,601 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,936 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $46,957 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,494 $1
Line: Chisolm-Ripley 69 kV 
(Rebuild) $180,256 (3) $59,484 $120,772 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,772 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,772 ($0)
Line:  Stranger-NW Leav (Tap 
Line) $505,271 (3) $166,740 $338,531 $4,341 $0 $0 $0 $58,365 $0 $0 $5,919 $0 $0 $0 $0 $262,087 $0 $0 $0 $7,820 $338,532 ($1)
Line:  27th & Croco-41st & 
Calif 115 kV $363,301 (3) $119,889 $243,412 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $243,412 $0 $0 $0 $0 $243,412 $0
Line:  Vernon-Athens 69 kV $370,686 (3) $122,326 $248,360 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $248,360 $0 $0 $0 $0 $248,360 ($0)
Line:  Athens-Owl Crk (600 
Rd) 69 kV $175,705 (3) $57,983 $117,722 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $117,722 $0 $0 $0 $0 $117,722 ($0)
Line:  Owl Creek-Lehigh Tap 
69 kV $66,285 (3) $21,874 $44,411 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,411 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,411 $0
Line:  Sumner Co-Timber Jct 
138 kV $648,916 (3) $214,142 $434,774 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $434,774 $0 $0 $0 $0 $434,774 $0
Device: Timber Jct 138 kV 
Capacitor $143,150 (3) $47,240 $95,910 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,910 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,910 $0

Device:  Tioga 69 kV Capacitor $59,914 (3) $19,772 $40,142 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,142 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,142 ($0)
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference

~The amounts associated with 
these projects have been input 
in the first project as a sum 
amount.
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference

AEP - West Base Plan Funded Projects
Cache-Snyder to Altus Jct. 138 
kV line (w/2 ring bus stations) -
PSO 2,768,466        (3) $913,594 $1,854,872 $1,854,872 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,854,872 $0
Catoosa 138 kV Device (Cap. 
Bank)-PSO 82,786             (3) $27,319 $55,467 $55,467 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $55,467 $0
Dyess to S. Fayetteville 69 kV 
Convert to 161 kV (multi-
projects)-SWEPCO 1,061,133        (3) $350,174 $710,959 $219,777 $17,236 $16,509 $58,461 $27,199 $259,517 $0 $8,691 $0 $11,756 $0 $40,920 $40,260 $10,633 $0 $0 $0 $710,959 $0
Linwood McWillie 138kV-
SWEPCO 907,022           (3) $299,317 $607,705 $607,705 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $607,705 $0
Northwest Texarkana-Bann-
Alumax Tap 138kV -- 
reconductor-SWEPCO 337,974           (3) $111,531 $226,443 $226,443 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $226,443 $0

Tontitown - Elm Springs REC 
161 kV line***-SWEPCO -                   (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Siloam Springs - Chamber 
Springs 161 kV line***-
SWEPCO -                   (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Carthage REC - Carthage T 
138 kV -SWEPCO 751,079           (3) $247,856 $503,223 $503,223 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $503,223 $0
Arsenal Hill 138kV Device-
SWEPCO 62,909             (3) $20,760 $42,149 $42,149 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,149 $0
Riverside-Glenpool (81-
523)Reconductor-PSO 195,352           (3) $64,466 $130,886 $130,886 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,886 $0

Craig Jct. to Broken Bow Dam 
138 Rebuild (7.7mi)-PSO 937,391           (3) $309,339 $628,052 $602,960 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,092 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $628,052 $0
WFEC New 138 kV Ties: 
Sayre to Erick (WFEC) Line & 
Atoka and Tupelo station work-
PSO 2,814,671        (3) $928,841 $1,885,830 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,885,830 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,885,830 $0
Pryor Junction 138/69 Upgrade 
Transf-PSO 291,943           (3) $96,341 $195,602 $112,789 $0 $17,000 $65,813 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $195,602 $0
Elk City - Elk City 69 kV line 
(CT Upgrades)*-PSO 15,983             (1) $0 $15,983 $15,983 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,983 $0
Weleetka & Okmulgee 
Wavetrap replacement 81-805*-
PSO 10,356             (1) $0 $10,356 $10,356 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,356 $0
Tulsa Southeast Upgrade (repl 
switches)*-PSO 13,616             (1) $0 $13,616 $13,616 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,616 $0
Wavetrap Clinton City-Foss 
Tap 69kV Ckt 1-PSO 20,546 (3) $6,780 $13,766 $13,766 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,766 $0Tap 69kV Ckt 1-PSO 20,546             (3) $6,780 $13,766 $13,766 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,766 $0

Arsenal Hill Auto xfmr & AH to 
Water Works line-SWEPCO 4,202,294        (3) $1,386,757 $2,815,537 $2,815,537 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,815,537 $0
SW Shreveport (sub work & 
tap)-SWEPCO 544,149           (3) $179,569 $364,580 $364,580 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $364,580 $0
[NW Ark Area Improve - 2009]  
E. Centerton-Flint Crk, E 
Rogers-N Rogers, Centerton-
SWEPCO 3,041,673        (3) $1,003,752 $2,037,921 $1,939,562 $0 $0 $37,118 $0 $61,242 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,037,922 ($1)

Rebuild N. Magazine - Danville 
161 kV Line-SWEPCO 4,599,983        (3) $1,517,994 $3,081,989 $2,799,669 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $282,320 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,081,989 $0

[Greenwood, AR Area Improve] 
N Huntington, Greenwood, 
Reeves, Bonanza-SWEPCO 1,817,082        (3) $599,637 $1,217,445 $1,217,445 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,217,445 $0
Port Robson-Caplis Line (SW 
138 kV Loop -- 2009) -
SWEPCO (21,422)            (3) ($7,069) ($14,353) ($14,353) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($14,353) $0
Linwood 138 Station Switch 
Replacement* - SWEPCO 16,653             (1) $0 $16,653 $16,653 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,653 $0
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference

Knox Lee - Oak Hill #2 138 kV 
line, S. Shreveport  (SWE 
Minor Proj II)-SWEPCO 24,958             (3) $8,236 $16,722 $16,722 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,722 $0
NW Henderson - Oak Hill 138 
kV line*-SWEPCO 19,738             (3) $0 $19,738 $19,738 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,738 $0

Wallace Lake-Prt Robson-Red 
Point 138 kV Loop-SWEPCO 1,440,287        (3) $475,295 $964,992 $964,992 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $964,992 $0
[NW Ark Area Improve - 2008]  
Elm Springs, East Rogers, 
Shipe Road Stations-
SWEPCO 224,775           (3) $74,176 $150,599 $150,599 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $150,599 $0
Daingerfield - Jenkins REC 69 
kV CB Repl -SWEPCO 108,114           (3) $35,678 $72,436 $72,436 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,436 $0
Port Robson (SW 138 kV Loop 
-- 2008) SWEPCO 1,617,376        (3) $533,734 $1,083,642 $1,083,642 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,083,642 $0
Reconductor 4 mi. of McNabb-
Turk-SWEPCO 367,914           (3) $121,412 $246,502 $246,502 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $246,502 $0
Longwood: r&r switches, 
upgrade bus-SWEPCO 
(342/138/13.2kv xfr ckt1) 28,937             (3) $9,549 $19,388 $19,388 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,388 $0

Reconductor: Greggton-Lake 
Lamond & Quitman-Westwood 
69 kV lines-SWEPCO 1,212,652        (3) $400,175 $812,477 $812,477 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $812,477 $0
Rebuild/reconductor Dyess-
Elm Springs REC [Dyess 
Station-Flint Creek] 997,217           (3) $329,082 $668,135 $668,135 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $668,135 $0
Replace switch at Diana*-
SWEPCO 13,059             (1) $0 $13,059 $13,059 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,059 $0
AEP Transco Base Plan Funded Projects
Snyder 138kV Terminal 
Addition - OKT 92,753             (3) $30,608 $62,145 $62,145 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,145 $0
Coffeyville T to Dearing 138kV 
Rebuild 1.1 mi - OKT 128,417           (3) $42,378 $86,039 $86,039 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $86,039 $0
*<$100K investment
***Non-BPU 

OG&E Base Plan Funded Projects
Reno-Sunny Lane 69kV Line - 
replace wave trap and current 
transformer to allow 1200A 
limit.* $8,672 (1) $0 $8,672 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,672 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,672 $0
Ri h d T Ri h d 138kVRichards Tap-Richards 138kV 
Line - construct new 138kV 
line $355,279 (3) $117,242 $238,037 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $203,831 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,207 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $238,038 ($1)
Van Buren AVEC-Van Buren 
Interconnect 69kV Line - 
replace wave trap and current 
transformer to allow 1200A 
limit $13,861 (3) $4,574 $9,287 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,287 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,287 $0
Brown Explorer Tap 138kV 
Line - upgrade current 
transformers at Brown 
Substation $4,048 (1) $0 $4,048 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,048 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,048 $0

NE Enid-Glenwood 138kV Line 
- construct new 138kV line $507,217 (3) $167,381 $339,836 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $232,975 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,766 $85,094 $0 $0 $0 $0 $339,835 $1
Razorback-Short Mountain 
69kV Line - construct new 
69kV line $1,213,003 (3) $400,291 $812,712 $73,327 $0 $0 $0 $0 $578,190 $0 $0 $0 $27,152 $0 $0 $134,043 $0 $0 $0 $0 $812,712 ($0)

Richards-Piedmont 138kV Line 
- construct new 138kV line $503,907 (3) $166,289 $337,618 $10,798 $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,409 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,391 $15,020 $0 $0 $0 $0 $337,618 $0

OG&E Windfarm-WFEC 
Mooreland 138kV Line - 
upgrade conductor to 795AS33 $11,219 (1) $0 $11,219 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,219 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,219 $0
Ft. Smith-Colony 161kV Line - 
replace 1200A terminal 
equipment with 200A terminal 
equipment $41,764 (3) $13,782 $27,982 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,982 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,982 ($0)
Cedar Lane-Canadian 138kV 
Line - replace 800A wave trap 
to allow 1200A limit* $6,017 (1) $0 $6,017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,017 $0

Bodle Substation - Install 
138kV breaker, associated line 
relaying & communications $115,997 (3) $38,279 $77,718 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $77,718 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $77,718 ($0)
Ardmore-Rocky Point 69kV 
Line - rebuild & reconductor 
0.82 miles of line with 
477AS33 $42,823 (3) $14,132 $28,691 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,691 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,691 $0

Tiger Creek Substation - install 
69kV, 9 MVAR capacitor bank $38,889 (3) $12,833 $26,056 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,056 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,056 $0
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone
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SPS/Xcel Base Plan Funded Projects
Bailey County 115/69kV 
Transformer 320,241$         (3) $105,679 $214,562 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214,562 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214,562 ($0)
Mustand Station N 230/115kV 
Transformer 277,833$         (3) $91,685 $186,148 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $186,148 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $186,148 $0
Denver City 115/69kV 
Transformer 340,623$         (3) $112,406 $228,217 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $228,217 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $228,217 $0
Hockley County Interchange: 
Transformer Upgrade 260,089$         (3) $85,829 $174,260 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $174,260 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $174,260 $0
Terry County Interchange: 
Transformer Upgrade 288,081$         (3) $95,067 $193,014 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $193,014 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $193,014 $0
Roswell Interchange 115kV - 
69 kV Transformer 99,626$           (3) $32,876 $66,750 $6,838 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,653 $0 $7,259 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $66,750 ($0)
Seven Rivers - Pecos - Potash 
230kV 2,000,820$      (3) $660,271 $1,340,549 $9,244 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,331,304 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,340,548 $1
Yoakum County Interchange 
230/115kV Transformer 193,803$         (3) $63,955 $129,848 $4,928 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $124,920 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $129,848 $0

Seminole - Hobbs 230kV 2,429,054$      (3) $801,588 $1,627,466 $10,762 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,143 $0 $0 $0 $1,606,561 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,627,466 ($0)
Nichols 230/115kV 
Transformer 889,074$         (3) $293,394 $595,680 $34,915 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,999 $0 $0 $0 $549,767 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,681 ($1)
Lubbock East 115/69kV 
Transformer 348,270$         (3) $114,929 $233,341 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $233,341 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $233,341 ($0)
Hale County 115/69kV 
Transformer 179,944$         (3) $59,381 $120,563 $16,019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,973 $0 $0 $0 $82,415 $0 $0 $5,156 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,563 ($0)
Cochran 115/69kV 
Transformer 223,660$         (3) $73,808 $149,852 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $149,852 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $149,852 ($0)
Curry County - North Clovis 
Conversion 22,102$           (3) $7,294 $14,808 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,808 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,808 ($0)

OPPD Base Plan Funded Projects
OPPD Sub 1255/3422 
Transformer Project 1,534,328$      (4) $506,328 $1,028,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,028,000 $0 $1,028,000 $0
Sub 1305 and 161 Transm. 
Expan. Project 624,147$         (3) $205,969 $418,178 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $418,178 $0 $418,178 $0

NPPD Base Plan Funded Projects
XFR - Grand Island auto 3 818,569$         (3) $270,128 $548,441 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,292 $528,149 $548,441 $0
Line - Jeffrey - Gothenburg 
115 kV line 12,374$           (3) $4,083 $8,291 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,291 $8,291 ($0)
Line - NPPD - Steele City - 
Kansas Border 115 kV 182,948$         (3) $60,373 $122,575 $4,413 $0 $0 $0 $5,638 $0 $0 $7,600 $0 $0 $9,071 $0 $47,927 $12,870 $0 $0 $35,056 $122,575 $0
Multi - North Platte 230/115 kV 
Transformers 683,814$         (3) $225,659 $458,155 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $458,155 $458,155 $0

ETR Project Phase 1 2,205,922$      (4) $727,954 $1,477,968 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,477,968 $1,477,968 $0
Multi - ETR Project 13,953,163$    (3) $4,604,544 $9,348,619 $65,440 $0 $0 $0 $46,743 $37,394 $28,046 $9,349 $0 $65,440 $121,532 $9,349 $84,138 $0 $84,138 $514,174 $8,282,876 $9,348,619 $0
Bloomfield Wind Generation 
Interconnection $392,328 (3) $129,468 $262,860 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $262,860 $262,860 $0
South Sioux City 115/69 kV 
Sub $337,421 (3) $111,349 $226,072 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $226,072 $226,072 $0
Spalding-Albion, Refurb 
L1192B $167,440 (3) $55,255 $112,185 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $112,185 $112,185 $0
Line-LoupCity-North Loup, 
Refurb L1168 $202,047 (3) $66,676 $135,371 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $135,371 $135,371 $0
Petersburg 115kV 15 MVAR 
Cap. Bank $51,488 (3) $16,991 $34,497 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,497 $34,497 $0
Ainsworth 115kV Sub. Exp. 
Cap Bank* $5,316 (1) $0 $5,316 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,316 $5,316 $0
Valentine 115 kV Capacitor 
Bank $47,437 (3) $15,654 $31,783 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $31,783 $31,783 $0
Gordon 115 kV 9 MVAR Cap 
Bank Add. $50,496 (3) $16,664 $33,832 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,832 $33,832 $0
Kearney 115 kV 36 MVAR Cap 
Bank Addition $8,352 (3) $2,756 $5,596 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,596 $5,596 $0
*<$100K investment
KCPL Base Plan Funded Projects
Tomahawk-Bendix 
Reconductor 215,991$         (3) $71,277 $144,714 $0 $0 $0 $0 $144,714 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $144,714 $0

West Gardner Autotransformer 1,051,339$      (3) $346,942 $704,397 $16,784 $0 $0 $0 $633,554 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,059 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,397 $0
Stilwell-Antioch Reconductor 456,996$         (3) $150,809 $306,187 $0 $0 $0 $0 $306,187 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $306,187 ($0)

South Waverly Capacity Bank 135,514$         (3) $44,720 $90,794 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,794 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,794 $0
Antioch-Oxford Reconductor 307,026$         (3) $101,319 $205,707 $0 $0 $0 $0 $205,707 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $205,707 $0
Antioch-Oxford Reconductor 
Switches -$                 (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Reconductor Craig-College -
161kV Line 108,036$         (3) $35,652 $72,384 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,384 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,384 $0
Craig Sub 161 kV Capacitor 
Bank 312,991$         (3) $103,287 $209,704 $0 $0 $0 $0 $209,704 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $209,704 $0
Mayview -Line Terminal 
Equipment to 600amps 84,219$           (3) $27,792 $56,427 $0 $0 $0 $0 $56,427 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $56,427 $0

KCPL-GMO Base Plan Funded Projects
Craig 69kV Interconnection 15,385$           (1) $0 $15,385 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,385 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,385 $0
Nevada 161kV Line 107,217$         (3) $35,382 $71,835 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $71,835 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $71,835 $0
Martin City/Grandview 161kV -$                 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Longview Wavetrap Project 36,251$           (3) $11,963 $24,288 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,288 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,288 $0
Edmond 161kV Substation 1,088,748$      (3) $359,287 $729,461 $0 $0 $0 $0 $321,719 $0 $0 $407,742 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $729,461 $0
S.Harper 161kV -line Term. 45,448$           (3) $14,998 $30,450 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,343 $0 $0 $17,655 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,452 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,450 $0
Montrose & Loma Vista Tap 48,855$           (3) $16,122 $32,733 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,064 $0 $0 $4,669 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $32,733 $0
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference
Totals $92,624,044 $30,519,714 $62,104,330 $18,216,680 $17,236 $33,509 $161,392 $2,826,853 $2,106,450 $139,977 $803,938 $0 $5,295,478 $426,395 $2,332,942 $14,602,858 $528,833 $84,138 $1,980,644 $12,547,003

Revenue Requirements and Rate File 1-1-2011 Page 12 of 56 Project Rev. Req. Alloc

817 of 1245



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

 Each Project's 
Revenue

Region-Wide 
Revenue 

Requirement

Total Zonal 
Revenue 

Requirement to 
be allocated to 

zones AEP West Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest
KCPL-
GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

 Mid Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check Check

Facility Description Requirement  Notes Amount Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total Difference

Base Plan Funded Credits

Revenue Requirements

Westar Energy - 
Reservation 1293991 $10,388 (2,3) $3,428 $6,960 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,703 $400 $0 $0 $0 $685 $0 $0 $2,172 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,960 $0

Totals $10,388 $3,428 $6,960 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,703 $400 $0 $0 $0 $685 $0 $0 $2,172 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,960 $0

Region wide without CWIP $30,523,142
Projects with CWIP in Rate 

Base
ITC Great Plains
KETA $9,547,887 $9,547,887
V Plan 418,413$         $418,413

Totals 9,966,301$      $9,966,300

Grand Total Revenue 
Requirements $40,489,442 $62,111,290 $18,216,680 $17,236 $33,509 $161,392 $2,830,556 $2,106,850 $139,977 $803,938 $0 $5,296,163 $426,395 $2,332,942 $14,605,030 $528,833 $84,138 $1,980,644 $12,547,003 $62,111,286 $4

don’t use down no chg no chg no chg up no chg no chg up no chg no chg no chg no chg down no chg no chg no chg no chg
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

Zonal Allocation Factors

AEP West Cleco Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest KCPL-GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

Mid 
Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check

Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total
Facility Description

Westar Energy, Inc. Base Plan Funded Projects
Line - Cities Service - 3rd & 
Van Buren 69kV ~ 100.00000% 0.00000% 100.00000%
Line - Circle - Hutchinson 
Energy Center 115kV ~ 100.00000% 0.00000% 100.00000%
Multi- HEC - 43rd & Lorraine -
Tower 33 69kV ~ 100.00000% 0.00000% 100.00000%
Multi - Hutchinson 115kV 
Conversion ~ 100.00000% 100.00000%
Multi - Morris - McDowell 230 
kV 5.33203% 2.42372% 89.31538% 2.92887% 100.00000%
Transformer - Butler 
138/69kV 100.00000% 0.00000% 100.00000%
Line - Chisholm - Grant 69kV 
Ckt 1 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - HTI Junction - 
Circleville 115kV 5.73373% 5.06774% 4.32223% 7.83328% 55.53177% 21.51125% 100.00000%
Line - Hesston-Golden Plain -
Gatz 69kV 100.00000% 0.00000% 100.00000%

Line - Jarbalo-166th St-
Jaggard Jct-Pentagon 115kV 10.79577% 1.62554% 1.60622% 85.97248% 100.00000%
Line - Stranger Creek - 
Thornton Street 115kV 13.4% 86.56683% 100.00000%
Line - Dearing - Coffeyville - 
CRA 69kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - Ft Junction - Anzio 
115kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - Murray Gill EC East - 
Murray Gill Jct 69kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - West McPherson - 
Wheatland 4.00000% 96.00000% 100.00000%
Line - McDowell Creek - Ft 
Junction 115kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - UDALL 2 69kV 
Capacitor 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - Parsons 69kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - Clearwater 138kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - NE Parsons 138kV 100.00000% 100.00000%

XFR - County Line 115/69kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - Murray Gill ED - 
MacArthur 69kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - 3rd & VanBuren 
115kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Device - Sunset 69 kV 
Capacitor 100.00000% 100.00000%
XFR - Stranger Creek 
345/115 #2 Addition 1.93164% 21.14978% 2.00401% 2.81910% 2.48474% 69.61074% 100.00000%
Line - Knob Hill - Steele City 
115 kV 3.44% 4.35% 3.05% 0.89% 5.88% 0.95% 7.05% 37.20% 9.99% 27.21% 100.00000%

Line - Kelly - Seneca 115kV 5.43% 94.57% 100.00000%
Line - TEC - Midland 15.01438% 84.98562% 100.00000%
Line - Summit - NE Saline 
115kV 6.25228% 2.49643% 86.19997% 5.05133% 100.00000%
Line - Coffeyville - Dearing 
115kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Mutli - NW Manhattan 0.58% 0.91% 0.50% 0.49% 0.85% 0.66% 83.24% 12.06% 0.70% 100.00000%
Line - Timber Jct - Winfield 
69 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Device - Nortonville 69kV 
Cap 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - 27th & Croco - 
Tecumseh hill 115 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Line - Gill EC - Peck 69 kV 
Rebuild 100.00% 100.00000%
Line - Coffeyville - Dearing 
138kV 0.00000%
Line - Weaver - Rose Hill 13.82337% 14.66102% 71.51561% 100.00000%
Line - Circle - HEC GT 115 
kV Rebuild 100.00000% 100.00000%

Line:  Jarbalo-Stranger Ckt 2 
(Tap Line) NWLeavenworth 1.28% 17.24% 1.75% 77.42% 2.31% 100.00000%
Line:  Gill - Clearwater 138 
kV 3.1224958% 92.20782% 4.6697% 100.00000%
Line:  Richland - Rosehill Jct 
69 kV 9.26% 13.12% 77.62% 100.00000%
Line: Chisolm-Ripley 69 kV 
(Rebuild) 100.00% 100.00000%
Line:  Stranger-NW Leav 
(Tap Line) 1.28% 17.24% 1.75% 77.42% 2.31% 100.00000%
Line:  27th & Croco-41st & 
Calif 115 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Line:  Vernon-Athens 69 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Line:  Athens-Owl Crk (600 
Rd) 69 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Line:  Owl Creek-Lehigh Tap 
69 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
Line:  Sumner Co-Timber Jct 
138 kV 100.00% 100.00000%
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

Zonal Allocation Factors

AEP West Cleco Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest KCPL-GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

Mid 
Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check

Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total
Device: Timber Jct 138 kV 
Capacitor 100.00% 100.00000%
Device:  Tioga 69 kV 
Capacitor 100.00% 100.00000%

AEP - West Base Plan Funded Projects
Cache-Snyder to Altus Jct. 
138 kV line (w/2 ring bus 
stations) -PSO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Catoosa 138 kV Device (Cap.
Bank)-PSO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Dyess to S. Fayetteville 69 
kV Convert to 161 kV (multi-
projects)-SWEPCO 30.91279% 2.42438% 2.32213% 8.22279% 3.82572% 36.50239% 1.22237% 1.65353% 5.75558% 5.66271% 1.49562% 100.00000%
Linwood McWillie 138kV-
SWEPCO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Northwest Texarkana-Bann-
Alumax Tap 138kV -- 
reconductor-SWEPCO 100.00000% 100.00000%

Tontitown - Elm Springs REC 
161 kV line***-SWEPCO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Siloam Springs - Chamber 
Springs 161 kV line***-
SWEPCO 12.11564% 3.19654% 10.59195% 45.60134% 21.07250% 2.51377% 4.90827% 100.00000%
Carthage REC - Carthage T 
138 kV -SWEPCO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Arsenal Hill 138kV Device-
SWEPCO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Riverside-Glenpool (81-
523)Reconductor-PSO 100.00% 100.00000%
Craig Jct. to Broken Bow 
Dam 138 Rebuild (7.7mi)-
PSO 96.00% 4.00% 100.00000%
WFEC New 138 kV Ties: 
Sayre to Erick (WFEC) Line 
& Atoka and Tupelo station 
work-PSO 100.00% 100.00000%
Pryor Junction 138/69 
Upgrade Transf-PSO 57.66% 8.69% 33.65% 100.00000%
Elk City - Elk City 69 kV line 
(CT Upgrades)*-PSO 100.00% 100.00000%
Weleetka & Okmulgee 
Wavetrap replacement 81-
805*-PSO 100.00% 100.00000%
Tulsa Southeast Upgrade 
(repl switches)*-PSO 100.00000% 100.00000%
Wavetrap Clinton City-Foss 
Tap 69kV Ckt 1-PSO 100.00000%
Arsenal Hill Auto xfmr & AH 
to Water Works line-
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
SW Shreveport (sub work & 
tap)-SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
[NW Ark Area Improve - 
2009]  E. Centerton-Flint Crk, 
E Rogers-N Rogers, 
Centerton-SWEPCO 95.17% 1.82% 3.01% 100.00000%
Rebuild N. Magazine - 
Danville 161 kV Line-
SWEPCO 90.84% 9.16% 100.00000%
[Greenwood, AR Area 
Improve]  N Huntington, 
Greenwood, Reeves, 
Bonanza-SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Port Robson-Caplis Line (SW
138 kV Loop -- 2009) -
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Linwood 138 Station Switch 
Replacement* - SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%

Knox Lee - Oak Hill #2 138 
kV line, S. Shreveport  (SWE 
Minor Proj II)-SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
NW Henderson - Oak Hill 
138 kV line*-SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Wallace Lake-Prt Robson-
Red Point 138 kV Loop-
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
[NW Ark Area Improve - 
2008]  Elm Springs, East 
Rogers, Shipe Road Stations-
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Daingerfield - Jenkins REC 
69 kV CB Repl -SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Port Robson (SW 138 kV 
Loop -- 2008) SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Reconductor 4 mi. of 
McNabb-Turk-SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%

Page 15 of 56

820 of 1245



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

Zonal Allocation Factors

AEP West Cleco Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest KCPL-GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

Mid 
Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check

Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total
Longwood: r&r switches, 
upgrade bus-SWEPCO 
(342/138/13.2kv xfr ckt1) 100.00% 100.00000%
Reconductor: Greggton-Lake 
Lamond & Quitman-
Westwood 69 kV lines-
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
Rebuild/reconductor Dyess-
Elm Springs REC [Dyess 
Station-Flint Creek] 100.00% 100.00000%
Replace switch at Diana*-
SWEPCO 100.00% 100.00000%
AEP Transco Base Plan Funded Projects
Snyder 138kV Terminal 
Addition - OKT 100.00% 100.00000%

Coffeyville T to Dearing 
138kV Rebuild 1.1 mi - OKT 100.00% 100.00000%
*<$100K investment
***Non-BPU 

OG&E Base Plan Funded Projects
Reno-Sunny Lane 69kV Line 
replace wave trap and current
transformer to allow 1200A 
limit.* 100.00000% 100.00000%
Richards Tap-Richards 
138kV Line - construct new 
138kV line 85.62972% 14.37028% 100.00000%
Van Buren AVEC-Van Buren 
Interconnect 69kV Line - 
replace wave trap and current
transformer to allow 1200A 
limit 100.00000% 100.00000%
Brown Explorer Tap 138kV 
Line - upgrade current 
transformers at Brown 
Substation 100.00000% 100.00000%
NE Enid-Glenwood 138kV 
Line - construct new 138kV 
line 68.55533% 6.40491% 25.03976% 100.00000%
Razorback-Short Mountain 
69kV Line - construct new 
69kV line 9.02246% 71.14327% 3.34097% 16.49331% 100.00000%
Richards-Piedmont 138kV 
Line - construct new 138kV 
line 3.19828% 88.97893% 3.37402% 4.44877% 100.00000%
OG&E Windfarm-WFEC 
Mooreland 138kV Line - 
upgrade conductor to 
795AS33 100.00000% 100.00000%
Ft. Smith-Colony 161kV Line 
replace 1200A terminal 
equipment with 200A terminal
equipment 100.00000% 100.00000%
Cedar Lane-Canadian 138kV 
Line - replace 800A wave 
trap to allow 1200A limit* 100.00000% 100.00000%
Bodle Substation - Install 
138kV breaker, associated 
line relaying & 
communications 100.00000% 100.00000%
Ardmore-Rocky Point 69kV 
Line - rebuild & reconductor 
0.82 miles of line with 
477AS33 100.00000% 100.00000%
Tiger Creek Substation - 
install 69kV, 9 MVAR 
capacitor bank 100.00000% 100.00000%
*<$100K investment

SPS/Xcel Base Plan Funded Projects
Bailey County 115/69kV 
Transformer 100.00000% 100.00000%
Mustand Station N 
230/115kV Transformer 100.00000% 100.00000%
Denver City 115/69kV 
Transformer 100.00000% 100.00000%

Hockley County Interchange: 
Transformer Upgrade 100.00000% 100.00000%
Terry County Interchange: 
Transformer Upgrade 100.00000% 100.00000%
Roswell Interchange 115kV - 
69 kV Transformer 10.24% 78.88% 10.88% 100.00000%
Seven Rivers - Pecos - 
Potash 230kV 0.69% 99.31% 100.00000%

Yoakum County Interchange 
230/115kV Transformer 3.80% 96.20% 100.00000%

Seminole - Hobbs 230kV 0.66% 0.62% 98.72% 100.00000%
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan ATRR Amounts - Region And By Zone

Zonal Allocation Factors

AEP West Cleco Springfield Empire GRDA KCPL OG+E Midwest KCPL-GMO SPA SPS Sunflower WFEC Westar

Mid 
Kansas 
Electric 
Coop LES OPPD NPPD Check

Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total
Nichols 230/115kV 
Transformer 5.86% 1.85% 92.29% 100.00000%
Lubbock East 115/69kV 
Transformer 100.00000% 100.00000%
Hale County 115/69kV 
Transformer 13.29% 14.08% 68.36% 4.28% 100.00000%
Cochran 115/69kV 
Transformer 100.00% 100.00000%
Curry County - North Clovis 
Conversion 100.00000% 100.00000%

OPPD Base Plan Funded Projects
OPPD Sub 1255/3422 
Transformer Project 100.00000% 100.00000%
Sub 1305 and 161 Transm. 
Expan. Project 100.00000% 100.00000%

NPPD Base Plan Funded Projects
XFR - Grand Island auto 3 3.70000% 96.30000% 100.00000%
Line - Jeffrey - Gothenburg 
115 kV line 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line - NPPD - Steele City - 
Kansas Border 115 kV 3.60000% 4.60000% 6.20000% 7.40000% 39.10000% 10.50000% 28.60000% 100.00000%
Multi - North Platte 230/115 
kV Transformers 100.00000% 100.00000%

ETR Project Phase 1 100.00000%
Multi - ETR Project 0.70000% 0.50000% 0.40000% 0.30000% 0.10000% 0.70000% 1.30000% 0.10000% 0.90000% 0.90000% 5.50000% 88.60000% 100.00000%
Bloomfield Wind Generation 
Interconnection 100.00000% 100.00000%
South Sioux City 115/69 kV 
Sub 100.00000% 100.00000%
Spalding-Albion, Refurb 
L1192B 100.00000% 100.00000%
Line-LoupCity-North Loup, 
Refurb L1168 100.00000% 100.00000%
Petersburg 115kV 15 MVAR 
Cap. Bank 100.00000% 100.00000%
Ainsworth 115kV Sub. Exp. 
Cap Bank* 100.00000% 100.00000%
Valentine 115 kV Capacitor 
Bank 100.00000% 100.00000%
Gordon 115 kV 9 MVAR Cap 
Bank Add. 100.00000% 100.00000%
Kearney 115 kV 36 MVAR 
Cap Bank Addition 100.00000% 100.00000%
*<$100K investment
KCPL Base Plan Funded Projects
Tomahawk-Bendix 
Reconductor 100.00000% 100.00000%
West Gardner 
Autotransformer 2.38273% 89.94274% 7.67453% 100.00000%

Stilwell-Antioch Reconductor 100.00000% 100.00000%
South Waverly Capacity 
Bank 100.00000% 100.00000%

Antioch-Oxford Reconductor 100.00000% 100.00000%
Antioch-Oxford Reconductor 
Switches 100.00000% 100.00000%
Reconductor Craig-College -
161kV Line 100.00000% 100.00000%
Craig Sub 161 kV Capacitor 
Bank 100.00000% 100.00000%
Mayview -Line Terminal 
Equipment to 600amps 100.00000% 100.00000%

KCPL-GMO Base Plan Funded Projects
Craig 69kV Interconnection 100.00000% 100.00000%
Nevada 161kV Line 100.00000% 100.00000%

Martin City/Grandview 161kV 100.00000% 100.00000%
Longview Wavetrap Project 100.00000% 100.00000%
Edmond 161kV Substation 44.10363% 55.89637% 100.00000%
S.Harper 161kV -line Term. 30.68450% 57.97942% 11.33608% 100.00000%

Montrose & Loma Vista Tap 85.73494% 14.26506% 100.00000%

Base Plan Funded Credits

Revenue Requirements

Westar Energy - 
Reservation 1293991 53.21000% 5.75000% 9.84000% 31.20000% 100.00000%
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan 
ATRR Amounts - Region 

And By Zone

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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The Region-Wide Revenue Requirement Amount for each project or reservation is 0%, pursuant 
to the provisions of Tariff Attachment J because the investment is less than $100,000.  The 
remainder of the Revenue Requirement is the Zonal Revenue Requirement Amount.

Westar Energy - Reservation 1293991 has an impact on the LaCygne - West Gardner Economic 
Upgrade.  The revenue requirement that is base plan funded is twelve times the monthly levelized 
cost of this use of the upgrade.  Such monthly levelized cost is determined by calculating the load 
proportionate share of the total annual revenue requirement of the upgrade for each year of the 
reservation period and levelizing such costs.

The Region-Wide Revenue Requirement Amount for each project or reservation is equal to the 
product of the Revenue Requirement shown and 33%, pursuant to the provisions of Tariff 
Attachment J.  The remainder of the Revenue Requirement is the Zonal Revenue Requirement 
Amount.

The Region-Wide Revenue Requirement Amount for each project or reservation is equal to the 
product of the Revenue Requirement shown and 33%, pursuant to the provisions of Tariff 
Attachment J.  The remainder of the Revenue Requirement is the Zonal Revenue Requirement 
Amount pursuant to provisions of Tariff  Section I. Common Service Provisions, 1.3g - Base Plan 
Upgrades. The upgrade will be allocated 1/3 to the region and the remaining 2/3s will be allocated 
100% to the zone.

Notes
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Description Amount  Notes

Base Plan Region Wide ATRR $40,489,442 BPRATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 33,650 MTRL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,203.2411 BPRR
Monthly Rate / MW $100.2701 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $23.1393 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.6279 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.3056 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $100.2701 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $23.1393 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.6279 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.2966 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2892 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1374 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Region Wide Point-To-Point Rate
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $18,216,680 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 7,578 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $2,403.8253 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $200.3188 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $46.2274 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $9.2455 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $6.6039 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $200.3188 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $46.2274 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $9.2455 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $6.5858 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.5778 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2744 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

AEP - West Zone
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Description Amount Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $17,236 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 523 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $32.9363 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $2.7447 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $0.6334 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1267 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.0905 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $2.7447 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $0.6334 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1267 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.0902 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0079 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0038 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri Zone
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Description Amount Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $33,509 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 911 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $36.7639 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $3.0637 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $0.7070 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1414 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1010 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $3.0637 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $0.7070 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1414 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.1007 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0088 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0042 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Empire District Electric Company Zone
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Description Amount Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $161,392 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 665 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $242.7252 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $20.2271 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $4.6678 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.9336 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.6668 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $20.2271 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $4.6678 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.9336 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.6650 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0583 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0277 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Grand River Dam Authority Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $2,830,556 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 2,737 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,034.3226 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $86.1936 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $19.8908 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $3.9782 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $2.8415 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $86.1936 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $19.8908 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $3.9782 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $2.8338 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2486 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1181 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Kansas City Power & Light Company Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $2,106,850 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 4,855 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $433.9693 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $36.1641 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $8.3456 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $1.6691 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.1922 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $36.1641 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $8.3456 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $1.6691 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.1890 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1043 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.04954 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $139,977 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 257 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $544.3046 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $45.3587 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $10.4674 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $2.0935 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.4953 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $45.3587 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $10.4674 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $2.0935 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.4912 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1308 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0621 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Midwest Energy, Inc Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $803,938 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 1,443 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $557.0974 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $46.4248 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $10.7134 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $2.1427 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.5305 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $46.4248 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $10.7134 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $2.1427 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $1.5263 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1339 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0636 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $5,296,163 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 4,032 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,313.3968 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $109.4497 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $25.2576 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $5.0515 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.6082 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $109.4497 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $25.2576 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $5.0515 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.5983 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.31572 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.14993 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Southwestern Public Service Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $426,395 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 369 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,156.8483 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $96.4040 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $22.2471 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.4494 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.1782 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $96.4040 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $22.2471 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.4494 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.1694 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2781 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1321 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Sunflower Electric Corporation Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $2,332,942 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 1,109 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $2,103.9609 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $175.3301 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $40.4608 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $8.0922 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $5.7801 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $175.3301 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $40.4608 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $8.0922 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $5.7643 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.5058 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2402 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Zone

836 of 1245



Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $14,605,030 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 3,958 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $3,689.8068 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $307.4839 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $70.9578 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $14.1916 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $10.1368 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $307.4839 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $70.9578 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $14.1916 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $10.1091 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.8870 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.4212 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Westar Energy, Inc. Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $528,833 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 472 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,121.0026 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $93.4169 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $21.5577 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.3115 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.0797 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $93.4169 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $21.5577 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.3115 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.0712 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2695 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1280 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

 Mid Kansas Electric Company Zone
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $84,138 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 816 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $103.1630 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $8.5969 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $1.9839 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.3968 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.2834 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $8.5969 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $1.9839 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $0.3968 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $0.2826 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0248 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.0118 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Lincoln Electric System
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $1,980,644 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 1,729 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $1,145.7836 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $95.4820 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $22.0343 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.4069 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.1478 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $95.4820 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $22.0343 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $4.4069 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $3.1391 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.2754 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.1308 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Omaha Public Power District
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Description  Amount  Notes

Base Plan Zonal ATRR $12,547,003 BPZATRR

12 CP Average Transmission System Load (MW) 2,198 MZTL

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Annual Rate / MW $5,707.5756 BPZR
Monthly Rate / MW $475.6313 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $109.7611 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $21.9522 Weekly Rate / 5
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $15.6802 Weekly Rate / 7

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Monthly Rate / MW $475.6313 Annual Rate / 12
Weekly Rate / MW $109.7611 Annual Rate / 52

On Peak Day Rate / MW $21.9522 Monthly Rate x 12 / 260
Off Peak Day Rate / MW $15.6372 Monthly Rate x 12 / 365

On Peak Hourly Rate / MW $1.3720 Monthly Rate x 12 / 4160
Off Peak Hourly Rate / MW $0.6515 Monthly Rate x 12 / 8760

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of Base Plan Point-To-Point Rates
Zonal Point-To-Point Rate

Nebraska Public Power District
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Regional and Zonal Transmission System Peak Loads (MW)

Calendar Year 2009

 January  February  March  April May June July August September October November December Total Average 

SPRM 498.952           493.472           441.727           410.230           482.951           735.676           655.934           674.314           542.667           409.893           412.354           521.590           6,279.759          523.313          

MIDW 229.000           210.000           210.000           199.000           234.000           344.000           358.000           342.000           262.000           217.000           232.000           249.000           3,086.000          257.167          

EDE 1,085.988        996.432           936.464           790.718           735.709           1,089.325        1,008.833       1,032.215        815.117           637.773           745.000           1,064.000        10,937.574        911.465          

GRDA 675.000           638.000           581.000           547.000           606.000           839.000           808.000           812.000           670.000           564.000           568.000           671.000           7,979.000          664.917          

KCPL 2,825.300        2,577.600        2,419.000        2,213.400        2,531.900        3,654.300        3,394.735       3,449.300        2,583.500        2,118.200        2,255.400        2,816.900        32,839.535        2,736.628       

MPS/GMO 1,586.000        1,427.000        1,319.000        1,166.000        1,273.000        1,951.000        1,720.000       1,769.000        1,306.000        1,080.000        1,179.000        1,541.000        17,317.000        1,443.083       

OKGE 4,579.128        4,211.534        3,986.762        3,949.834        4,561.840        6,310.871        6,544.469       6,136.712        5,441.212        4,004.857        3,874.582        4,656.236        58,258.037        4,854.836       

SPS 3,511.000        3,431.000        3,275.000        3,572.000        4,264.000        4,758.000        5,036.000       5,005.000        4,670.000        3,418.000        3,488.000        3,961.000        48,389.000        4,032.417       

CSWS/AEP 7,447.996        6,990.001        6,668.005        6,149.000        6,995.003        9,696.000        9,840.443       9,474.005        8,173.005        6,179.999        5,794.001        7,530.999        90,938.456        7,578.205       

LES 799.000           768.000           753.000           714.000           719.000           1,061.000        984.000           953.000           845.000           743.000           756.000           692.000           9,787.000          815.583          

NPPD 2,340.455        2,047.453        2,186.522        1,855.738        1,915.704        2,303.944        2,614.876       2,624.021        1,960.559        1,864.768        2,174.290        2,491.353        26,379.683        2,198.307       

OPPD 1,627.658        1,506.999        1,460.786        1,502.283        1,575.929        2,349.118        2,096.779       2,160.001        1,744.379        1,452.811        1,501.688        1,765.213        20,743.644        1,728.637       

SECI 320.000           311.000           330.000           312.000           375.000           469.000           478.000           465.000           386.000           319.000           317.000           341.000           4,423.000          368.583          

WFEC 1,173.000      1,099.000      1,029.000      962.000         1,009.000      1,288.000      1,334.000     1,282.000      1,142.000      818.000         935.000         1,235.000      13,306.000        1,108.833       

WPEK/MKEC 433.000           413.000           398.000           386.000           434.000           622.000           618.000           611.000           471.000           400.000           419.000           456.000           5,661.000          471.750          

WR 3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210       3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        3,958.210        47,498.520        3,958.210       

Total 403,823.209     33,651.934     
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

AEP - West Zone

Line No. 

1

American Electric Power (Public Service Company of Oklahoma and 
Southwestern Electric Power Company) EXISTING ZONAL ATRR FOR 
SPP OATT ATTACHMENT H, SEC. 1, COL. 3 $129,472,718

East Texas Coop Rates 
EXISTING ZONAL ATRR 
FOR SPP OATT 
ATTACHMENT H, SEC. 
1, COL. 3 $3,750,884

OMPA Revenues in the AEP Zone 
EXISTING ZONAL ATRR FOR SPP 
OATT ATTACHMENT H, SEC. 1, 
COL. 3 748,647$ 

AEP West Transmission Companies  (AEP Oklahoma 
Transmission Company, Inc and AEP Southwestern 
Transmission Company, Inc) EXISTING ZONAL ATRR FOR 
SPP OATT ATTACHMENT H, SEC. 1, COL. 3 $6,400.00 Total Attachment T Point-to-Point Rates for AEP-Wes

2 2009 Historic AEP West Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand 7,626.86             MW
2009 Historic AEP West Zone SPP 
Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand MW 7,626.86  

2009 Historic AEP West Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak 
Demand 7,626.86           

3 AEP Monthly NITS Rate in $/MW - Month (Line 1 / Line 2) / 12 $1,414.66 $8.18 $0.07
PROVIDED TO SPP BY THE TRANSMISSION OWNER

4 Annual Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year (Line 1 / Line 2) $16,975.89 $483.96 $98.16 $0.84 $17,558.85 Annual Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year
5 Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Month (Line 4 / 12) $1,414.66 $40.33 $8.18 $0.07 $1,463.24 Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - M
6 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Weekly (Line 4 / 52) $326.46 $9.26 $1.89 $0.02 $337.63 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to-Point Ra
7 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 4 / 260) $65.29 $1.86 $0.38 $0.00 $67.53 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-P
8 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 4 / 365) $46.51 $1.33 $0.27 $0.00 $48.11 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-P
9 Firm and Non-Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 4 / 4160) $4.08 $0.12 $0.02 $0.00 $4.22 Firm and Non-Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-

10 Firm and Non-Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 4 / 8760) $1.94 $0.06 $0.01 $0.00 $2.01 Firm and Non-Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-
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PROVIDED TO SPP BY THE TRANSMISSION OWNER

Line No. Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
1 Annual Deliveries:  $13,128.24 per MW of Reserved Capacity.
2 Monthly delivery: $1,094.02/MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
3 Weekly delivery: $252.47/MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
4 Daily delivery: $50.49/MW of Reserved Capacity per day.

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service

5 Monthly delivery: $1,094.02/MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
6 Weekly delivery:  $252.47/MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
7 Daily delivery: $50.49/MW of Reserved Capacity per day.
8 Hourly Deliveries: $2.70 per MW of Reserved Capacity per hour.

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri Zone
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PROVIDED TO SPP BY THE TRANSMISSION OWNER

Line No. Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
1 $ 15,382.514 /MW of Reserved Capacity per year.
2 $ 1,281.876 /MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
3 $ 295.817 /MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
4 $ 59.164 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (on-peak).
5 $ 42.260 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (off-peak).

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
6 $ 15,382.514 /MW of Reserved Capacity per year.
7 $ 1,281.876 /MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
8 $ 295.817 /MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
9 $ 59.164 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (on-peak).
10 $ 42.260 /MW of Reserved Capacity per day (off-peak).
11 $ 3.698/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour (on-peak)
12 $ 1.756/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour (off-peak)

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmis

Empire District Electric Company Zon
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Line No
A. Network Service

1 GRDA Zonal Revenue Requirement 35,949,660 

B. Point-To-Point Service
2 DIVISOR
3 Transmission Network Load (kW) 921,213      

4 RATES
5 Firm Annual Point-to-Point Cost ($/kW-Yr) L1 / L3 39.02$       
6 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly Point-to-Point ($/kW-Month) L4 / 12 months 3.25$         
7 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to-Point ($/kW-Week) L4 / 52 weeks 0.75$         
8 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point ($/kW-Day) L7 / 5 days 0.15$         
9 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-Point ($/kW-Day) L7 / 7 days 0.11$         
10 Non-Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point ($/MWh) L8 / 16 hours * 1,000 9.38$         
11 Non-firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point ($/MWh) L9 / 24 hours * 1,000 4.47$         

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Grand River Dam Authority Zone
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Line No. 
1 KCPL Revenues $29,341,593.00

2 2010 KCPL Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand MW 2780.53

3 Firm Yearly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year (Line 1 / Line 2) $10,553
4 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Month (Line 3 / 12) $879
5 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Weekly (Line 3 / 52) $203
6 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 260) $41
7 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 365) $29
8 Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 4160) $2.54
9 Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 8760) $1.20

Note:
-Per Charles Locke KCPL, round all numbers to nearest dollar except for hourly in Att T

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Kansas City Power & Light Company Zone
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Line No. 

1
OG&E ZONAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT for SPP 
OATT Attachment H, Sec. 1, Col. 3 $85,991,302

OMPA ZONAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT for SPP 
OATT Attachment H, Sec. 1, Col. 3 $368,501.00

Total Attachment T 
Rates for OG&E 

Zone

2 DIVISOR DIVISOR 
3   TO's Transmission Network Load 4,899,515        TO's Transmission Network Load 4,899,515

4 RATES RATES
5 Firm Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr) (ln 1 / ln 3) $17.55 Firm Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr) $0.0752 $17.6262 Firm Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr)
6 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly P-To-P Rate($/kW/Mo) (ln 5 / 12) $1.46 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly P-To-P Rate($/kW/Mo) $0.0063 $1.4688 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly P-To-P Rate($/kW/Mo) 

Peak Peak Peak
7 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) (ln 5 / 52) $0.34 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) $0.0014 $0.3390 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk)
8 Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day) (ln 7 / 5) $0.07 Capped at weekly rate Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day) $0.0003 $0.0678 Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day)
9 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh) (ln 8 / 16 x 1,000) $4.22 Capped at weekly & daily rate Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh) $0.0086 $4.2276 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh)

Off-Peak Off-Peak Off-Peak
10 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) (ln 5 / 52) $0.34 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) $0.0014 $0.3390 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk)
11 Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day) (ln 10 / 7) $0.05 Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day) $0.0002 $0.0484 Firm and non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day)
12 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh) (ln 11 / 16 x 1,000) $2.01 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh) $0.0086 $2.0177 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh)

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company Zone
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Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Line No. 
1 Net Zonal Revenue Requirement 7,830,571                                                        

Network Zonal Service Rate
2 12 CP Peak 239,539
3 Rate ($/KW-Year) (Lines 1 / 2) 32.6902

Firm Transmission Service Rates Non-Firm Transmission Service Rates

4 Annual Point-to-Point Firm ($/kW) 32.6902 Annual Point-to-Point Non-Firm ($/kW) n/a
5 Monthly Firm ($/kW) - (Annual/12) 2.7242 Monthly Non-Firm ($/kW) - (Annual/12) 2.7242
6 Weekly Firm ($/kW) - (Annual/52) 0.6287 Weekly Non-Firm ($/kW) - (Annual/52) 0.6287
7 Daily Firm ($/kW) - (Weekly/5) 0.1257 Daily Non-Firm ($/kW) - (Weekly/5) 0.1257
8 Hourly Firm ($/MWh) n/a Hourly Non-Firm ($/MWh) (Daily/16 x 1000) 7.86

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Midwest Energy, Inc Zone
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Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company Zone

Line No.
1 KCPL-GMO Revenues $29,025,803

2 2010 KCPL-GMO Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand MW 1468.4

3 Firm Yearly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year (Line 1 / Line 2) $19,767
4 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Month (Line 3 / 12) $1,647
5 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Weekly (Line 3 / 52) $380
6 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 260) $76
7 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 365) $54
8 Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 4160) $4.75
9 Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 8760) $2.26

Note:
-Per Charles Locke KCPL, round all numbers to nearest dollar except for hourly in Att T

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
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Line No. 

1

PROJECTED REVENUE REQUIREMENT WITH 
TRUE UP & PRIOR PERIOD CORRECTION   (ln 1 + 
sum lines 2 through 5) $101,437,457

DIVISOR 
2   Transmission Network Load 4,706,000                                    

RATES
3   Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr) (ln 1/ ln 2) $21.555
4   Network & P-to-P Rate ($/kW/Mo) (ln 3 / 12) $1.796

Peak Off-Peak
5 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) (ln 3 / 52; ln 3 / 52) $0.415 $0.415
6 Firm and Non-Firm Daily P-To-P Rate ($/kW/Day) (ln 5 / 6; ln 5 / 7) $0.069 Capped at weekly rate $0.059
7 Non-Firm Hourly P-To-P Rate ($/MWh) (ln 6 / 16; ln 6 / 24 both x 1,000) $4.313 Capped at weekly & daily rate $2.458

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Southwestern Public Service Company Zone
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PROVIDED TO SPP BY THE TRANSMISSION OWNER

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
1 Yearly delivery: $53,220.40/MW of Reserved Capacity per year.
2 Monthly delivery: $4,435.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
3 Weekly delivery: $1023.50/MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
4 Daily delivery: $145.80/MW of Reserved Capacity per day.

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
5 Yearly delivery: $53,220.40/MW of Reserved Capacity per year.
6 Monthly delivery: $4,435.00/MW of Reserved Capacity per month.
7 Weekly delivery: $1023.50/MW of Reserved Capacity per week.
8 Daily delivery: $145.80/MW of Reserved Capacity per day.
9 Hourly delivery: $6.08/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Zone
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PROVIDED TO SPP BY THE TRANSMISSION OWNER

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
1 Yearly delivery: one-twelfth of the demand charge of $24.72/kW of Reserved Capacity per year.
2 Monthly delivery: $2.06/kW of Reserved Capacity per month.
3 Weekly delivery: $0.47538/kW of Reserved Capacity per week.
4 Daily delivery: $0.0671/kW of Reserved Capacity per day.

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service
5 Monthly delivery: $2.06/kW of Reserved Capacity per month.
6 Weekly delivery: $0.47538/kW of Reserved Capacity per week.
7 Daily delivery: $0.06791/kW of Reserved Capacity per day.
8 Hourly delivery: $2.83/MW of Reserved Capacity per hour.

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Zone
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Line No. 
1 SPP ZONAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT $122,366,948

DIVISOR 

2 4,242,333      

RATES 
3 Firm Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr) (line 1 / line 2) $28.844
4 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly P-to-P Rate ($/kW/Mo) (line 3 / 12 months) $2.404

Peak Rate Off-Peak Rate
5 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly P-to-P Rate ($/kW/Wk) (Peak: line 3 / 52 weeks, Off Peak, line 3 / 52 weeks) $0.555 $0.555
6 Firm and Non-Firm Daily P-to-P Rate ($/kW/Day) (Peak:  line 5 / 5 days, Off Peak:   line 5 / 7 days) $0.111 Capped at weekly rate $0.079

7 Non-Firm Hourly P-to-P Rate ($/MWh)
(Peak:  (line 6 / 16 hours) times 1000); Off Peak; (line 6 / 24 
hours) times 1000 $6.934

Capped at weekly and 
daily rates $3.302

Network transmission for firm wholesale and retail service sinking on Westar's transmission system, plus long-
term P-T-P Contract Demands that are not under the SPP OATT

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Westar Energy, Inc. Zone

856 of 1245



Attachment T rates 
for MKEC as of 1-14-

2010  per SPP 
OATT

Attachment 
T rates for 
ITC as of 1-

1-2010

Total 
Attachment 
T Rates for 
MKEC as of 
1-14-2010

A B A+B
Line No. 15,142,441

1a MKEC Revenues $15,142,441
1b ITC Great Plains Revenues 1,342,337$ 

2a 2008 Historic MKEC Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand MW (for MKEC) 484
2b 2009 Historic MKEC Zone SPP Average 12-Mo. Peak Demand MW (for ITC GP) 472

31,291
3 Firm & Non-FirmYearly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year (Line 1a/ Line 2a  or Line 1b/ Line 2b) 31,080.00$               2,845.44$   33,925.44$
4 Firm & Non-Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Month (Line 3 / 12) $2,590.00 237.12$      2,827.12$  
5 Firm & Non-FirmWeekly Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Weekly (Line 3 / 52) $597.69 54.72$        652.41$     
6 Firm & Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 260) $119.54 10.94$        130.48$     
7 Firm & Non-FirmDaily Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 / 365) $85.15 7.80$          92.95$       
8 Non-Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 4160) $7.47 0.68$          8.16$         
9 Non-Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hour (Line 3 / 8760) $3.55 0.32$          3.87$         

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

 Mid Kansas Electric Company Zone
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Line No. 

1 NET REVENUE REQUIREMENT $18,666,891

2 Divisor 769,233 kW

3 Firm PTP Annual Cost ($/kW/Yr) (line 1/ line 2) 24.267
4 Firm & Non-Firm Monthly PTP Rate ($/kW/Mo) (line 3/ 12) $2.02

Peak Rate Off-Peak Rate 
5 Firm & Non-Firm PTP Weekly Rate ($/kW/Wk) (line 3 / 52; line 3 / 52) $0.467 $0.467
6 Firm & Non-Firm PTP Daily Rate ($/kW/Day) (line 5/ 5; line 5/ 7) $0.093 Capped at weekly rate $0.067

7 Non-Firm Hourly PTP Rate ($/MWh) (line 6/ 16*1000; line 6/ 24*1000) $5.813
Capped at weekly and 
daily rates $2.778

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Lincoln Electric System
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Line No.

1 SPP ZONAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT $42,351,258
POINT-TO-POINT SERVICE RATES

2 Rate Divisor: Average of 12 coincident system peaks for NPPD Zone MW 2,466.959    

3 Firm Annual Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Year (Line 1 / Line 2) $17,167.39
4 Firm and Non-Firm Monthly Point-to-Point Rate $/MW - Month (Line 3 /12) $1,430.62
5 Firm and Non-Firm Weekly Point-to Point Rate in $/MW - Weekly (Line 3 /52) $330.14
6 Firm and Non-Firm Daily On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 /260) $66.03
7 Firm and Non-Firm Daily Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Day (Line 3 /365) $47.03
8 Non-Firm Hourly On-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hourly (Line 3 /4160) $4.13
9 Non-Firm Hourly Off-Peak Point-to-Point Rate in $/MW - Hourly (Line 3 /8760) $1.96
10 Meter Reading Charge (Note C)

Note C Meter reading charge not calculated but to be included in the service agreement for network and point-to-point transactions where applicable.

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Nebraska Public Power District
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Line No.
1 Zonal Net ATRR for SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) Attachment H $40,663,008

Point-to-Point Transmission Service Rates
Divisor  

2 Network - Average of 12 Coincident Peaks 1,694.90
3 Long-Term PTP Reservations 1,086.10
4 Total Demand 2,781.00

Rates for SPP OATT Attachment T  

5 Firm & Non-Firm Point-to-Point($/Kilowatt (kW) /Year) Line 1 / Line 4 / 1000 $14.62
6 Firm & Non-Firm Point-to-Point($/kW/Month) Line 5 / 12 months $1.22
7 Firm & Non-Firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Week) Line 5 / 52 weeks $0.281
8 Firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Day) On Peak Line 7 / 5 days $0.056
9 Firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Day) Off Peak Line 7/ 7 days $0.040
10 Non-firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Day) On Peak Line 7 / 5 days $0.056

10a Non-firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Day) Off Peak Line 7 / 7 days $0.040
11 Non-firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Hour) On Peak Line 10 / 16 $0.00351
11a Non-firm Point-to-Point ($/kW/Hour) Off Peak Line 10a / 24 $0.00167

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Calculation of  Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service

Omaha Public Power District
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SCHEDULE 1 
SCHEDULING, SYSTEM CONTROL AND DISPATCH SERVICEScheduling, System 

Control and Dispatch Service 
 

Scheduling, System Control and Dispatch Service is required to schedule the movement 

of power through, out of, within or into a Control Area.  Charges for such service shall be as 

follows: 

1) For Customers taking Firm or Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service, for through 

and out transactions, the Schedule 1 charge shall be the product of the capacity reserved, 

expressed in MW and the appropriate rate as set forth in the Revenue Requirements and 

Rates File (“RRR File”), Schedule 1 tab, posted on the SPP websitefollows:.  The yearly rate 

for such transactions is computed as the ratio of the sum of the accepted or approved revenue 

requirements most recently determined for each Control Area operator having a scheduling 

charge and the prior calendar year’s average of the  12 monthly peaks of the total Resident 

Load (expressed in MW) in the SPP Region. 

On-Peak: 

Monthly Rate/MW:  Tthe yearly rate divided by 12$59.2979 per MW-Month 

Weekly Rate/MW:  $13.6841 per MW-Week  (Tthe yearly rateMonthly Rate times 12, 

divided by 52) 

Daily Rate/MW:  $2.7368 per MW-Day  (Tthe yearly rateMonthly Rate times 12, 

divided by 260) 

Hourly Rate/MW:  $0.1711 per MW-Hour  (Tthe yearly rateMonthly Rate times 12, 

divided by 4160) 

Off- Peak: 

Daily Rate//MW$1.9495 MW:  (Tthe yearly rateMonthly Rate times 12, divided by 

365) 

Hourly Rate//MW $0.1711 MW:  (Tthe yearly rateMonthly Rate times 12, divided by 

8760) 

On-Peak and Off-Peak Periods 

Off-Peak days shall be Saturdays and Sundays and all NERC holidays.  All other 

days shall be On-Peak.  All hours during Off-Peak days shall be Off-Peak.  On-Peak 
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hours during On-Peak days shall be all hours from HE 0700 through HE 2200 Central 

Prevailing Time.  All other hours during On-Peak days shall be Off-Peak. 

2) For Customers taking Firm or Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service, for 

transactions into and within the Transmission System, the Schedule 1 charge shall be the 

charge computed pursuant to the approved rate schedule of the Zone that is the Point of 

Delivery. 

3) For Customers taking Network Integration Transmission Service, the Schedule 1 charge shall 

be the charge computed pursuant to the approved rate schedule of the Zone in which the load 

is located. 

Revenue associated with the provision of Schedule 1 service for Customers taking Firm 

or Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service for through and out transactions shall be 

allocated to Control Area operators in proportion to the respective scheduling revenue 

requirement of each such Control Area operator associated with the provision of this service.  

Such scheduling revenue requirements are set forth in the RRR File, Schedule 1 tab, posted on 

the SPP website. 
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ADDENDUM 1 TO SCHEDULE 1 
Revenue Requirements for the Allocation of Through And Out Transaction Revenue 

 
Revenue associated with the provision of Schedule 1 service for Customers taking Firm or Non-
Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service for through and out transactions, shall be allocated to 
Transmission Owners in proportion to the respective scheduling revenue requirement of each 
such Transmission Owner associated with the provision of this service.  Such scheduling revenue 
requirements are: 
 

 CURRENTLY EFFECTIVE
Transmission Owner Revenue Requirement 

AEP $4,365,437 
KCP&L Greater Missouri  
Operations Company $666,655 
Mid-Kansas Electric Company $500,053 
Empire $260,944 
GRDA $686,880 
KCPL $592,147 
Midwest $190,804 
OG+E $4,759,216 
SPA $2,614,172 
Springfield $0 
SPS $4,687,259 
Westar $3,209,760 
WFEC $1,824,120 
Lincoln Electric System See Attachment H Section II.6.
Nebraska Public Power District See Attachment H Section II.4.
Omaha Public Power District See Attachment H Section II.5.
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SCHEDULE 11 
BASE PLAN ZONAL CHARGE AND REGION-WIDE CHARGE 

 

I. Introduction 

Pursuant to Part V of this Tariff, Base Plan Zonal Charges and Region-wide 

Charges shall be assessed to Network Customers and, where applicable, Transmission 

Owners based on Resident Load.  Likewise, Base Plan Zonal Charges and the Region-

wide Charge shall be assessed to each Transmission Customer taking Point-To-Point 

Transmission Service under the Tariff based on Reserved Capacity. The charges stated in 

Schedule 11 shall not be changed absent a filing with the Commission.   

II. Base Plan Zonal Charges and Region-wide Charge to Resident Load 

A. Base Plan Zonal Charge to Resident Load 

The Network Customer and the Transmission Owner shall pay a monthly Base 

Plan Zonal Charge, which shall be determined by multiplying its Base Plan Zonal Load 

Ratio Share bytimes one twelfth (1/12) of the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement specified in Attachment H less any amount reallocated in 

accordance with Section IV.A of Attachment J for each Zone in which the Network 

Customer’s or Transmission Owner’s Resident Load is physically located. Where a 

Network Customer has designated Network Load not physically interconnected with the 

Transmission System under Section 31.3, Network Customer shall pay a monthly Zonal 

Base Plan Charge, which shall be determined by multiplying its Base Plan Zonal Load 

Ratio Share bytimes one twelfth (1/12) of the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement specified in Attachment H less any amount reallocated in 

accordance with Section IV.A of Attachment J  for the Zone that is the basis for charges 

under Schedule 11. 

1. Determination of Network Customer's and Transmission Owner’s 
Monthly Zonal Resident Load 

The Network Customer's or Transmission Owner’s monthly zonal 

Resident Load is its integrated hourly load coincident with the monthly peak of 

the Zone where the Resident Load is physically located.  Where a Network 

Customer or Transmission Owner has Resident Load in more than one Zone, the 

monthly Resident Load will be determined separately for each Zone.  Where a 
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Network Customer has designated Network Load not physically interconnected 

with the Transmission System under Section 31.3, the Network Customer's 

monthly Resident Load will be its hourly load coincident with the monthly peak 

of the Zone that is the basis for charges under Schedule 11. 

2. Determination of Transmission Provider’s Monthly Zone 
Transmission Load 
The Transmission Provider's monthly Transmission System load shall be 

determined in accordance with Section 34.5 of this Tariff. 

B. Region-wide Charge to Resident Load 

Network Customers and Transmission Owners shall pay a monthly Region-wide 

Charge, which shall be determined by multiplying its Region-wide Load Ratio Share 

bytimes one twelfth (1/12) of the Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirement specified in Attachment H.   

1. Determination of Network Customer's and Transmission Owner’s 
Monthly Regional Resident Load 

The Network Customer's or Transmission Owner’s monthly regional 

Resident Load is the sum of its monthly zonal Resident Load for each Zone, 

where the monthly zonal Resident Load is determined separately for each Zone 

coincident with the monthly peak of the Zone in accordance with Section II.A.1.  

2. Determination of Transmission Provider’s Monthly Regional 
Transmission Load 

The Transmission Provider's monthly regional Transmission System load 

is the sum of the monthly Zone transmission load for each Zone, where the 

monthly zone transmission load for each Zone is determined on a non-coincident 

basis in accordance with Section II.A.2. 

III. Base Plan Zonal Charge and Region-wide Charge for Point-To-Point Transmission 

Service 

A. Base Plan Zonal Charge for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Base Plan Zonal Charge shall be assessed to Transmission Customers taking 

Firm or Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service under the SPP Tariff.  The 

Transmission Customer shall pay the Base Plan Zonal Rate (per kW of Reserved 

Capacity) based upon the Zone where the load is located for Point-To-Point Transmission 
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Service where the generation source is outside the SPP Region and the load is located 

within the SPP Region and for Point-To-Point Transmission Service where both the 

generation source and the load are located within the SPP Region.  For Point-To-Point 

Transmission Service where the generation source is located within the SPP Region and 

the load is located outside of the SPP Region, and for Point-To-Point Transmission 

Service where both the generation source and the load are located outside of the SPP 

Region, the Transmission Customer shall pay the Base Plan Zonal Rate (per kW of 

Reserved Capacity) for the Zone interconnected with the Control Area, external to the 

SPP Region, that is the designated Point of Delivery. Where there is more than one Zone 

interconnected with such Control Area, the lowest Base Plan Zonal Rate of the 

interconnected Zones is applicable.  The Base Plan Zonal Rates shall be calculated in 

accordance with Section III.D. 

B. Region-wide Charge for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Region-wide Charge shall be assessed to Transmission Customers taking 

Firm or Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service under the SPP Tariff.  The 

Transmission Customer shall pay the Region-wide Rate (per kW of Reserved Capacity) 

for Point-To-Point Transmission Service.  The Region-wide Rate shall be calculated in 

accordance with Section III.C. 

C. Region-wide Rate for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

1. Determination of Annual Region-wide Rate 

The Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement specified in 

Attachment H is the basis for the Region-wide Rate.  The annual Region-wide Rate for 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service shall be determined in accordance with the 

following formula: 

RR = RATRR/MRTL 

in which 

RR = the annual Region-wide Rate 

RATRR = the Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue 
Requirement as specified in Attachment H 

MRTL = the average of the sum of the monthly regional 
Transmission System load for the twelve months of the 
calendar year on which the rate is based.  The monthly 
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regional Transmission System load is determined in 
accordance with Section II.B.2. 

2. Region-wide Rate for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Region-wide Rate for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service shall 

be: 

Per month =  annual Region-wide Rate divided by 12; 

Per week =  annual Region-wide Rate divided by 52; 

Per day “on- peak” = the “per week” Region-wide Rate divided by 5; 
provided that the rate for 5 to 7 consecutive days 
may not exceed the “per week” Region-wide Rate; 
and 

Per day “off- peak” = the “per week” Region-wide Rate divided by 7. 

3. Region-wide Rate for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
The Region-wide Rate for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

shall be: 

Per month =  annual Region-wide Rate divided by 12; 

Per week =  annual Region-wide Rate divided by 52: 

Per day “on- peak” = the “per month” Region-wide Rate multiplied by 12 
then divided by 260; 

Per day “off- peak” = the “per month” Region-wide Rate multiplied by 12 
then divided by 365; 

Per hour “on- peak” = the “per month” Region-wide Rate multiplied by 12 
then divided by 4160; and 

Per hour “off- peak” = the “per month” Region-wide Rate 
multiplied by 12 then divided by 8760. 

4. Total Region-wide Charge 

The total Region-wide Charge paid by a Transmission Customer pursuant 

to a reservation for hourly delivery shall not exceed the above on-peak daily rate 

multiplied by the highest amount of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such 

day.  The total Region-wide Charge in any week, pursuant to a reservation for 

hourly or daily delivery, shall not exceed the above Region-wide Rate specified 

for weekly delivery multiplied by the highest amount of Reserved Capacity in any 

hour during such week. 

5. Rate Sheet for Region-wide Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
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a. Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission 

Provider each month for Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable 

charges set forth in the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR 

File”) posted on the SPP website. 

b. Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission 

Provider for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum 

of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File posted on the SPP 

website. 

D. Base Plan Zonal Rates for Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

1. Determination of Annual Base Plan Zonal Rate 

The Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements 

specified in Attachment H less any amount reallocated in accordance with Section 

IV.A of Attachment J are the basis for the Base Plan Zonal Rates.  The annual 

Base Plan Zonal Rates for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service shall be 

determined in accordance with the following formula for each Zone. 

BPZR = BPZATRR/MZTL 

in which 

BPZR = the annual Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 

BPZATRR = the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue 
Requirement for the Zone as specified in Attachment H less 
any amount reallocated in accordance with Section IV.A of 
Attachment J 

MZTL = the average of the sum of the monthly zone transmission 
load for the Zone for the twelve months of the calendar 
year on which the rate is based.  The monthly zone 
transmission load is determined in accordance with Section 
II.A.2. 

2. Base Plan Zonal Rate for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Base Plan Zonal Rate for Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

for each Zone shall be: 

Per month = annual Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone divided 
by 12; 
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Per week = annual Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone divided 
by 52; 

Per day “on- peak” = the “per week” Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 
divided by 5; provided that the rate for 5 to 7 
consecutive days may not exceed the “per week” 
Base Plan Zonal Rate; 

Per day “off- peak” = the “per week” Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 
divided by 7. 

3. Base Plan Zonal Rate for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission 
Service 
The Base Plan Zonal Rate for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission 

Service for each Zone shall be: 

Per month = annual Base Plan Zone Rate for the Zone divided by 
12; 

Per week = annual Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone divided 
by 52: 

Per day “on- peak” = the “per month” Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 
multiplied by 12 then divided by 260; 

Per day “off- peak” = the “per month” Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 
multiplied by 12 then divided by 365; 

Per hour “on- peak” = the “per month” Base Plan Zonal Rate for the Zone 
multiplied by 12 then divided by 4160; and 

Per hour “off- peak” = the “per month” Base Plan Zonal Rate for 
the Zone multiplied by 12 then divided by 8760. 

4. Total Zonal Base Plan Charge 

The total zonal charge paid by a Transmission Customer for each Zone 

pursuant to a reservation for hourly delivery shall not exceed the above on-peak 

daily rate multiplied by the highest amount of Reserved Capacity in any hour 

during such day.  The total zonal charge for each Zone in any week, pursuant to a 

reservation for hourly or daily delivery, shall not exceed the above Base Plan 

Zonal Rate for the Zone specified for weekly delivery multiplied by the highest 

amount of Reserved Capacity in any hour during such week. 

5. Rate Sheets for Base Plan Zonal Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

a. Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

869 of 1245



The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission 

Provider each month for Reserved Capacity at the sum of the applicable 

charges set forth in the RRR File posted on the SPP website. 

b. Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 

The Transmission Customer shall compensate the Transmission 

Provider for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service up to the sum 

of the applicable charges set forth in the RRR File posted on the SPP 

website. 

 E. On-Peak and Off-Peak 

Off-Peak days shall be Saturdays and Sundays and all NERC holidays.  All other 

days shall be On-Peak.  All hours during Off-Peak days shall be Off-Peak.  On-Peak 

hours during On-Peak days shall be all hours from HE 0700 through HE 2200 Central 

Prevailing Time.  All other hours during On-Peak days shall be Off-Peak. 
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RSC Motions 
Updates

January 11, 2010
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4

Regional State Committee Motions

• MOTION 1: RSC recommends that SPP review what is the 
best manner to address significant cost increases and/or 
overruns of transmission projects that are regionally 
funded.

• MOTION 2: RSC recommends that SPP review the SPP 
review the Novation Process and report to the RSC by April 
2011.

• MOTION 3: RSC recommends that SPP consider establishing 
design & construction standards for transmission projects 
at 200 kV & above that are regionally funded.

• MOTION 4: SPP evaluate how cost estimates are 
established for transmission projects before Cost Benefit 
Analysis are performed.
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SPP Response

• Whitepapers continuing to evolve:
– Cost overrun/Under‐run

Enhanced cost variance reporting

Project Cost Working Group Review

– Novations

Enhanced transparency in process

Multiple levels of stakeholder review

– Design and Construction Standards

Regionally‐based standard

– Cost Estimates

Projects would have different stages in cost estimate process

Preliminary screening stage to the final in‐service project date and rate 
recovery

Detailed stage has tighter precision on cost variance
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SPC Review and Feedback

• Whitepapers presented at December 3 SPC meeting
SPC generally supported Staff and AEP’s approaches presented 
in whitepapers as a positive first step

Further development and refinement of approaches presented 
in whitepapers is needed

Revisions to whitepapers and updates on processes to be 
presented at January round of stakeholder meetings

• SPC feedback
SPC requested a presentation related to the inclusion of  
Project Management Principles in SPP’s proposed process 
revisions

SPC requested a presentation on the ISO‐New England cost 
allocation and cost projection process
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Project Cost Working Group (PCWG) Charter

• PCWG proposed by SPP and supported by SPC

• Project Cost Working Group will:

– Provide monthly review of regionally projects with 
estimated costs outside threshold

– Recommend if restudy of a project is required

– Provide feedback to MOPC as to whether overrun 
costs are appropriate for regional funding

– Reset project tracking estimate baselines for 
projects once they have been reviewed

– Provide quarterly report to MOPC

– Presented to BOD at end of January
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Project Cost Task Force (PCTF)

• Further develop whitepapers related to RSC Motions 
1, 3, and 4

– Helps ensure rigorous and transparent evaluation of 
cost estimate variances

– The group will consist of 10 members from different 
entities with experience in the following sector:

Construction cost estimation/control

Rate‐making

Project management

• Volunteers by end of the month
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Recommendations

• The SPP staff recommends that the MOPC approve the 
formation of Project Cost Task Force.

• The SPP staff recommends that the MOPC endorse the 
Project Cost Working Group Charter.
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RSC Motion 2: The Novation Process
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Assignment versus Novation

• Assignment: TO can transfer responsibility for a 
project but remains legally and financially obligated to 
construct the project

• Novation: TO may seek to transfer all legal and 
financial responsibility and be relieved of all obligation 
for a project to an existing TO or an entity capable of 
becoming a TO in accordance with SPP OATT and 
Membership Agreement
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Novation Process Documents

• To facilitate novations, SPP created a standard agreement that 
has been filed with and approved by FERC.

• SPP, through the stakeholder process, developed a Transmission 
Owner Selection process document to address the process for 
SPP to select an entity to construct where the designated TO 
chooses not to construct a project and provides guidance for 
assessing the necessary qualifications of an entity to become a 
TO for purposes of novation of a project.
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Reasons for Assignment or Novation

• A short list of factors that may result in a decision by a 
TO to assign or novate a project

– Funding or financing limitations

– Increased costs of funding

– Concerns about the impact of funding a large EHV 
project on the TOs overall financial health

– Inability to timely construct the project 

• Example of limitations/restrictions of RUS funding
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FERC Incentives

• In response to the Energy Policy Act of 2005, FERC Order 679 
implementing new policies regarding TOs’ cost of service –
providing incentives

• Allowed TOs to seek to include 100% of CWIP in rate base

• FERC incentives are available to jurisdictional utilities who seek 
permission for and provide justification of the need for 
incentives

• To date within SPP, FERC has approved rates including CWIP only 
for transcos
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State roles and responsibilities

• Each state has unique statutes setting requirements for 
eligibility to build transmission facilities

• State statutes control siting and determination of 
whether the project “is in the public interest” 

• States can participate in FERC formula rate proceedings

• States can participate in CCN proceedings in other 
states

• States control Integrated Resource Planning 
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Challenges to Side‐by‐Side Comparison

• Creating a definitive side‐by‐side comparison of the impacts of ratemaking 
factors such as NPCC, CWIP, and AFUDC would be challenging for several 
reasons

– There is no adequate baseline for a comparison, as it may not be financially feasible 
for the original designated TO to build the project, at least not at its traditional cost 
of service.  The original designated TO that decides to assign or novate a project may 
not deem it necessary to estimate project cost

– The various cost components are interrelated.  Neither SPP, the original designated 
TO, nor a third‐party builder is able to precisely determine its financing costs in the 
project estimation phase

– The final rate is dependent on a FERC determination regarding the justness and 
reasonableness of the appropriate incentives

– The rate impact will depend on the TO which the project is assigned

– Comparisons can be made but they will not be definitive
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Novated Upgrades
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Proposed Novations

• Novations to be presented for review and approval

– Westar to Prairie Wind: Wichita to Medicine Lodge

– Westar to Prairie Wind: Medicine Lodge to KS/OK border

– SPP engaged Quanta to perform Due Diligence review 
and  the report is attached
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Policy Considerations – SPP Recommendation

The solution to addressing the concerns raised by RSC Motions is 
multifaceted.  Staff believes increased transparency through the 
regional planning and cost allocation processes is beneficial, so 
proposes the following:

• SPP will provide proposed Novations and analyses to the MOPC for 
review and approval, then to the RSC for review and discussion prior to 
submission to the Board of Directors/Members Committee for 
approval for filing with FERC
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Les Dillahunty
Special Assistant to the CEO
501‐614‐3215
ldillahunty@spp.org

Katherine Prewitt
Director, Planning
501.614.3518
kprewitt@spp.org
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Prairie Wind Transmission (PWT)

MOPC Meeting,  New Orleans

Thomas Stuchlik
Executive Director Transmission Operations and 

Construction
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Prairie Wind Transmission

Joint venture between Westar and Electric 
Transmission America (ETA)

50% Westar, 50% ETA

ETA is owned 50/50 by AEP and Mid American
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Financing and Construction of 765 kV in Kansas
Westar owns and operates transmission in Kansas and 
has good long standing relationships in Kansas 
AEP has more experience designing, building and 
operating 765kV transmission than any other utility in the 
nation and has designed, constructed and operated 
765kV for almost 40 years
Mid American brings financial support for construction

Reasons for formation of PWT
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Settlement in Kansas on Construction

In 2009 ITC filed request with the Kansas Corporation 
Commission (KCC) to construct 345 kV facilities in Kansas 
to connect west to east transmission

In 2009 PWT filed request with the KCC to construct 765 
kV in Kansas to connect west to east transmission

In 2009 KCC issued order approving a settlement which 
divided the construction of the 765 kV facilities between 
PWT and ITC.  

In 2010 the KCC modified order to also allow the facilities 
to be constructed at 345 kV.
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Why PWT today?

Considerable amount of work is already completed
KCC has already approved PWT to construct
Open houses have already been conducted
FERC has already approved PWT recovery
Change would add time and expense

Difference in revenue requirements between 
construction by Westar or PWT is de minimis

Westar and PWT capital structures similar
Both qualify for the same incentives
Westar will provide services to PWT at Westar’s cost

Decision on constructing 765 kV is still pending
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SPP Recommendation and Motion

The SPP Staff recommends that the MOPC grant to 
Westar novations from its obligation to construct 
the Projects as defined by the NTCs 20102 and 
20103 consistent with the terms and conditions of 
the Designee Qualification and Novation 
Agreements provided, and further that the MOPC 
approve these Designee Qualification and 
Novation Agreements.
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SPP.org 1

Business Practices Working 
Group Report to MOPC

January 11-12, 2011
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SPP.org

Business Practices Revisions
(BPR)
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SPP.org

BPR-016 – Transmission Owner Selection 
Process

• During the July, 2010 meeting the MOPC instructed the 
BPWG to draft a Business Practice regarding the 
Transmission owners process for selection of a party to 
construct transmission in the event that a Notification to 
Construct (NTC) is issued to a Designated Transmission 
Owner (DTO) and that DTO is either unable or unwilling to 
arrange for the construction of a project identified pursuant 
to the SPP planning procedures.
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SPP.org

BPR-016 – Transmission Owner Selection 
Process

• This Business Practice was drafted from language in a white 
paper that was created by the Transmission Owner 
Selection Task Force created by the RTWG.

• The Business Practice was reviewed by the RTWG and 
found to be consistent with the current Tariff.

• The ORWG also reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
Reliability concerns.
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SPP.org

BPWG Recommendation 

• Approve BPR-016 as presented.
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SPP.org

BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• During the July, 2010 meeting the MOPC instructed the 
BPWG to revise and update an existing Business Practice 
regarding the Notification to Construct process.

66
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SPP.org

BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• This Business Practice (1.15) was approved as a Business 
Practice by the MOPC in January of 2009. The MOPC 
approved updated language drafted by the TWG in a white 
paper during the July 2010 MOPC meeting.

• The language in the Business Practice is consistent with the 
TWG white paper, current Tariff and existing SPP processes.

• Concerns with items in the Business Practice should be 
addressed through Tariff  or process changes.
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SPP.org

BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• The Business Practice was reviewed by the RTWG and 
found to be consistent with the current Tariff with two 
abstentions regarding approval.

• The TWG reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
concerns.

• The ORWG also reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
Reliability concerns.
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SPP.org

BPWG Recommendation 

• Approve BPR-017 as presented.

99
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SPP.org

BPR014 – Abnormal Conditions Procedures

• Intended to document, in order to create 
transparency, SPP’s existing procedures.

• Outlines SPP’s handling of several abnormal 
conditions:

TLR – flow gate is over its limit

TSP – schedule across an interface is over the 
contractual limit

CME – Congestion Management Events
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SPP.org

BPR0015 Elevating transmission service 
priority for NITS customers 

• BPR0015
The language of the NERC standard implies that a NITS customer 
may be allowed to elevate the transmission service priority of an NN-
6 interchange transaction to F-7 during a declared energy 
emergency (EEA2 or EEA3). However, the SPP OATT contains NO
provision for elevating transmission service priority from NN-6 to F-7 
as contemplated in EOP-002, Requirement 9.  

The purpose is to simply clarify SPP’s application of NERC Standard 
EOP-002, Requirement 9.

Silence in the tariff results in repeated questions from customers 
inquiring as to whether or not requests to elevate the transmission 
service priority will be permitted and should therefore be included in 
customers operating procedures.  The change clarifies that in this 
silence means “NO.”  
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Business Practice Revision  
 

Page 1 of 13 

BPR 
Number BPR016 BPR 

Title TO Selection Process 

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

New Section 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

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

Revision Description 

New BP to incorporate the Selection Process paper developed by 
the TO Selection Task Force and approved by the MOPC.  The 
purpose of this business practices is to define the process to be 
utilized by SPP only in the event the Designated Transmission 
Owner (DTO) is unable or unwilling to arrange for the construction of 
a project.   

Reason for Revision  

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

No 

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

No 

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

No 

 
 

Sponsor 
Name Richard Ross on behalf of the BPWG 
E-mail Address rross@aep.com 
Company AEPSC 
Company Address  
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Business Practice Revision  
 

Page 2 of 13 

Phone Number 918.599.2966 
Fax Number  

 
Proposed Business Practice  Language Revision 

 
X.X  TO Selection When A DTO Rejects an NTC 
(return to TOC) 
 
SPP sends a Notification to Construct (NTC) to the Designated Transmission Owner 
(DTO) for projects to be built pursuant to Attachment O, Section VI of the SPP Tariff. 
The purpose of this business practice is to define the process to be utilized by SPP in the 
event that DTO is unable or unwilling to arrange for the construction of a project 
identified pursuant to the SPP planning procedures. This overall selection process is 
depicted in the diagram found in Appendix 1. 
 

Business Practice 
 
If the DTO for a NTC either: 1) informs SPP that it does not want to be a DTO and does 
not arrange for another entity to assume the NTC in its place, 2) does not respond to the 
receipt of the NTC within the defined 90 day period and in the manner required by 
Attachment O, or 3) cannot reach an agreement on a modified NTC with SPP within the 
90 day period, then SPP shall solicit a new Transmission Owner to build, own, operate 
and maintain the project pursuant to the following process:  
 
 

(1) Staff will notify the Chairman of the Board of Directors (BOD) and the 
Chairman of the Oversight Committee.   

 
(2) Within 15 days, the Oversight Committee (OC), with recommendations from 

SPP Staff, will form a Selection Committee (SC), consisting of a group of SPP 
Staff to oversee the selection process and to make a recommendation to the 
Oversight Committee in accordance with the process described herein.  The 
Chair of the SC shall be an SPP employee at the Director level or higher.  The 
SPP Staff members of the SC shall include at least one employee from each of 
the following functions, not to exceed nine members. 

 
 Engineering 
 Regulatory 
 Operations 
 Finance  

 
(3) During the implementation of this Business Practice, the SC may, in its sole 

discretion, designate and utilize Stakeholder Experts in order to provide input 
and expert opinions to the SC.  The designated Stakeholder Experts shall be 
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selected for their expertise to supplement the knowledge and expertise of the 
SC.   

 
For a Stakeholder Expert to qualify to participate with the SC, the Stakeholder 
Expert must not be an employee or consultant for any of the entities or their 
affiliates vying to construct the project.  If, after a Stakeholder Expert is selected 
and agrees to participate, the company that the Stakeholder Expert represents in 
the SPP does initiate efforts to seek to construct the project, the Stakeholder 
Expert shall immediately notify the SC and shall be removed as a Stakeholder 
Expert.  Each Stakeholder Expert must sign the SPP confidentiality agreement 
prior to participating in the selection process. (Staff to add reference to location 
of the document)   
 
Stakeholders Experts shall be the primary source from which the SC shall 
obtain expertise which it deems to be beyond its capability.  The SC may also 
utilize such consultants as it determines are necessary to provide specific 
expertise.  The SC may on occasion query a Committee or Working Group 
regarding a matter it deems necessary to obtain such Committee’s or Working 
Group’s input.  In the event the SC determines that it must query a Committee 
or Working Group, the query shall be narrowly designed in order to maintain 
the integrity of the evaluation process.   

 
(4) Within 15 days of its formation, the SC’s shall issue a Request for Information 

(“RFI”).  The purpose of the RFI is to generate a list of those entities interested 
in becoming the DTO for the NTC and which meet the list of minimum 
requirements given in Attachment O.  The RFI will be developed by the SC 
based upon the original NTC issued by SPP and shall contain  

a. The overall parameters of the project; 
b. the original NTC; and  
c. any additional information as specified in Appendix 3. 
     

The RFI will be distributed to the identified contacts for each Transmission 
Owner in SPP, each SPP Member, posted on the SPP website and OASIS and 
distributed to anyone who has expressed an interest in becoming a Transmission 
Owner in the SPP.   
 
Those entities wishing to participate in the selection process must respond back 
to the SC within 30 days of the posting of the RFI with the required information 
contained in Appendix 3.  .  The SC will review the responses for completeness 
and reject any response that is incomplete or does not meet the qualifications.  
The SC shall notify a responding entity if its response is rejected for being 
incomplete.  If time allows, the responding entity may resend a corrected or 
modified response back to the SC for consideration.  Entities whose response is 
determined to be complete will be considered a Qualified Entity (“QE”).  Any 
entity that fails to respond to the RFI or whose response is rejected will not be 
considered further in this selection process.    
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(5) If no response to the RFI is received, then the SC will inform the OC and the 

BOD of the lack of interest and the obligation to construct shall remain with the 
DTO. 

 
(6) Within 45 days after the RFI has been posted, the SC will develop and issue an 

RFP containing the information detailed in Appendix 3.  The RFP will only be 
issued to those entities that have responded to the RFI and have met the 
qualifications of the RFI.  

  
(7) Each Qualified Entity (“QE”) shall respond to the RFP within 60 days from the 

date the RFP is sent to the QE (“Response Window”).  A QE may request an 
extension of time to the Response Window; however, the Response Window 
shall not be longer than 75 days from the date the RFP was sent to the QE.  The 
SC may grant such an extension of time based on good cause provided by the 
QE.  Good cause for an extension to the length of the Response Window may 
include, but not be limited to: documented proof that the RFP was not received 
in a timely manner by the QE, holidays, delay of information from SPP, and/or 
a delay in information from third parties required for the QE to complete its 
response to the RFP. 

 
(8) If no response to the RFP is received, then the SC will inform the OC and the 

BOD of the lack of interest; and the obligation to construct shall remain with the 
DTO.   

 
(9) The SC will immediately review each response to the RFP it receives for 

completeness.  The SC will promptly return any response to the QE that is 
incomplete; however, the QE may resubmit a corrected or modified response if 
the resubmittal is made within the Response Window. Any QE that fails to 
respond to the RFP within the Response Window will be deemed to have 
waived its right to respond to the RFP. 

 
 
(10) Upon the receipt of the last QE response, or upon the closing of the Response 

Window, whichever is first to occur, the SC will begin its review of the 
information supplied by each QE responding to the RFP.  The SC shall review 
all the responses to the RFP and make its recommendation to the OC based 
upon the selection process outlined in Appendix 4 within 30 days of the 
initiation of its review.  During the review period the SC may ask additional 
questions of a responding QE and/or have each responding QE give a face-to-
face presentation.  The SC may take up to an additional 30 days to complete its 
review if either the number of responding QEs or the complexity of the analysis 
requires additional time.  The SC must notify the OC of the extension and the 
reason for the extension prior to the end of the original 30 day review period.  
The recommendation shall rank each QE as prescribed by Appendix 4 in a non-
discriminatory manner based upon the information supplied, or obtained, 
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through the review period.  The SC will compile an internal report detailing the 
process, participants, data and results of its deliberation.  A public report will 
also be published by the SC; however, the public report shall not contain any 
confidential information obtained by the SC during the selection process.  The 
public report shall be made available to all SPP stakeholders prior to the final 
selection of the BOD. 

 
(11) The OC shall review the SC recommendation, results and explanations and 

submit those results, along with its recommendations to the SPP BOD.  The SPP 
BOD shall select a QE for the project (Selected Transmission Owner or “STO”) 
and a backup QE based upon the input it receives from the OC.   

 
(12) Upon the selection of the STO by the BOD, SPP shall notify the STO that it has 

been selected to become the new DTO for the project.  The STO shall sign any 
necessary agreement(s) obligating it as the DTO to assume all of the rights and 
responsibilities related to the project and the NTC pursuant to the SPP 
Membership Agreement and the SPP OATT.   

 
(13) If the STO does not respond within 15 days of notification, is no longer willing 

to become the DTO, or is unwilling to sign the necessary agreement(s), the STO 
shall be deemed to have waived its right to become the DTO and SPP shall 
notify the BOD, OC and the SC of the results.  SPP shall then contact the 
backup QE and offer the project to it on the same terms the project was offered 
to the STO.   

 
(14) If the backup QE also fails to sign the necessary agreement(s) to become the 

DTO within 15 days of notification, SPP shall notify the BOD, OC and the SC 
of the results.  The SC and OC shall review the remaining applications and 
submit another recommendation to the BOD.  If no other QE can be found to 
construct the project, then the original Transmission Owner shall remain the 
DTO and shall be required to begin following the requirements of the NTC1. 

                                                 
1
 SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff, Attachment O, Section VI (6), page 300L. 
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Business Practice XX.YY Appendix 1 – Transmission Owner Selection 
Process Flowchart 
 
 

 
 

  
Members of the SC are selected by 
the Oversight Committee (1 week) 

SC develops an RFI to determine a list of 
interested entities (15 days) 

Parties respond to RFI 
(30 days) Incomplete Response 

SC receives and reviews 
responses to RFP  

(60 days) 

SC makes Recommendation to 
Oversight committee 

 

Oversight Committee makes 
recommendation to SPP BOD 

SC issues the RFP to interested entities 
 

SC Reviews responses to the RFI (15 
days) 

SC develops the RFP  
(45 days) 

 

SC Evaluates RFPs (30 days) 
 

Incomplete 
Response 

BOD Selects STO 

SPP Contacts STO  Selected QE 
executes 
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become the 

DTO 

Selected QE does not sign 
agreements 

 

No QE-
Obligation to 

Construct 
remains with  
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Transmission Owner Selection Process
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Business Practice X.X Appendix 2 
 

Selection Committee Confidentiality Agreement 
Between 

The Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
and 

(Recipient) 
 
Please refer to the appropriate SPP confidentiality (or NDA) agreement. (Staff to insert 
link to document here)
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Business Practice XX.YY Appendix 3 – RFI/RFP Procedures 
 
PURPOSE 
To identify the minimum Request for Proposal (RFP) requirements for selecting an entity 
to construct a transmission project in which the Designated Transmission Owner (DTO) 
has refused.   
 
To facilitate the RFP process, it would be beneficial to first issue a Request for 
Information (RFI) for the specific project. 
 

RFI REQUIREMENTS 
General 

• Introduction/Background 
• OATT / Regulatory context 
• Purpose of RFI /  statement of objective (tied to NTC and refusal of DTO to 

construct) 
• Confidentiality statement (as applicable) 
• RFI Timeline 
• Notice of Intent to Bid (a standardized form) issued with the RFI 

 
Consistent with Attachment O Section VI, paragraph 6, the RFI must state that the entity 
responding to the RFP must demonstrate the following to be considered a viable bidder: 

 
• That the entity has obtained all state and regulatory authority to construct, own 

and operate transmission facilities within the state(s) where the project is located 
• That the entity meets the creditworthiness requirements of the Transmission 

provider (SPP) 
• That the entity has signed or is capable and wiling to sign the SPP Membership 

Agreement as a Transmission Owner upon the selection of its proposal to 
construct and own the project 

 

RFP REQUIREMENTS 
1. General 

• Introduction/Background 
• OATT / Regulatory context 
• Purpose of RFP /  statement of objective (tied to NTC and refusal of DTO to 

construct) 
• Confidentiality statement (as applicable, covering the confidentiality of the bids 

and what those evaluating the bids have agreed to in terms of a confidentiality 
statement) 

• Dispute resolution process 
 
2. Bid Content Requirements and Submission Procedures 
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• Demonstration that the entity has signed or is capable and willing to sign the SPP 
Membership Agreement as a Transmission Owner upon the selection of its 
proposal to construct and own the project 

• Demonstration that the entity has obtained all state and regulatory authority to 
construct, own and operate transmission facilities within the state(s) where the 
project is located 

• Timetable for RFP bids 
o RFI issued 
o Notice of intent to bid 
o RFP issued 
o Pre-bid Q and A deadline 
o Pre-bid conference (if appropriate) 
o Bid due dates 
o Information policy 
o Clarification of proposals 
o Bid selection date 

• RFP primary contact 
• Identification of major partners, contractors,  and associated contracts 
• Requirements to comply with Good Utility Practice, SPP criteria, industry 

standards, applicable Transmission Owner construction /technical criteria, and 
applicable local, state, federal requirements 

• Duration of Offer 
• Conditions of Bid 
• Managerial qualifications 

 
3. Financial 

• Demonstration of financing 
• Demonstration of meeting SPP creditworthiness requirements  
• Demonstration of articles of incorporation 
• Cost estimates 
• Statement of cost recovery  
• Demonstration of Revenue Requirement calculations 

 
4. Engineering and Construction 

• Statement of whom will engineer/design the project 
• Minimum technical requirements / specifications 

o Technical requirements for conductors, terminations, structures, etc (as 
applicable and tied to the NTC) 

• Demonstration of applicable qualifications and certifications to construct in the 
state in which construction is required 

• Anticipated timeline of project 
o Schedule estimates 
o Progress milestones 
o Progress reports     

• Demonstration of past transmission construction experience 
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• Equipment acquisition process  
o Construction equipment  
o Transmission line material 

• Description of applicable ROW / real estate acquisition process 
• Description of routing process 
• Description of permitting processes 

o Eminent domain status 
o Process for obtaining easements 
o Surveying responsibility 

• Description of construction clearance processes.  (Permission from the local 
operations group to cross other lines, turn off reclosers; have nearby lines 
reenergized while working on or near them, etc.   

• Who will have the responsibility to inspect the construction? 
 
5. Operations and Maintenance 

• Demonstration of operations 
o Statement of which entity will be operating and maintaining the line  

• Demonstration of compliance with SPP ERO, NERC requirements 
• Description of relevant control center operations  
• Storm / outage response plan 
• Maintenance Plan 

o Staffing 
o Equipment 
o Crew training 

• Record of past maintenance performance 
 
6. Information Exchange 

• Identification of data required to be provided to the SPP in accordance with 
NERC reliability standards (for power flow, short-circuit, stability analysis etc.) 

• Data of design of the facilities for the Transmission Provider 
• CEII requirements 
 

7. Safety program/Current/past statistics 
• Internal safety program 
• Contractor safety program 
• Safety performance record 
 

8. Evaluation Procedure (should be listed in RFP) 
• Statement of bid evaluation methodology 

o For acceptable bids 
o For bid selection 
o Use of an independent evaluator (if applicable) 

• Bid Evaluation fees (if applicable) 
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9. Attachments - under the premise that standardized forms from each bidder will 
aid in the evaluation of each bid by SPP. 
 
Possible Standardized Forms 

o Notice of Intent to Bid (part of the RFI) 
o Bid certification  
o Bid Cover Sheet 
o Pricing 
o Regulatory Milestones 
o Construction Milestones 
o Representation Authorization 
o Bid exceptions 
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Business Practice XX.YY Appendix 4 – Selection Criteria 
 

PURPOSE 
To identify the process used in the rating and selection of the Selected Transmission 
Owner. 
 

GENERAL 
The Selection Committee will use “Reasonable Professional” standard in evaluation of 
proposals from the various respondents. 
 
Minimum requirements (regulatory authority, credit worthiness, and TO membership) 
must be met in order to included in this process. 
 
The Selection Committee will score respondents on the items described below.  Highest 
score may not always be selected.  Low scores in individual categories may eliminate 
respondents from consideration 
 

PROCESS 
Each Selection Committee member will score respondents’ proposals by category from 
zero to the allowed number of points for that category.  Points are totaled for all 
respondents and the results are used in guiding the committee to the ultimate selection.  
There are 100 possible points for each respondent RFP. 
 

CATEGORIES 
• Project Expertise-20 points 

o Engineering 
o Permitting 
o Environmental 
o ROW Acquisition 
o Procurement 
o Project Management (including scope, schedule management)  
o Construction 
o Commissioning 
o Technology content 

• Safety program/Current/Past statistics-15 points 
o Internal safety program 
o Contractor safety program 
o Safety performance record (program execution) 
o RFP conformance 

• Cost to customer- What will the (long term) final impact be on the customer’s 
bill?-20 points 

o Estimated total cost of Project 
o Financing costs 
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o FERC Incentives 
o Revenue Requirements 
o Lifetime cost of the project to customers 

• Reliability/Quality/General Design-15 points 
o Type of Construction (wood, steel, design loading, etc.) 
o Estimated total owning costs 
o Losses (design efficiency) 
o Estimated life of construction 

• Operations-15 points 
o Control Center operations (staffing etc.) 
o NERC compliance –process/history 
o Storm/Outage response plan 
o Past reliability performance 

• Maintenance-15 points 
o Staffing 
o Maintenance plans 
o Equipment 
o Crew training 
o Maintenance performance/expertise 
o NERC compliance-process/history 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BUSINESS PRACTICES WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
Business Practice Request (BPR) 016 

January 11-12, 2011 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the BPWG: 

James Hotovy, NPPD 
Ed Hammons, GRDA 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Kara Whillock, Tenaska 
Jessica Collins, Xcel 

Rick McCord, EDE 
Richard Ross, AEP 
Angela Easton, Calpine 
Robert Walker, Cargill 
Grant Wilkerson, WR 

 

The following stakeholders participated in BPWG discussions regarding this recommendation: 

James Hotovy, NPPD 
Ed Hammons, GRDA 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Kara Whillock, Tenaska 
Jill Butson, OKGE 
Rick McCord, EDE 

Jessica Collins, Xcel Energy 
Kevin Pera, Xcel Energy 
Robert Walker, Cargill 
Grant Wilkerson, WR 
Richard Ross, AEP 

 

Background 
BPR016 is a new Business Practice titled – Transmission Owner Selection Process.  

Analysis 
BPR016 is a new Business Practice that is the result of an action item given to the BPWG during the July 2010 MOPC 
meeting. The new BP was drafted to incorporate language from the Selection Process white paper that was crafted by the 
TO Selection Task Force into a Business Practice format. The purpose of the Business Practice is to define the process to 
be utilized by SPP only in the event the Designated Transmission Owner (DTO) is unable or unwilling to arrange for the 
construction of a project once SPP has issued a Notification to Construct (NTC). 

Recommendation 
The BPWG ask that the MOPC approve this item at the January 11-12, 2011 meeting. 

Approved: The BPR was approved by the BPWG at their September 15, 2010 meeting receiving approval with no 
opposition. 

The ORWG reviewed this BPR on 12/2/2010 and found no Reliability concerns. Approval was unanimous. 

The RTWG reviewed this BPR on 11/9/2010 and found no Tariff implications. There was one abstention from EDE. 

Action Requested: Approve 

Attachment: BPR016 – TO Selection Process 
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BPR 
Number BPR017 BPR 

Title Revise Business Practice 1.15 Notification to Construct 

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

Revision to Business Practice 1.15 Notification to Construct version 
1.0  

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

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

Revision Description 
BP 1.15 was revised to match Notification to Construct (NTC) White 
Paper approved at the July 2010 MOPC meeting 
 

Reason for Revision MOPC directed BPWG to incorporate the NTC White Paper into a 
Business Practice 

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

No 

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

No 

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

No 

 
 

Sponsor 
Name Grant Wilkerson 
E-mail Address  
Company Westar Energy 
Company Address  
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Phone Number  
Fax Number  

 
Proposed Business Practice  Language Revision 

 

1.15    NOTIFICATION TO CONSTRUCT 
(return to TOC) 
 
A SPP Notification to Construct (NTC) letter is a formal SPP document directing the 
commencement of construction of Network Upgrades intended to meet SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan (STEP)1, SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT)2, or Regional 
Transmission Organization (RTO) Determined Needs.  
 
The authority for SPP to issue an NTC is derived from approval by the SPP Board 
of Directors, 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. 
 
The issuance of an SPP NTC represents that the Network Upgrade is eligible for cost 
recovery under the SPP OATT. 
 
 

Business Practice 
 
An SPP NTC may be issued for Network Upgrades originating from, but not limited to, 
the following processes: (NOTE: These are descriptions of when a NTC may be issued 
and are not SPP OATT definitions.) 

 

• ITP Study Process 
Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) study Network Upgrades as directed for 
construction by the SPP Board of Directors in accordance with Attachment O of 
the SPP OATT.  

 

• Balanced Portfolio 
Network Upgrades identified in an approved Balanced Portfolio which was 
developed in accordance with Attachment O of the SPP OATT. 

                                                 
1 http://www.spp.org/publications/BOD%20Appendix%20B_simplified.xls 

 
2
  http://www.spp.org/publications/spp_tariff.pdf 
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• Sponsored Upgrades 
Network Upgrades which have received the endorsement of the SPP Board of 
Directors and the financial commitment of a Project Sponsor(s).  

 

• SPP Tariff Studies – Transmission Service studies 
Network Upgrades identified in Service Agreements entered into pursuant to the 
SPP OATT to accommodate new Transmission Service.   
 

• Generation Interconnection Upgrades 
Network Upgrades required by a generation interconnection agreement to be 
constructed by a Transmission Owner(s) other than the Transmission Owner that 
is a party to the generation interconnection agreement. 

 

• High Priority Upgrades 
Network Upgrades identified through a high priority study as directed for 
construction by the SPP Board of Directors in accordance with Attachment O of 
the SPP OATT. 

• Out of Cycle Reviews 
Local planning or sub-regional studies may reveal additional economic or 
reliability Projects beneficial or necessary to the transmission network.  These 
proposed Projects may be submitted to the RTO for consideration for an out of 
cycle review by the SPP Board of Directors.  Out-of-cycle Projects receiving 
approval from the SPP Board of Directors for inclusion in the STEP may receive 
an NTC depending on the nature, timing and urgency of the Project.   
 

SPP recognizes that other factors beyond SPP governing documents may result in system 
Network Upgrades which are reasonable and appropriate.  These Network Upgrades may 
not require an NTC.  The NTC process shall not relieve a Transmission Owner of its 
obligation to construct, own or operate its transmission system as required in any other 
law or regulation or as required by the SPP OATT and Membership Agreement. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

925 of 1245



Business Practice Revision  
 

Page 4 of 13 

SPP will issue a Notification to Construct under the following conditions and Time 
Constraints: 
 

• Approved Network Upgrades from ITP/High priority studies: 
 

Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTCs for all Network 
Upgrades approved by the SPP BOD for which financial commitment is 
required prior to the approval of the next update of the SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan. Such an NTC will be issued within 15 business days from 
the time the SPP Board of Directors approves the project.  

 
• Sponsored Upgrades;  

o an NTC will not be issued for an endorsed Sponsored Upgrade until a 
project sponsor is financially committed to pay for the Sponsored 
Upgrade.  

 
 
• Network Upgrades related to transmission service requests; 

 
• Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTCs for all identified projects 

associated with Transmission Service Agreements (TSA) 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.  

 
• Network Upgrades related to generation interconnection requests; 

 
• Unless previously issued, SPP staff may issue NTCs for identified project(s) 

associated with Generation Interconnection Agreement(s) (GIA) within 15 
business days from the effective date of the GIA(s).  

 
 
Withdrawal or Modification of a Notification to Construct 
 

NTC MODIFICATION  
 
It is recognized that from time to time modifications may be necessary to NTCs.  The 
following sections outline the process to be used and the conditions under which an NTC 
may be modified. 
 

 

PROCESS 
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In the event that changes occur that could cause an NTC for a Project to be modified, SPP 
may re-study the need for the Project.  Changes that could cause an NTC for a Project to 
be modified include but are not limited to: 

 

• Change in scope 
• Change in cost estimates 
• Change in the In-Service Date or Need Date 
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of Transmission Service Requests (“TSR”) 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 
• Change in Designated Transmission Owner  

 

But must not: 
• Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed 

service under the SPP OATT.   
• Render firm transmission service under the OATT undeliverable.   

 
 

A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC Project restudied must provide SPP with the 
necessary model changes needed to study the modification of the Project in the 
appropriate models.  If SPP determines that a change has occurred that could cause an 
NTC for a Project to be modified, SPP will perform the necessary analysis to determine if 
the Project modification meets the Network Upgrade Justification of the original Project 
as described in Section 6.  For a Project to be deemed reasonable, it must meet or exceed 
the Network Upgrade Justification of the original Project. 

 

If SPP determines that an NTC Project modification is reasonable, it will inform the 
TWG, MOPC, and SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next regularly scheduled 
quarterly meeting and request Board of Directors approval as necessary to issue an NTC 
modification. 

 

After the Board of Directors approves the NTC modification, SPP will issue a modified 
NTC as needed.   

 
 

SCOPE 
 
A modification to an NTC shall be required if a change to the scope of the Project 
requires a modification in the designated Project. A change to the scope shall mean those 
new objectives that have a material impact on the required operating characteristics of the 
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Transmission System pursuant to all applicable requirements of the SPP Tariff, SPP 
Criteria, NERC Reliability Standards, and the Transmission Provider's and Transmission 
Owner's(s) Transmission Planning Reliability Criteria in effect to maintain the reliable 
operation of the Transmission System in accordance with Good Utility Practice.  Such 
changes may include but are not limited to:  

 
• Topology 

o Routing changes 
o Interconnection point changes 

• Operating Characteristics  
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Changes in local planning criteria 
• Modeling errors 
• Unavoidable need for modifications in distribution 
 
And must: 
• Provide comparable or improved level of electrical performance. 
• Not cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed 

service sold under the SPP OATT.   
• Not render sold firm transmission service undeliverable.   

 
In the event that the scope of an NTC needs to be modified, a new NTC shall be issued to 
clarify the change and to reflect any modifications to Project scope. SPP staff will 
complete the appropriate review for a modification. 
 

If a stakeholder wishes to propose a change in the scope of an NTC documented Network 
Upgrade or wishes to propose an alternative transmission solution to an already approved 
Network Upgrade, the requestor shall coordinate the proposed change with SPP staff.   
 
 

COST ESTIMATES 
 
As part of the quarterly project tracking effort as specified in Attachment O of the SPP 
OATT, Staff will review the cost estimates provided by the designated Transmission 
Owner(s) and compile a list of Projects with a cost estimate increase of more than 20% 
from the previous quarter. 
 
Staff will determine the cause of the cost increase for each NTC Project in this list and 
make a recommendation as to whether the change in cost estimate is sufficient to justify 
the Project being replaced with an alternate Project. 
 
SPP or TWG may request further analysis of a Project. 
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After SPP holds a 15 day stakeholder review period, a SPP proposed modification to an 
NTC will go to the SPP Board of Directors for approval.   
 
 

TIMING 
 
It is recognized that a change in an NTC may be necessary due to required changes to the 
Project schedule. 
 
Through the processes identified in Section 5, SPP could change the Need Date, which 
would result in an NTC modification.  
 
The following items are not expected to cause a change in an NTC due to the fact that 
time delays associated with these causes are handled through a mitigation plan or a re-
dispatch option, as appropriate:   

• Not enough time to complete Project based on SPP’s Need Date 
• Unforeseen delays, such as:  

o Regulatory  
o Siting 
o Construction 
o Equipment delivery 

 
 

8.5 CHANGE IN DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER 
 
A modified NTC shall be required if there is a change in the Designated Transmission 
Owner of a Project.  Once the change in Designated Transmission Owner is approved, 
SPP shall issue a modified NTC reflecting the change in Designated Transmission 
Owner.  SPP shall inform the TWG of an approved change in Designated Transmission 
Owner at its next regularly scheduled meeting. 
 
 

NTC WITHDRAWAL  
 
In the event that changes occur which could render an NTC for an approved Project 
unnecessary, SPP may re-study the need for the Project.  Changes that could render an 
NTC for an approved Project unnecessary include but are not limited to: 

 

• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of TSR’s 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 
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But must not: 
• Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed 

service under the SPP OATT.   
• Render firm transmission service undeliverable.   

 

 

A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC 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 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 withdrawal will take into account the stage of development of the 
Project and discussion with the Designated Transmission Owner. 
 

If SPP confirms that an NTC Project is unnecessary, it will inform the TWG, MOPC, and 
SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next regularly scheduled meeting and request 
approval by the Board of Directors, as necessary, to issue an NTC withdrawal. 
 

• After the Board of Directors approves of the NTC withdrawal, SPP will withdraw 
the NTC Project.  If the NTC was due to a Service Agreement, then the NTC 
withdrawal shall not need TWG, MOPC, or SPP Board of Directors approval but 
shall be addressed by SPP Staff.  

• Within six months after receiving an NTC withdrawal, the Designated 
Transmission Owner shall notify SPP of any costs that it incurred prior to 
receiving the withdrawal of the NTC for reimbursement pursuant to Section VIII 
of Attachment J. 

 
Reporting: 
Status of Upgrades Identified in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
 

• On a quarterly basis the SPP shall post: 
o the status of the upgrades on the SPP website with the appropriate NTC 

identifiers 
o Any NTC(s) issued during the quarter 
o Any NTCW(s) issued during the quarter 

 
 
Format of a Notification to Construct and NTC identifiers 
To ensure proper and consistent documentation of approved Network Upgrades, a SPP 
NTC letter shall include, at a minimum, the following information: 
 

• NTC Information 
o The NTC is assigned a unique NTC Identification Number. 

 NTC ID# convention, SPP-NTC-# 
 Example:  SPP-NTC-1 
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• Project Information 
o Projects are assigned a unique Project Identification Number (PID). 

 Project ID# convention, SPP-PID-# 
 Example:  SPP-PID-1 

o Projects consist of one or more Network Upgrades. 
o The Project name will generally describe the Network Upgrades 

associated with the Project.  
o Project Information will include an Estimated Cost and a Project 

Schedule, which will include at minimum the Need Date. 
• Network Upgrade Information 

o Network Upgrades are assigned a unique Upgrade Identification Number 
(UID). 

 Network Upgrade ID# convention, SPP-UID-# 
 Example:  SPP-UID-1 

o The Network Upgrade Description will provide a brief scope of the 
Network Upgrade. 

o Documentation of Network Upgrade Owner 
 SPP Member/facility owner(s) and Contact Information 
 Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 

Representative 
 TWG Representative, if applicable 

o Categorization 
 Economic as a part of a Balanced Portfolio 
 Regional Reliability 
 Sponsored Upgrade 
 Service Upgrade 
 Zonal Reliability Upgrade 
 Other 

o Upgrade Specifications 
 Upgrade Type:  Reconductor, New Construction, etc. 
 Voltage levels  
 Estimated Line Length and minimum required summer and winter 

rating 
 Transformer, minimum required summer and winter rating 
 Associated terminal equipment, minimum required summer and 

winter rating 
 Any other static equipment 

o Network Upgrade Justification 
 NERC Reliability Compliance  
 Regional Study reliability 
 Zonal criteria 
 Transmission service request – List Aggregate study number with 

reference to posted facility log 
 Economic 
 Other 

o Need Date  
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o Network Upgrade cost estimate in present day dollars, date of cost 
estimate, and origination of cost estimate.  

o Cost recovery for Network Upgrade 
 Base Plan Allocated 
 Direct Assignment 
 Project Sponsor 
 Zonal 
 Regional 
 Other 

• Documentation of Approvals 
o SPP Board of Directors approval date or reference to approved motion 
o Service Agreement number  
o Commitment details of Sponsored Upgrades. 

• Documentation of Project History 
o The NTC will list any previously issued NTC ID numbers associated with 

the approved Network Upgrade or Network Upgrade change. 
o The NTC will include any related past NTC identification numbers to 

ensure proper documentation of the approval.   
o When the situation warrants issuing a new NTC, the new NTC will 

include past NTC numbers and information documenting the Network 
Upgrade change and party requesting the formally approved Network 
Upgrade change, rationale for the change and approvals for the scope 
adjustments. 

Modifications of the approval are outlined in Section 8. 
A Sample NTC for a Network Upgrade is provided as Appendix A. 
 
 
DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 Dispute resolutions should be handled as specified in Section 12 of the SPP 
OATT. If a dispute is filed the Customer that has service contingent upon the upgrade 
being completed shall be notified by SPP staff.  
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX A: SAMPLE NTC 
 

 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3220 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 

SPP-NTC-#
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[SPP CONTACT] 
[SPP CONTACT TITLE]  

 
 
[DATE] 
 
[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] 
[ADDRESS] 
 
RE: Notification to Construct [Approved Reliability Network Upgrades/Network 
Upgrades Pursuant to Transmission Service Request] 
 
Dear [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER], 
 
Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) Membership 
Agreement and Attachment O, Section VIII, of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(“OATT”), SPP provides this Notification to Construct (“NTC”) directing 
[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER], as the Designated Transmission Owner, 
to construct the Network Upgrade[s].   
 
On [DATE], the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) [Board of Directors approved the 
Network Upgrade(s) listed below to be constructed] OR [concluded that the Project 
is required on the [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] system to fulfill 
Transmission Service Requests as detailed in Aggregate Facility Study SPP-200#-
AG#-AFS-##] OR [Insert the appropriate reason to construct the Project if different 
than listed above].   
 
Project ID:  PID # 
Project Name: Project Name 
Need Date for Project:  DATE 
Estimated In-Service Date for Project: IN-SERVICE DATE PROVIDED BY 
NETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING AGGREGATE  STUDY 
Estimated Cost for Project:  $###,### 
 

Network Upgrade ID:  UID # 
Network Upgrade Description: Network Upgrade Description 
Network Upgrade Owner:  Owner Information 
MOPC Representative:  Representative Information 
TWG Representative:  Representative Information 
Categorization:  Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic / Service 
Network Upgrade Specifications:  Network Upgrade Specifications 
Network Upgrade Justification:  Network Upgrade Justifications 
Need Date for Network Upgrade:  Network Upgrade Need Date 
Estimated In-Service Date for Network Upgrade: IN-SERVICE DATE 
PROVIDED BY NETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING AGGREGATE 
STUDY 

933 of 1245



Business Practice Revision  
 

Page 12 of 13 

Estimated Cost for Network Upgrade (currrent day dollars):  $###,### 
Cost Allocation of the Network Upgrade:  Base Plan Funded / Direct Assigned 
to Customer / Sponsored Network Upgrade / Other 
Estimated Cost Source: Network Upgrade Owner / Network Upgrade Sponsor/ 
SPP 
Date of Cost Estimate: MM/DD/YYYY 
 

[In the event the NTC is a modification or withdrawal of an existing NTC, the 
following will be listed in addition to or instead of the above: Previous NTC number, 
Previous NTC Issue Date, and Reason for Change.] 
 
Commitment to Construct 
Please provide to SPP a written commitment to construct the Network Upgrade(s) within 
90 days of the date of this Notification to Construct, pursuant to Attachment O, Section 
VIII.6 of the SPP OATT, in addition to providing a construction schedule for the 
Network Upgrade(s).  Failure to provide a written commitment to construct as required 
by Attachment O could result in the Network Upgrade(s) being assigned to another 
entity. 
 
Mitigation Plan 
The Need Date OR Estimated In-Service Date represents the timing required for the 
Network Upgrade(s) to address the identified need.  Your prompt attention is required for 
formulation and approval of any necessary mitigation plans for the Network Upgrade(s) 
if the Need Date OR Estimated In-Service Date is not feasible.  Additionally, if it is 
anticipated that the completion of any Network Upgrade will be delayed past the Need 
Date OR Estimated In-Service Date, SPP requires a mitigation plan be filed within 60 
days of the determination of expected delays.   
 
Notification of Commercial Operation 
Please submit a notification of commercial operation for each listed Network Upgrade to 
SPP as soon as the Network Upgrade is complete and in-service.  Please provide SPP 
with the actual costs of these Network Upgrades as soon as possible after completion of 
construction.  This will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based on actual costs. 
 
Notification of Progress 
On an ongoing basis, please keep SPP advised of any inability on [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER]’s part to complete the approved Network Upgrade(s).  For 
project tracking purposes, SPP requires [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] 
to submit updates on the status of the Network Upgrade(s) on a quarterly basis in 
conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings.  However, consistent with 
Sections 20.1 and 32.10 of the SPP OATT, [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION 
OWNER] shall also advise SPP of any inability to comply with the Project Schedule as 
soon as the inability becomes apparent. 
 
All terms and conditions of the SPP OATT and the SPP Membership Agreement shall 
apply to this Project, and nothing in this NTC shall vary such terms and conditions. 
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Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments regarding these 
instructions.  Thank you for the important role that you play in maintaining the reliability 
of our electric grid. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
[SPP CONTACT SIGNATURE] 
[SPP CONTACT TITLE] 
 
cc:  SPP COO, SPP Sr. VP Engineering & Regulatory Policy, SPP Director 
Transmission Policy, SPP Vice President of Engineering, SPP Director of Transmission 
Development, [MOPC REPRESENTATIVE(S)],  SPPprojecttracking@spp.org, [TWG 
REPRESENTATIVE(S)]. 
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BPR 
Number BPR017 BPR 

Title Revise Business Practice 1.15 Notification to Construct 

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

Revision to Business Practice 1.15 Notification to Construct version 
1.0  

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 (Yes or No) 

No 

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

Revision Description 
BP 1.15 was revised to match Notification to Construct (NTC) White 
Paper approved at the July 2010 MOPC meeting 
 

Reason for Revision MOPC directed BPWG to incorporate the NTC White Paper into a 
Business Practice 

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

No 

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

No 

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

No 

 
 

Sponsor 
Name Grant Wilkerson 
E-mail Address  
Company Westar Energy 
Company Address  
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Phone Number  
Fax Number  

 
Proposed Business Practice  Language Revision 

 

1.15    NOTIFICATION TO CONSTRUCT 
(return to TOC) 
 
A SPP Notification to Construct (NTC) letter is a formal SPP document directing the 
commencement of construction of Network Upgrades intended to meet SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan (STEP)1, SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT)2, or Regional 
Transmission Organization (RTO) Determined Needs.  
 
The authority for SPP to issue an NTC is derived from approval by the SPP Board 
of Directors, 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. 
 
The issuance of an SPP NTC represents that the Network Upgrade is eligible for cost 
recovery under the SPP OATT. 
 
 

Business Practice 
 
An SPP NTC may be issued for Network Upgrades originating from, but not limited to, 
the following processes: (NOTE: These are descriptions of when a NTC may be issued 
and are not SPP OATT definitions.) 

 

• ReliabilityITP Study Process 
Regional reliability Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) study Network 
Upgrades as directed for construction by the SPP Board of Directors in 
accordance with Attachment O of the SPP OATT.  

 

• Balanced Portfolio 
Network Upgrades identified in an approved Balanced Portfolio which was 
developed in accordance with Attachment O of the SPP OATT. 

                                                 
1 http://www.spp.org/publications/BOD%20Appendix%20B_simplified.xls 

 
2
  http://www.spp.org/publications/spp_tariff.pdf 

Comment [j1]: Define Project. 
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• Sponsored Upgrades 
Network Upgrades which have received the endorsement of the SPP Board of 
Directors and the financial commitment of a Project Sponsor(s).  

 

• SPP Tariff Studies – Transmission Service studies 
Network Upgrades identified in Service Agreements entered into pursuant to the 
SPP OATT to accommodate new Transmission Service.   
 

• Generation Interconnection Upgrades 
Network Upgrades required by a generation interconnection agreement to be 
constructed by a Transmission Owner(s) other than the Transmission Owner that 
is a party to the generation interconnection agreement. 

 

• High Priority Upgrades 
Network Upgrades identified through a high priority study as directed for 
construction by the SPP Board of Directors in accordance with Attachment O of 
the SPP OATT. 

• Out of Cycle Reviews 
Local planning or sub-regional studies may reveal additional economic or 
reliability Projects beneficial or necessary to the transmission network.  These 
proposed Projects may be submitted to the RTO for consideration for an out of 
cycle review by the SPP Board of Directors.  Out-of-cycle Projects receiving 
approval from the SPP Board of Directors for inclusion in the STEP may receive 
an NTC depending on the nature, timing and urgency of the Project.   
 

SPP recognizes that other factors beyond SPP governing documents may result in system 
Network Upgrades which are reasonable and appropriate.  These Network Upgrades may 
not require an NTC.  The NTC process shall not relieve a Transmission Owner of its 
obligation to construct, own or operate its transmission system as required in any other 
law or regulation or as required by the SPP OATT and Membership Agreement. 
An SPP NTC may be issued for Network Upgrades originating from, but not limited 
to, the following processes: (NOTE: These are descriptions of when a NTC may be 
issued and are not Tariff definitions.) 
 

Reliability Study Process 
• Regional or zonal reliability study upgrades as directed for construction by the 

SPP Board of Directors in accordance with Attachment O to the SPP OATT 
including upgrades identified through the SPP NERC Regional Entity (RE) 
compliance review process. 

 
Balanced Portfolio 

Formatted: Font: Bold

Formatted: Space After:  0 pt, Bulleted +
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• Economic Upgrades identified in an approved Balanced Portfolio which was 
developed in accordance with Attachment O of the SPP OATT. 

 
Sponsored Upgrades 

• Project upgrades for which a project sponsor(s) has been selected, directed for 
inclusion in the STEP, and have been endorsed by the SPP Board of Directors in 
accordance with Attachment O to the SPP OATT. 

 
SPP Tariff Studies – Transmission Service Studies 

• Network Upgrades identified in an agreement processed by SPP staff to 
accommodate new Transmission Service  

 
Out of Cycle Reviews 

• Local planning or sub-regional studies may reveal additional economic or 
reliability upgrades beneficial or necessary to the transmission network.  These 
proposed upgrades may be submitted to the RTO for consideration for an out of 
cycle review by the SPP Board of Directors. Out-of-cycle projects receiving 
approval from the SPP Board of Directors for inclusion in the STEP may receive 
an SPP NTC depending on the nature, timing and urgency of the project. In the 
case(s) of endorsed project(s), the NTC will not be issued until a project sponsor 
is financially committed to the project.  

 
SPP recognizes that other factors beyond SPP governing documents may result in system 
upgrades which are reasonable and appropriate.  Such upgrades may not require an SPP 
issued NTC. 
 
 
 

 

 

 
SPP will issue a Notification to Construct under the following conditions and Time 
Constraints: 
 

• Transmission Approved Network Upgrades  Needed to Satisfy Reliability Criteria 
from ITP/High priority studies: 

 
Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue the NTCs for all Network 
Upgrades approved by the SPP BOD which are required to begin 
construction for which financial commitment is required prior to the 
approval of the next update of the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan. Such 
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an NTC will be issued within 15 business days from the time the SPP 
Board of Directors endorses or approves the project.  

 
• Sponsored Upgrades;  

o an NTC will not be issued for an endorsed Sponsored Upgrade until a 
project sponsor is financially committed to pay for the Sponsored 
Upgrade..  

 
 
• Network uUpgrades related to transmission service requests; 

 
• Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue the NTCs for all identified projects 

associated with a Transmission Service Agreements (TSA) within 15 business 
days from the time at which SPP receives from all customers in an Aggregate 
Study an executed TSA(s)  or written request(s) from customer(s) requesting a 
TSA be filed unexecutedfrom the customer or a written request from a customer 
requesting a TSA be filed unexecuted.  

  
• Network Upgrades related to generation interconnection requests; 

 
• Unless previously issued, SPP staff may issue NTCs for identified project(s) 

associated with Generation Interconnection Agreement(s) (GIA) within 15 
business days from the latest effective date of the executed or filed unexecuted 
GIA(s) from the customer(s).  

 
 
Withdrawal or Modification of a Notification to Construct 
 

NTC MODIFICATION  
 
It is recognized that from time to time modifications may be necessary to NTCs.  The 
following sections outline the process to be used and the conditions under which an NTC 
may be modified. 
 

 

PROCESS 
 

In the event that changes occur that could cause an NTC for a Project to be modified, SPP 
may re-study the need for the Project.  Changes that could cause an NTC for a Project to 
be modified include but are not limited to: 

 

• Change in scope 
• Change in cost estimates 
• Change in the In-Service Date or Need Date 

Comment [rah2]: Changed to reflect that NTCs 
are not issued on Service Agreements until all 
Service Agreements in one study are collected. 
(Since sometime multiple agreements are dependent 
on the same projects). They only issue NTCs once 
per study. 

Formatted:  No bullets or numbering

Comment [rah3]: Added in to account for GI 
NTCs. Similar to TS language in that all GIAs are 
needed and issued based on effective dates of 
service. 
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• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of Transmission Service Requests (“TSR”) 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 
• Change in Designated Transmission Owner  

 

But must not: 
 
• Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed 

service under the SPP OATT.   
• Render firm transmission service under the OATT undeliverable.   

 
 

A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC Project restudied must provide SPP with the 
necessary model changes needed to study the modification of the Project in the 
appropriate models.  If SPP determines that a change has occurred that could cause an 
NTC for a Project to be modified, SPP will perform the necessary analysis to determine if 
the Project modification meets the Network Upgrade Justification of the original Project 
as described in Section 6.  For a Project to be deemed reasonable, it must meet or exceed 
the Network Upgrade Justification of the original Project. 

 

If SPP determines that an NTC Project modification is reasonable, it will inform the 
TWG, MOPC, and SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next regularly scheduled 
quarterly meeting and request Board of Directors approval as necessary to issue an NTC 
modification. 

 

After the Board of Directors approves of the NTC modification, SPP will issue a 
modified NTC  as needed.  If the NTC was due to a Service Agreement, then the NTC 
would be revised to reflect modification of the Agreement.   

 
 

SCOPE 
 
A modification to an NTC shall be required if a change to the scope of the Project 
requires a modification in the designated Project. A change to the scope shall mean those 
new objectives that have a material impact on the required operating characteristics of the 
Transmission System pursuant to all applicable requirements of the SPP Tariff, SPP 
Criteria, NERC Reliability Standards, and the Transmission Provider's and Transmission 
Owner's(s) Transmission Planning Reliability Criteria in effect to maintain the reliable 
operation of the Transmission System in accordance with Good Utility Practice.  Such 
changes may include but are not limited to:  

 

Comment [j4]: Section 6 of what? 
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• Topology 
o Routing changes 
o Interconnection point changes 

• Operating Characteristics  
• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Changes in local planning criteria 
• Modeling errors 
• Unavoidable need for modifications in distribution 
 
And must: 
 
• Provide comparable or improved level of electrical performance. 
• Not cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed 

service sold under the SPP OATT.   
• Not render sold firm transmission service undeliverable.   

 
In the event that the scope of an NTC needs to be modified, a new NTC shall be issued to 
clarify the change and to reflect any modifications to Project scope. SPP staff will 
complete the appropriate review for a modification. 
 

If a stakeholder wishes to propose a change in the scope of an NTC documented Network 
Upgrade or wishes to propose an alternative transmission solution to an already approved 
Network Upgrade, the requestor shall coordinate the proposed change with SPP staff.   
 
 

COST ESTIMATES 
 
As part of the quarterly project tracking effort as specified in Attachment O of the SPP 
OATT, Staff will review the cost estimates provided by the designated Transmission 
Owner(s) and compile a list of Projects with a cost estimate increase of more than 20% 
from the previous quarter. 
 
Staff will determine the cause of the cost increase for each NTC Project in this list and 
make a recommendation as to whether the change in cost estimate is sufficient to justify 
the Project being replaced with an alternate Project. 
 
SPP or TWG may request further analysis of a Project. 
 
After SPP holds a 15 day stakeholder review period, a SPP proposed modification to an 
NTC will go to the SPP Board of Directors for approval.   
 
 

TIMING 
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It is recognized that a change in an NTC may be necessary due to required changes to the 
Project schedule. 
 
Through the processes identified in Section 5, SPP could change the Need Date, which 
would result in an NTC modification.  
 
The following items are not expected to cause a change in an NTC due to the fact that 
time delays associated with these causes are handled through a mitigation plan or a re-
dispatch option, as appropriate:   

• Not enough time to complete Project based on SPP’s Need Date 
• Unforeseen delays, such as:  

o Regulatory  
o Siting 
o Construction 
o Equipment delivery 

 
 

8.5 CHANGE IN DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER 
 
A modified NTC shall be required if there is a change in the Designated Transmission 
Owner of a Project.  Once the change in Designated Transmission Owner is approved, 
SPP shall issue a modified NTC reflecting the change in Designated Transmission 
Owner.  SPP shall inform the TWG of an approved change in Designated Transmission 
Owner at its next regularly scheduled meeting. 
 
 

NTC WITHDRAWAL  
 
In the event that changes occur which could render an NTC for an approved Project 
unnecessary, SPP may re-study the need for the Project.  Changes that could render an 
NTC for an approved Project unnecessary include but are not limited to: 

 

• Changes in load 
• Changes in generation 
• Annulment of TSR’s 
• Change in local planning criteria 
• Modeling error 

 

But must not: 
 
• Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually 

committedservice under the SPP OATT.   
• Render firm transmission service undeliverable.   
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A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC 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 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 withdrawal will take into account the stage of development of the 
Project and discussion with the Designated Transmission Owner. 
 

If SPP confirms that an NTC Project is unnecessary, it will inform the TWG, MOPC, and 
SPP Board of Directors of this fact at their next regularly scheduled meeting and request 
approval by the Board of Directors, as necessary, to issue an NTC withdrawal. 
 

• After the Board of Directors approves of the NTC withdrawal, SPP will withdraw 
the NTC Project.  If the NTC was due to a Service Agreement, then the NTC 
withdrawal shall not need TWG, MOPC, or SPP Board of Directors approval but 
shall be addressed by SPP Staff. When a project with a previously issued NTC 
letter is no  

• Within six months after receiving an NTC withdrawal, the Ddesignated 
providerTransmission Owner shall notify SPP of any costs that it incurred prior 
to receiving the withdrawal of the NTC for reimbursement pursuant to Section 
VIII of Attachment J. 

• longer required to be built as determined by its as determined by its appropriate 
evaluation and approval process, SPP Staff shall issue a NTC withdrawal letter to the 
project owner. The SPP Board of Directors will be notified upon issuance of a NTC 
withdrawal letter.  
 
• Within six months after receiving a NTC withdrawal, the designated provider 

shall notify SPP of any costs that it incurred prior to receiving the withdrawal of 
the NTC for reimbursement pursuant to Section 8 of Attachment J. 

 
SPP may withdraw a NTC from a designated Transmission Owner upon SPP’s 
determination that the designated Transmission Owner is not fulfilling its obligation to 
construct the Network Upgrade pursuant to the tariff.  To withdraw an NTC the SPP 
must determine if there are any issues impeding the completion of the Network Upgrade 
outside the control of the designated Transmission Owner.  If SPP determines that a 
designated Transmission Owner is not fulfilling its obligations under the tariff, SPP will 
Notify the designated Transmission Owner by issuing a Notification to Construct 
Withdrawal (NTCW).  SPP will then solicit and evaluate proposals for the project from 
other entities and select a replacement designated Transmission Owner at which time a 
new NTC will be issued to the replacement designated Transmission Owner, as provided 
for under Attachment O section IX paragraph (5)3. 

                                                 
3 http://www.spp.org/publications/spp_tariff.pdf 
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Reporting: 
Status of Upgrades Identified in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
 

• On a quarterly basis the SPP shall post: 
o the status of the upgrades on the SPP website with the appropriate NTC 

identifiers 
o Any NTC(s) issued during the quarter 
o Any NTCW(s) issued during the quarter 

 
 
Format of a Notification to Construct and NTC identifiers 
To ensure proper and consistent documentation of approved Network Upgrades, a SPP 
NTC letter shall include, at a minimum, the following information: 
 

• NTC Information 
o The NTC is assigned a unique NTC Identification Number. 

 NTC ID# convention, SPP-NTC-# 
 Example:  SPP-NTC-1 

• Project Information 
o Projects are assigned a unique Project Identification Number (PID). 

 Project ID# convention, SPP-PID-# 
 Example:  SPP-PID-1 

o Projects consist of one or more Network Upgrades. 
o The Project name will generally describe the Network Upgrades 

associated with the Project.  
o Project Information will include an Estimated Cost and a Project 

Schedule, which will include at minimum the Need Date. 
• Network Upgrade Information 

o Network Upgrades are assigned a unique Upgrade Identification Number 
(UID). 

 Network Upgrade ID# convention, SPP-UID-# 
 Example:  SPP-UID-1 

o The Network Upgrade Description will provide a brief scope of the 
Network Upgrade. 

o Documentation of Network Upgrade Owner 
 SPP Member/facility owner(s) and Contact Information 
 Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 

Representative 
 TWG Representative, if applicable 

o Categorization 
 Economic as a part of a Balanced Portfolio 
 Regional Reliability 
 Sponsored Upgrade 
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 Service Upgrade 
 Zonal Reliability Upgrade 
 Other 

o Upgrade Specifications 
 Upgrade Type:  Reconductor, New Construction, etc. 
 Voltage levels  
 Estimated Line Length and minimum required summer and winter 

rating 
 Transformer, minimum required summer and winter rating 
 Associated terminal equipment, minimum required summer and 

winter rating 
 Any other static equipment 

o Network Upgrade Justification 
 NERC Reliability Compliance  
 Regional Study reliability 
 Zonal criteria 
 Transmission service request – List Aggregate study number with 

reference to posted facility log 
 Economic 
 Other 

o Need Date  
o Network Upgrade cost estimate in present day dollars, date of cost 

estimate, and origination of cost estimate.  
o Cost recovery for Network Upgrade 

 Base Plan Allocated 
 Direct Assignment 
 Project Sponsor 
 Zonal 
 Regional 
 Other 

• Documentation of Approvals 
o SPP Board of Directors approval date or reference to approved motion 
o Service Agreement number  
o Commitment details of Sponsored Upgrades. 

• Documentation of Project History 
o The NTC will list any previously issued NTC ID numbers associated with 

the approved Network Upgrade or Network Upgrade change. 
o The NTC will include any related past NTC identification numbers to 

ensure proper documentation of the approval.   
o When the situation warrants issuing a new NTC, the new NTC will 

include past NTC numbers and information documenting the Network 
Upgrade change and party requesting the formally approved Network 
Upgrade change, rationale for the change and approvals for the scope 
adjustments. 

• Modifications of the approval are outlined in Section 8.NTC Information 
• NTC letter will be assigned a unique NTC Identification Number. 
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• NTC ID# convention:  SPP-NTC-[n] 
o Example:  SPP-NTC-00001 

• Project Information 
• Projects will be assigned a unique Project Identification Number (PID) 

• Project ID# convention:  SPP-PID-[n] 
o Example:  SPP-PID-00001 

 
• Projects consist of one or more Network Upgrades 
• The Project Name will generally describe the Network Upgrades 

associated with the Project 
• Projects will include the RTO Determined Need Date and Estimated 

Cost 
• Upgrade Information 

• Upgrades will be assigned a Unique Upgrade Identification Number (UID) 
o Upgrade ID# convention:  SPP-UID-[n] 

 Example:  SPP-UID-00001 
• The Upgrade Description will provide a brief scope of the Network Upgrade 
• Documentation of Upgrade owner 

o SPP Member/facility owner(s) and Contact Information 
o Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 

Representative 
o TWG Representative, if applicable 

• Categorization 
o Economic as a part of a Balanced Portfolio 
o Regional Reliability 
o Sponsored 
o Transmission Service 
o Zonal Reliability 
o Other 

• Upgrade Specifications 
o Upgrade Type:  Reconductor, New Construction, etc. 
o Voltage levels  
o Estimated Line Length and minimum required summer and 

winter rating 
o Transformer, minimum required summer and winter rating 
o Associated terminal equipment, minimum required summer and 

winter rating 
o Any other static equipment 

• Upgrade Justification 
o NERC Reliability Compliance  
o Regional Study reliability 
o Zonal criteria 
o Transmission service request – Designated Network Resource 

or Point to Point 
o Economic 

• RTO Determined Need Date  
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• Upgrade cost estimate in present day dollars, date of cost estimate, 
and origination of cost estimate.  

• Documentation of Approvals 
o Board of Directors approval date or reference to approved 

motion 
o Executed Service Agreement number 
o Commitments details of Sponsored/Voluntary Economic 

Upgrades. 
• Documentation of Approval History 

o The NTC will list any previously issued NTC ID numbers 
associated with the approved Network Upgrade or Network 
Upgrade change. 

o The NTC will include any related past NTC identification 
numbers to ensure proper documentation of the approval.   

When the situation warrants issuing a new NTC, the new NTC will include past NTC 
numbers and information documenting the upgrade change and party requesting the 
formally approved upgrade change, rational for the change and approvals for the scope 
adjustments. 
 
A Sample NTC for a Network Upgrade is provided as Appendix A. 
 
 
DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 Dispute resolutions should be handled as specified in Section 12 of the SPP 
OATT. If a dispute is filed the Customer that has service contingent upon the upgrade 
being completed shall be notified by SPP staff.  
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX A: SAMPLE NTC 
 

 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3220 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 
[SPP CONTACT] 
[SPP CONTACT TITLE]  

SPP-NTC-#
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[DATE] 
 
[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] 
[ADDRESS] 
 
RE: Notification to Construct [Approved Reliability Network Upgrades/Network 
Upgrades Pursuant to Transmission Service Request] 
 
Dear [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER], 
 
Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) Membership 
Agreement and Attachment O, Section VIII, of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(“OATT”), SPP provides this Notification to Construct (“NTC”) directing 
[DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER], as the Designated Transmission Owner, 
to construct the Network Upgrade[s].   
 
On [DATE], the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) [Board of Directors approved the 
Network Upgrade(s) listed below to be constructed] OR [concluded that the Project 
is required on the [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] system to fulfill 
Transmission Service Requests as detailed in Aggregate Facility Study SPP-200#-
AG#-AFS-##] OR [Insert the appropriate reason to construct the Project if different 
than listed above].   
 
Project ID:  PID # 
Project Name: Project Name 
Need Date for Project:  DATE 
Estimated In-Service Date for Project: IN-SERVICE DATE PROVIDED BY 
NETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING AGGREGATE  STUDY 
Estimated Cost for Project:  $###,### 
 

Network Upgrade ID:  UID # 
Network Upgrade Description: Network Upgrade Description 
Network Upgrade Owner:  Owner Information 
MOPC Representative:  Representative Information 
TWG Representative:  Representative Information 
Categorization:  Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic / Service 
Network Upgrade Specifications:  Network Upgrade Specifications 
Network Upgrade Justification:  Network Upgrade Justifications 
Need Date for Network Upgrade:  Network Upgrade Need Date 
Estimated In-Service Date for Network Upgrade: IN-SERVICE DATE 
PROVIDED BY NETWORK UPGRADE OWNER DURING AGGREGATE 
STUDY 
Estimated Cost for Network Upgrade (currrent day dollars):  $###,### 
Cost Allocation of the Network Upgrade:  Base Plan Funded / Direct Assigned 
to Customer / Sponsored Network Upgrade / Other 
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Estimated Cost Source: Network Upgrade Owner / Network Upgrade Sponsor/ 
SPP 
Date of Cost Estimate: MM/DD/YYYY 
 

[In the event the NTC is a modification or withdrawal of an existing NTC, the 
following will be listed in addition to or instead of the above: Previous NTC number, 
Previous NTC Issue Date, and Reason for Change.] 
 
Commitment to Construct 
Please provide to SPP a written commitment to construct the Network Upgrade(s) within 
90 days of the date of this Notification to Construct, pursuant to Attachment O, Section 
VIII.6 of the SPP OATT, in addition to providing a construction schedule for the 
Network Upgrade(s).  Failure to provide a written commitment to construct as required 
by Attachment O could result in the Network Upgrade(s) being assigned to another 
entity. 
 
Mitigation Plan 
The Need Date OR Estimated In-Service Date represents the timing required for the 
Network Upgrade(s) to address the identified need.  Your prompt attention is required for 
formulation and approval of any necessary mitigation plans for the Network Upgrade(s) 
if the Need Date OR Estimated In-Service Date is not feasible.  Additionally, if it is 
anticipated that the completion of any Network Upgrade will be delayed past the Need 
Date OR Estimated In-Service Date, SPP requires a mitigation plan be filed within 60 
days of the determination of expected delays.   
 
Notification of Commercial Operation 
Please submit a notification of commercial operation for each listed Network Upgrade to 
SPP as soon as the Network Upgrade is complete and in-service.  Please provide SPP 
with the actual costs of these Network Upgrades as soon as possible after completion of 
construction.  This will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based on actual costs. 
 
Notification of Progress 
On an ongoing basis, please keep SPP advised of any inability on [DESIGNATED 
TRANSMISSION OWNER]’s part to complete the approved Network Upgrade(s).  For 
project tracking purposes, SPP requires [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION OWNER] 
to submit updates on the status of the Network Upgrade(s) on a quarterly basis in 
conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings.  However, consistent with 
Sections 20.1 and 32.10 of the SPP OATT, [DESIGNATED TRANSMISSION 
OWNER] shall also advise SPP of any inability to comply with the Project Schedule as 
soon as the inability becomes apparent. 
 
All terms and conditions of the SPP OATT and the SPP Membership Agreement shall 
apply to this Project, and nothing in this NTC shall vary such terms and conditions. 
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Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments regarding these 
instructions.  Thank you for the important role that you play in maintaining the reliability 
of our electric grid. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
[SPP CONTACT SIGNATURE] 
[SPP CONTACT TITLE] 
 
cc:  SPP COO, SPP Sr. VP Engineering & Regulatory Policy, SPP Director 
Transmission Policy, SPP Vice President of Engineering, SPP Director of Transmission 
Development, [MOPC REPRESENTATIVE(S)],  SPPprojecttracking@spp.org, [TWG 
REPRESENTATIVE(S)].Appendix A:   Sample NTC for a Network 
Upgrade 
 

SPP  
Notification To Construct 

 
415 N. McKinley, 140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
501-614-3220 • Fax: (501) 666-0376 
P. Jay Caspary 
Director, Engineering  

SPP-NTC-00001
 

 
 
[DATE] 
 
[[COMPANY NAME]] 
[ADDRESS] 
[CITY, STATE,  ZIP] 
 
RE: Notification to Construct for Approved Appendix B upgrades in 2008-2017 STEP 
 
Dear [[COMPANY NAME]], 
 
During the [DATE] meeting, the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) Board of Directors 
approved and directed the network upgrades listed below to be constructed.    As a result, 
based on Section IX.4 of Attachment O to the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(OATT), SPP is notifying the Company  to move forward with the development of the 
following upgrades/mitigations to alleviate associated reliability concerns: 
 
Project ID:  [SPP-PID-2] 
Previously issued PID: (if any)  [Previous PID#] 
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Project Name: [Project Name] 
RTO Determined Need Date for Project:  [Project Need Date Based on Tariff Study, 
Reliability Study, NERC Standard Compliance] 
Estimated Cost for Project:  $[###,###] 
 

Upgrade ID#:  [SPP-UID-3] 
Previously issued UID: (if any)  [Previous UID#] 
Upgrade Description: [Upgrade Description] 
Upgrade Owner:  [Company] 
Primary Representative:  [Representative Information] 
Secondary Representative:  [Representative Information] 
Categorization:  [Regional Reliability / Zonal Reliability / Economic] 
Upgrade Specifications:  [Upgrade Specifications] 
Upgrade Justification:  [Upgrade Specifications] 
RTO Determined Need Date for Upgrade:  [Upgrade In-Service Date] 
Estimated Cost for Upgrade:  $[###,###] 

 
Mitigation or Alternative Solution 
The RTO Determined Need Date represents the timing required for the upgrade to 
address the identified need.  We would appreciate your prompt attention to formulation 
and approval of any necessary mitigation plans for NERC Reliability Compliance 
upgrades if this date is not feasible.    
 
The Company shall submit a notification of commercial operation for each listed upgrade 
to SPP as soon as the upgrade is complete and in service.  Please provide SPP with the 
actual costs of these upgrades as soon as possible after completion of construction.  This 
will facilitate the timely billing by SPP based on actual costs. 
 
 
 
 
The Company is required to report to SPP if it is unable to complete the approved 
upgrade(s) on schedule.  In addition, SPP requests that a construction schedule supporting 
the required upgrade(s) noted above be provided within 60 days of written confirmation 
of acceptance of a Notification to Construct.  For project tracking, the Company will 
provide SPP an update on the upgrade(s) schedule status on a quarterly basis in 
conjunction with the SPP Board of Directors meetings.  If it is anticipated that the 
completion of any approved upgrade will be delayed past the RTO Determined Need 
Date, SPP requires a mitigation plan be filed within 60 days of the determination of 
expected delay in the upgrade schedule. 
 
Don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or comments about these requests. 
 
Sincerely,  
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Director, Engineering 
 
cc: COO, VP Regulatory Policy, Director Transmission Policy, MOPC REPRESENTATIVE(S),  
SPPprojecttracking@spp.org. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BUSINESS PRACTICES WORKING GROUP 

Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
Business Practice Request/Revision (BPR) 017 

January 11-12, 2011 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the BPWG: 

James Hotovy, NPPD 
Ed Hammons, GRDA 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Kara Whillock, Tenaska 
Jessica Collins, Xcel 

Rick McCord, EDE 
Richard Ross, AEP 
Angela Easton, Calpine 
Robert Walker, Cargill 
Grant Wilkerson, WR 

 

The following stakeholders participated in BPWG discussions regarding this recommendation: 

James Hotovy, NPPD 
Ed Hammons, GRDA 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Kara Whillock, Tenaska 
Jill Butson, OKGE 
Rick McCord, EDE 

Jessica Collins, Xcel Energy 
Kevin Pera, Xcel Energy 
Robert Walker, Cargill 
Grant Wilkerson, WR 
Richard Ross, AEP 

 

Background 
BPR017 is a revision to existing Business Practice 1.15 – Notification to Construct. The MOPC approved a white paper 
from the TWG in July 2010 regarding the Notification to Construct (NTC) process. The BPWG was directed at that time to 
update the existing Business Practice to ensure alignment with the white paper. The modified BP is consistent with 
current Tariff language and existing processes. 

Analysis 
BP 1.15 was drafted to incorporate language regarding the Notification to Construct process and received MOPC 
approval in January 2009. Updates were made to a white paper by the TWG and received approval at the July 2010 
MOPC meeting. The BPWG made changes and updates to the BP to align the existing BP with the white paper. The 
purpose of the Business Practice is to define the NTC process. 

Recommendation 
The BPWG ask that the MOPC approve this item at the January 11-12, 2011 meeting. 

Approved: The BPR was approved by the BPWG at their September 15, 2010 meeting receiving approval with no 
opposition. 

The TWG reviewed this BPR on 11/3/2010 and provided comment to the BPWG which were accepted by the BPWG on 
11/10/2010 with no opposition. 

The RTWG reviewed this BPR on 12/8/2010 and found no Tariff implications. There were two abstentions by EDE and 
ETEC. 

The ORWG reviewed this BPR on 12/2/2010 and found no Reliability concerns. Approval was unanimous. 
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The BPWG reviewed the RTWG edits during their 12/8/2010 meeting. The group voted to accept the edits with no votes 
against but 4 abstentions by EDE, Tenaska, Excel Energy and Calpine. Other than EDE the abstentions were due to lack 
of time to review the edits prior to them being presented at the BPWG meeting. Calpine later approved the edits through 
an email vote leaving 3 abstentions but still no votes against accepting the edits. 

Action Requested: Approve 

Attachments:  BPR017 – BP 1.15 – Notification to Construct_TWG_RTWG_edits.doc 

 BPR017 - BP1.15 – Notification  to Construct_clean.doc 
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Business Practices Working 
Group Report to MOPC

January 11-12, 2011
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SPP.org

Business Practices Revisions
(BPR)
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SPP.org

BPR-016 – Transmission Owner Selection 
Process

• During the July, 2010 meeting the MOPC instructed the 
BPWG to draft a Business Practice regarding the 
Transmission owners process for selection of a party to 
construct transmission in the event that a Notification to 
Construct (NTC) is issued to a Designated Transmission 
Owner (DTO) and that DTO is either unable or unwilling to 
arrange for the construction of a project identified pursuant 
to the SPP planning procedures.
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BPR-016 – Transmission Owner Selection 
Process

• This Business Practice was drafted from language in a white 
paper that was created by the Transmission Owner 
Selection Task Force created by the RTWG.

• The Business Practice was reviewed by the RTWG and 
found to be consistent with the current Tariff.

• The ORWG also reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
Reliability concerns.
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BPWG Recommendation 

• Approve BPR-016 as presented.
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BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• During the July, 2010 meeting the MOPC instructed the 
BPWG to revise and update an existing Business Practice 
regarding the Notification to Construct process.
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BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• This Business Practice (1.15) was approved as a Business 
Practice by the MOPC in January of 2009. The MOPC 
approved updated language drafted by the TWG in a white 
paper during the July 2010 MOPC meeting.

• The language in the Business Practice is consistent with the 
TWG white paper, current Tariff and existing SPP processes.

• Concerns with items in the Business Practice should be 
addressed through Tariff  or process changes.
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BPR-017 – Notification to Construct

• The Business Practice was reviewed by the RTWG and 
found to be consistent with the current Tariff with two 
abstentions regarding approval.

• The TWG reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
concerns.

• The ORWG also reviewed this Business Practice and had no 
Reliability concerns.
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BPWG Recommendation 

• Approve BPR-017 as presented.
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AGCTF Recommendations
Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee
January 11-12, 2011
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Area Generation Connection Task Force

• Area Generation Interconnection Task Force AGCTF was formed 
by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee at the April 
2010 meeting.  

• The AGCTF was formed to deal with the following (from the 
AGCTF Charter)

• Staff is currently dealing with multiple generation developers in 
areas of concentrated generation interest and the issuance of NTCs 
(Notice To Construct) for new EHV transmission lines near or 
through such areas.  The Area Generation Connection Task Force 
(AGCTF) is responsible for developing and recommending policy to 
guide SPP Staff to determine the optimum method of 
interconnecting generation given the complex situations generally 
prevalent.
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Area Generation Connection Task Force

• “The complex situations generally prevalent”  
focuses primarily on reducing the number of 
redundant transmission facilities being 
proposed by generation developers in the 
generation interconnection process. (multiple 
substations that interconnect generation in 
close proximity to each other)

• The AGCTF met from June through January. 
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Area Generation Connection Task Force

• Issues identified by Staff at the first meetings 
identified the following issues affecting 
redundant facilities.

• Technical (Reliability based) issues to avoid redundant 
facilities

• Cost issues of redundant facilities
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Reliability Issues with Multiple Generator 
Tap Substations

• Multiple Generator Tap Substations on long (100+ miles) 
345kV lines may cause the addition of fixed shunt reactors

• Fixed Shunt reactors are required due to switching surge 
issues and are determined through special study (EMTP 
study)

• Fixed Shunt reactors (as opposed to Switchable shunt 
reactors) cannot be switched off during periods of heavy 
loading and can possibly cause low voltage conditions 
during heavy loading.

• Fixed shunt reactors also increase the impedence of the 
line reducing the amount of ATC available on the line
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Reliability Issues with Redundant 
Substations
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AGCTF Recommendation

• Designation of “Hub” Substations for Generation Collection

• SPP processes, whether stakeholder processes, or processes such 
as the Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) or Generation 
Interconnection (GI) processes should designate hubs for 
generation collection on existing transmission lines, priority project 
transmission lines, and ITP approved transmission lines. 

• Designating these Hubs as part of the planning processes will help 
Interconnection Customers know where generation collection 
substations will be built and can target those substations for their 
projects.   

• Substations would be issued NTCs upon the execution of a 
Generator Interconnection Agreement of a Generating Facility that 
would use the substation. Interconnections would be allowed after a 
Transmission Owner has responded to the NTC and SPP has 
accepted the response.
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AGCTF Recommendation

• If Requesting to Interconnect at a Location that is Not a 
Designated Hub

• If interconnecting to the any part of the transmission system 
that Transmission Owner has designated as requiring EMTP 
study, Interconnection Customer must enter the Preliminary 
Interconnection System Impact Study Queue (PISIS) to 
determine the fixed reactance requirements.

• In order to maximize the number of interconnections 
possible on a particular line, if fixed reactance requirements 
are increased due to the interconnection, the customer will 
be directed to interconnect at the designated hub. 
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AGCTF Recommendation

• Cost Allocation for Designated Hub Substations (initial 
construction of two (2) circuit breakers) should follow the 
highway/bi-way cost allocation applicable to the voltage of 
the substation.

• Cost Allocation of subsequent circuit breakers and 
equipment to interconnect individual generators will follow 
current cost allocation methods in Attachment V.  
(Interconnection Procedures)

• This cost allocation methodology will need to be approved 
by the CAWG and RSC.
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Financial Issues with Multiple Generation 
Tap Substations

• Three (3) Three Breaker Ring bus 
substations in the same stretch of 
transmission.  

• Cost - $10,000,000 each

• For 345kV transmission cost of 
$700,000/mile and $2,000,000 cost 
for fourth breaker at existing station, 
11 miles of 345kV transmission can 
be built at less cost than new 
substation

• 345kV Substations should be no 
closer than 22 miles apart
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AGCTF Recommendation

• If Requesting to Interconnect at a Location that is Not a 
Designated Hub

• Interconnections that require transmission facilities that are 
duplicative and therefore cost in-effective (i.e. cost of new 
substation is greater than cost of generator lead) should not 
be allowed and the customers should be directed to 
interconnect at approved hubs.  

• Exceptions to this could be considered for issues such as 
infeasibility of acquiring right-of-way to the approved hubs 
with agreement between the parties involved on a case by 
case basis.
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MOPC Action Item

• Approve AGCTF Recommendations regarding 
Interconnection Substations contingent upon 
CAWG and RSC approval.
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Generator Leads Policy

• Hub and Spoke Policy

• Currently employed by SPP.

• Too many generator leads into the designated Hubs 
causes congestion at the Hubs.
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Hub and Spoke
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Generator Leads Policy

• Alternatives are needed to Hub and Spoke that 
do not cause duplicative substations and 
transmission rights-of-way
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Share Generator Leads
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Share Generator Leads
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Generator Leads form new Transmission
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AGCTF Non-Voting Item

• SPP processes should continue to investigate 
the designation of and design of a generation 
collection transmission system (as part of the 
Bulk Power System) when interconnecting two 
or more generators in an effort to combine 
generator leads, and make efficient use of 
right of way as well as provide future corridors 
for wind development.  
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AGCTF Non-Voting Item

• Potential cost allocation for the generation collection 
system for facilities 100kV and above could follow the 
approved highway/byway funding methodology with 
the following caveats to distinguish these facilities from 
other ITP facilities.  

• Highway/biway with credits back to zone/region

• Direct Assigned 

• Access Charge with subscription requirement

• Contribution in Aid of Construction (CIAC)
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Cost Allocation Working Group Interaction

• AGCTF has developed a whitepaper detailing this issues of 
substations and generator leads and associated proposals 
for cost allocation discussion.

• AGCTF discussed at the CAWG December meeting for 
direction regarding cost allocation methodologies for a 
generation collector system.

• No specific plan costs were presented to CAWG due to 
nature of the GI queue.  (GI queue processes interconnection 
requests in clusters every six months – such piecemeal 
approach does not lead itself to a system approach to 
collector system design)

• CAWG has asked for more information to deal with cost 
allocation.
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AGCTF Continue Pursuing Generation 
Collector System?

• The Area Generation Connection Task Force can 
continue to pursue the development of a Generation 
Collector System for the SPP footprint.

• Maximum allowable transmission cost may need to 
be determined before picking a methodology (i.e. 
how much cost is SPP willing to invest in a 
generation collector system)

• Maximum amount of wind generation to be designed 
for may need to be determined.  

• Process expected to take 6-12 months if not longer.  
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MOPC Action Item

• Provide Direction on the AGCTF motion to 
purse a Generator Collection System
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
AREA GENERATION CONNECTION TASK FORCE 

 

1. Organizational Roster 
 Carl Huslig, ITC (Chair)   Mitch Williams, WFEC   
 Bill Bojorquez, Hunt Transmission Travis Hyde, OG&E   
 Bob Tumilty, AEP   Charles Hendrix, SPP Staff 

 

2. Background 
The Area Generation Connection Task Force (AGCTF) was proposed and approved by the 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee on April 14, 2010.  The Charter later approved by 
the task force addressed the need to address the following:  

 
“SPP Staff is currently dealing with in multiple generation developers in areas of concentrated 
generation interest and the issuance of NTCs (Notices To Construct) for new EHV 
transmission lines near or through such areas.  The Area Generation Connection Task Force 
(AGCTF) is responsible for developing and recommending policy to guide SPP Staff to 
determine the optimum method of interconnecting generation given the complex situations 
generally prevalent.”   

 
3. Analysis 

 
The AGCTF held several meetings, primarily conference calls, in June through January, to 
focus on the scope of activities, foremost being to develop policy recommendations to limit 
the addition of redundant transmission facilities that are currently being proposed by 
generation developers and being dealt with by SPP Staff through the Generation 
Interconnection process.  This policy recommendation would have several aspects, 1) 
reliability and stability issues, 2) cost implication issues, 3) right-of-way issues between not 
only landowners but competing generation developers, as well as other issues.   

Participants in the AGCTF included a group of SPP member representatives and active 
support by several representatives from SPS/Xcel Energy, Sunflower, Westar, Golden 
Spread, but also many affected and interested generation developers as well as regulatory 
representatives.   

3.1. Description of the Problem – Issues experienced by staff in processing the current 
generation interconnection queue related to the charter of the AGCTF are as 
follows.   

 
3.1.1. Areas of High Concentration of Wind Generation Interest – There are several 

areas in the SPP footprint that have high potential for wind generation.  These 
areas are targeted by several different generation developers who are all 
dealing with many of the same landowners.  When signing leases with 
landowners, land that is under lease by different developers is often blocking 
the paths of other developers to approach existing transmission lines and 
substations.  This has led to developers each acquiring different routes from 
their respective generation sites to the nearest transmission line.  The routes do 
not terminate at the same spot on the transmission line.  This leads to 
developers asking for their own substation to interconnect their generating 
facility even though the customer that is ready to proceed with construction 
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Area Generation Connection Task Force  
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normally would have priority in picking the location of the site of the substation.  
This process is usually complicated by the fact that in many instances 
Interconnection Customers with higher queue positions may go into suspension 
or otherwise delay their projects thus leaving uncertainty for lower queued 
interconnection customers who may be ready to proceed with construction.   

 
3.1.2. New Transmission Lines with NTC that are not yet in service – Several of the 

proposed transmission lines that have been issued NTCs from the Balanced 
Portfolio and Priority Project processes have proposed routes that traverse 
area with high wind potential.  While some substations, such as Comanche 
Substation and Border Substation (on the Tuco-Woodward 345kV line), have 
been designated through the processes, there are long stretches of proposed 
transmission line in which no designated substations are yet proposed.  This 
leads to the question of where substations should be placed.   

 
3.1.3. LUPTF (Land Use Policy Task Force) Issues – If the AGCTF did find that 

reducing the number of substations was the correct policy to follow, this could 
actually mean that transmission line mileage may in fact increase as generator 
leads are built to major substations.  This would lead to issues being addressed 
by the LUPTF to ensure efficient use of right-of-way (ROW), identify key 
corridors for transmission, and minimize total ROW requirements.    

 
3.2. Reliability Issues of Duplicative Substations - Among initial research efforts, the 

AGCTF heard presentations from consultants that perform transient switching surge 
studies (EMTP study) regarding technical and reliability issues.  Extremely long 
transmission lines that are tapped in order by substations that only interconnect 
generation and no additional transmission lines sometimes require the addition of 
shunt reactors at each end of the transmission line. When the line is tapped again, 
more shunt reactors are required to account for all the various line segments.  This 
can be seen Figure 1.  If a particular example line is tapped three times to 
interconnect generation substations, a total of 202 MVar of reactors 
(50+27+27+25+75) are required as opposed to only 125 MVar if the line is only 
tapped once.   In a large percentage of these cases, because the reactors are 
necessary for switching surge issues (and not seasonal high voltage issues), the 
reactors that are required are “fixed” reactors.  This means that the reactors must be 
in service at all times no matter what the seasonal loading of the line happens to be.  
Reactors are usually necessary on long lines during light loads, but can be switched 
off during times of heavy load to maintain voltages on the transmission system.  
When reactors cannot be switched off during times of heavy loading, voltage 
depression and possible voltage collapse may occur during system outage 
conditions. Fixed shunt reactors also increase the impedence of the line reducing 
the amount of ATC available on the line.   
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Figure 1.  Configuration proposed to tap the example 345kV line three times for 
generation only substations -  Requires 202Mvars of reactors.   
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Therefore, it is evident in some circumstances that building extra substations can 
ultimately degrade the reliability of the transmission system.  Also, because the 
determination of locating and sizing fixed shunt reactors requires special EMTP study, it 
is difficult to complete this analysis during the Definitive Planning and Facility Study 
process of the generation interconnection process.  Because of this particular issue, it is 
necessary to have more study time to perform these analyses.  It was discussed by the 
AGCTF and approved that if a generator interconnection customer wishes to interconnect 
on a line that requires such analysis that the generator must first enter the Preliminary 
Interconnection System Impact Study (PISIS) queue in the SPP interconnection process.  
Having these requests go through the PISIS stage of the interconnection process adds 
an additional six months to the study time the request must go through as opposed to 
several interconnection requests moving straight to the Definitive Interconnection System 
Impact Study (DISIS).   
 

3.2.1. Exceptions – No exceptions are expected to be allowed as this issue affects 
reliability.   

3.3. Cost Issues of Duplicative Substations - The AGCTF also discussed ‘one-owner’ 
methods of cost assignment of network upgrades and interconnection facilities.  In 
this proposed method, the cost of a new substation is weighed against the cost of 
building an additional transmission lead to the closest existing or earlier proposed 
substation.  If the extra cost of transmission is less than the cost of the substation, 
then a new substation is not necessarily allowed.   This method is illustrated below 

  Example: New 345kV Substation  $10,000,000  
   New 345kV Transmission $700,000/mile 
   Cost to add terminal at Existing 345kV Sub - $2,000,000 
 

Using these costs, adding a new terminal at an existing substation could 
be built with 11 miles of 345kV transmission at a cost less than a new 
substation. This would place 345kV substations no closer than 22 miles 
apart if the only interconnecting equipment was generating equipment.    

    

3.3.1. Exceptions – Exceptions may be addressed on a case by case basis.  
Exceptions may include caveats that Interconnection Customer be required to 
fund the entire cost of new substations including O&M costs and not be eligible 
for credits under Attachment V.  This exception will require tariff modifications.   

3.4. Generation Collection System - One suggestion from a task force member to 
address reliability issues centered on a proposal to change NTCs of all existing 
single circuit 345kV lines to double circuit 345kV lines and allow the second 345kV 
circuit for the connection of generation.  This proposal would allow access to existing 
or proposed substations, which can be a problem and cut down on duplicative 
substations.   

After a joint meeting with the Land Use Policy Task (LUPTF) on August 6, 2010, the 
AGCTF began evaluating means of combining generator leads in an effort to reduce 
right-of-way impacts and/or land use pressures to reach existing transmission 
system hubs.  Methods of combining generators leads which were considered 
included 1) sharing generator leads that were radial to hubs, 2) the previously 
mentioned method of stringing a second set of conductors on newly approved 
transmission lines for generation collection, 3) creating generator collection loops 
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that looped in and out of existing hubs and, 4) generator loops that had terminals at 
two different hubs.  There was significant opposition to some of these methods from 
some participants as well as significant support for others.  Certain issues were 
discussed as land use pressures, ability of generators to obtain financing, and the 
possibility of utilities building transmission lines for sole-use customers.  However, 
the over-arching issue of each of these methods was cost allocation.   

The AGCTF held its last meeting before the October MOPC meeting on October 1st 
and concluded its meeting with a decision to report to the MOPC and ask for further 
direction and to continue work on the recommendations for a report to the MOPC in 
January.   

After the MOPC meeting in October, the AGCTF concentrated on cost allocation 
methodologies for a generator collector system.  The AGCTF Chair and Staff 
Secretary met via conference call with the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) 
Chair and Staff Secretary on October 23rd to discuss items the AGCTF had been 
working on.  This was followed up by an AGCTF report to the CAWG on October 
27th. A draft whitepaper for AGCTF cost allocation was drawn up by the Staff 
Secretary and was distributed and discussed at the AGCTF meeting on November 
22nd.  The consensus of the AGCTF was to present to the CAWG and request 
direction at their meeting on December 1st.   

The presentation at the CAWG was met for a call for more information to be 
presented particularly related to how much the plans would cost. The CAWG did not 
believe that enough detail in regards to the cost of the proposals had been 
presented to act on the whitepaper by the AGCTF particularly in the area of a 
Generator Collection System.    The CAWG expressed a need to see actual 
numbers on how much such a system may actually cost ratepayers in SPP.   

Calculating actual costs on the system had not been attempted due to the current 
process in the generation interconnection queue in which interconnection requests 
are studied in clusters every six months.  This prevents a system approach to 
designing and calculating costs for a collector system and instead leads to a 
piecemeal approach.  In such a piecemeal approach, other limiting factors must be 
introduced to determine allowable costs.  These factors may include placing a cap 
on the cost of a collector system or limiting the amount of generation that a collector 
system would be designed to accommodate.   

3.5. Analysis Concluded - After the CAWG meeting, the AGCTF met again on December 
7th.   The AGCTF determined to separate the substation issues (issues pertaining 
mainly to locating substations) from the transmission issues (issues pertaining to 
building a generator collector system).  The substation policy issues would be 
submitted to MOPC for an approval vote and further direction would be requested on 
the generator collector system.   

 

4. Summary of Recommendations for Consideration  
 
4.1. Because of all the reasons described in Section 3.1, multiple taps on transmission 

lines consisting of redundant transmission facilities (primarily three breaker ring 
buses with “in and out” transmission to interconnect generation) should be avoided.  
The methods of avoiding these redundant facilities include - 
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4.2. SPP processes, whether stakeholder processes, or processes such as the 
Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) or Generation Interconnection (GI) 
processes should designate hubs for generation collection on existing transmission 
lines, priority project transmission lines, and ITP approved transmission lines.   

 
4.2.1. Discussion - These designated hubs are necessary to avoid the issues 

stated in Section 3.1 dealing with multiple generation interconnection 
customers, queue gaming,  and landowners in addition to environmental 
concerns and unnecessary costs associated with building multiple and 
redundant substation interconnection facilities.  SPP will designate, through the 
ITP process, generation collector substations to be built on newly proposed 
345kV or higher voltage transmission lines from the ITP 10 study process.  
SPP, through the GI process will designate such hubs on existing transmission 
lines.  The designation of these generation collector substations will create a 
known area/location that generation developers will need to target as they plan 
generation in a certain area of the SPP footprint.  Having this known location 
will also defuse situations dealing with developers that may insist on their own 
substation on land they may control to the detriment of other developers.  In 
addition, SPP will conduct the additional necessary studies (limited to EMTP 
switching surge studies) for siting such hubs before an NTC is issued for those 
substations.   

 
4.2.2. NTCs for Hubs - These Designated Hub Substations will be issued an NTC 

in accordance with Attachment O. of the OATT.  Interconnections along these 
NTC lines will not be accepted until the NTCs have been issued by SPP, a 
response has been received from the designated Transmission Owner, and 
such response (if different from the original NTC) has been accepted and 
approved by SPP and its BOD (if necessary).   

 
 

4.2.3. Cost Allocation for Hub Substation – Upon approval by the CAWG, these ITP 
designated hubs for collecting generation will be cost allocated per the 
Highway/Bi-way Cost Allocation Methodology. 

 
4.2.4. Cost Allocation for Interconnection Equipment - Subsequent circuit breakers 

and line terminal equipment for interconnecting generation will follow the 
current cost allocation methodology in Attachment V. of the OATT.   

 
 

4.3. For an Interconnection Customer who requests an interconnection at a location 
other than an approved hub, more time is required to study the interconnection 
ramifications to reliability and stability by requiring those customers to enter the 
Preliminary Impact Study interconnection (PISIS) queue to determine if 
interconnection is reliable and to give ample time to direct Interconnection Customer 
to interconnect at an approved hub.   

 
4.3.1. If the study process shows that additional fixed shunt reactors are necessary 

for transient switching concerns, a new substation would not be allowed and 
the Interconnection Customer would be directed to interconnect at an approved 
hub.   

 
4.3.2. Otherwise, the Customer can re-enter the interconnection queue at a later 

date when a designated hub has been approved near their facility. 
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4.4. Interconnections that require transmission facilities that are considered redundant 
and duplicative and therefore cost in-effective should not be allowed and the 
customers should be directed to interconnect at approved hubs.  Exceptions to this 
could be considered for issues such as infeasibility of acquiring right-of-way to the 
approved hubs with agreement between the parties involved on a case by case 
basis.    

 
4.4.1. Rationale for considering substations redundant and duplicative are based 

on a ‘one-owner’ cost methodology in which it is determined whether the cost of 
transmission is less than a new substation costs, then a new substation would 
not be allowed.  Based on this methodology and recent substation and 
transmission estimates – 

 
4.4.1.1. 345kV substations that contain only an “in-and-out” transmission 

configuration and a generation lead shall be no less than 23 miles apart.   
 

4.4.1.2. 230kV substations that contain only an “in-and-out” transmission 
configuration and a generation lead shall be no less than 20 miles apart.  

 
4.4.2. Cost Allocation Methodologies for building a ‘redundant’ substation (if 

allowed) will be treated as Transmission Owner Interconnection Facility with 
Interconnection Customer funding E&C as well as O&M costs.  This treatment 
of redundant substations may require tariff changes to Attachment V.     

 
4.5. The process outlined by the AGCTF is shown in Figure 2.   
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Figure 2.  Flowchart of AGCTF recommendations for Interconnection Substations 
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5. Item with No Recommendation - Generation Collection System - At some point in the 
future, SPP processes should continue to investigate the designation and design of a 
generation collection transmission system (as part of the Bulk Power System) when 
interconnecting two or more generators in an effort to combine generator leads, and 
make efficient use of right of way as well as provide future corridors for wind 
development.  However, it may not be appropriate to pursue this recommendation at this 
time.    

 
 

5.1. Potential cost allocation for the generation collection system for facilities 100kV and 
above could follow the approved highway/byway funding methodology with the 
following caveats to distinguish these facilities from other ITP facilities.   

5.1.1. An Access Charge could be applicable for any interconnection customer that 
connects to the transmission line and credits would be provided back to the 
region/zone as appropriate. 

5.1.2. Prior commitment is required by the interconnecting customer via a 
subscription process.  Once a subscription rate of a pre-determined amount is 
satisfied, interconnecting customers would meet their financial commitments 
and the collector project could move forward.   

5.1.3. Alternate methodologies to an Access Charge such as Contribution in Aid of 
Construction (CIAC) or fixed charge rates could also be considered 

5.1.4. Other methodologies for inclusion of generators to include in a collector 
system will also be considered.  

 

5.2. Cost Allocation Methodologies 

5.2.1. Generation Collector Transmission System (300kV and above) – 
Proposal ‘A’  

5.2.1.1. Generator Leads - For transmission lines designated by the 
Transmission Provider, that are to be built by the Transmission Owner 
that extend from a Hub and terminate at a Generating Facility, the 
following criteria will apply – 
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• Transmission lines may be built to standards in which the loadability 
limits will be in the approximate values of 800-1000MVA (2.0-2.5 SIL @ 
345kV). 

• Generators will pay a pro-rata share (based on the ratio of the size of the 
Generating facility to the size of the transmission line) of the cost build 
the transmission line lead for the cost allocation of a Transmission 
Owner Interconnection Facility – 100% cost to the Generation 
Interconnection Customer.   

• The remaining cost of the line will be cost allocated as highway facilities 
for 345kV, 100% to the region.   

• Subsequent generators will pay a pro-rata share of the cost to build the 
line, with those funds offsetting the highway facilities cost allocation that 
built the line.   

• If the subsequent generators tap the line (i.e. does not use the entire line 
mileage), the pro-rata share will also pro-rated on a per mile basis. 

• If the subsequent generator pays to extend the line, the extended portion 
of the line will have similar cost allocation as the initial portion except that 
the extended portion may not have the full standard rating as the initial 
portion (an extension may only be built for 500 MW instead of 1000MW) 

 

5.2.1.2. Generator Leads that are Ultimately Connected to Each Other – For 
transmission lines, that are built by the Transmission Owner that extend 
from a Hub to a Generating Facility and eventually are planned by the 
Transmission Provider to connect to an adjacent Generator Lead from an 
adjacent Hub, the following criteria apply.   
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• The section of transmission line that is built by the Transmission Owner that 
connects two generator leads together (decision made by Transmission 
Provider as to which leads are connected together) qualifies for highway cost 
allocation funding – 100% to the region.   

• When the generator leads are connected, all facilities become part of the 
network and those generation interconnection customers become eligible to 
receive credits to their expenses based on transmission service that is 
flowing on the newly created transmission lines.  In addition, Interconnection 
Customer is no longer responsible for the operations and maintenance on 
the transmission lines that they initially funded.   

 

5.2.2. Generation Collector Transmission System (300kV and above) – 
Proposal ‘B’ 

5.2.2.1. Generator Collector Lines – For transmission lines that are built by the 
Transmission Owner that extend from a Hub and terminate at another 
Hub but are built primarily to interconnect generation and may not take a 
direct route from one Hub to the next, the following criteria will apply 
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• During the 180 day open season of the Generation Interconnection Cluster 
study, Transmission Provider will announce that requests will be accepted for 
a specific corridor(s) between two transmission hub locations.  Interested 
generator interconnection customers can submit new interconnection 
requests to interconnect into these corridors.  Also, customers with existing 
queue positions may apply to change their point of interconnection into this 
corridor while maintaining their current queue position.  New/additional 
charges will apply for interconnecting into the new line. 

• If 50% of the line loadability capacity (MW) of the specific corridor line is 
requested, Transmission Provider will commence studies to approve the line 
with the requested generators interconnected into the line. 

• Lines, 300kV or higher will be highway funded – 100% cost to the region    

• Customer will be directly assigned radial transmission and substation costs 
applicable to its interconnection. 

• An access charge based on the cost of the line will be charged to the 
customer for interconnecting into the line. 
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5.2.3. Generation Collector Transmission System (300kV and above) – 
Proposal ‘C’ 

5.2.3.1. Generator Collector System – A Generation Collection System is 
developed that is not connected to the existing transmission network 
except at hub points that are in central and eastern portions of SPP.  
There are no connection points to the existing grid in the western parts of 
SPP.  The benefits of such a configuration is that parallel flows are not 
created on the lower voltage network that cause overloads with low 
sensitivity factors but will become acute after the addition of several 
thousand MW of generation.  This will avoid a complete rebuilding of the 
underlying system in the areas of highest wind concentration.  This 
configuration will make the generation collector system appear as a 
separate transmission system to the existing grid.  Connector points on 
this system may be  

• Lawton Eastside 
• Woodring 
• Wichita 
• Summit 
• Grand Island 

 

 
 
 
 

5.2.3.2. A generation collector system will consist of east-west 345kV lines 
extending from each of these points to a north–south double-345kV 
backbone line that connects each of these east-west lines.   

5.2.3.3. The system is funded via the Tehachapi method.  The 345kV lines are 
built through the highway cost allocation funding and as generators 
interconnect on to the lines, they pay a pro-rata share of the costs 
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5.2.3.4. Additional north-south 345kV lines that connect the east-west lines may 
be necessary as line loadability and stability analyses may indicate.   

5.2.3.5. The east-west lines (and additional north-south lines) will be scheduled 
for construction per the following 

5.2.3.6. During the 180 day open season of the Generation Interconnection 
Cluster study, Transmission Provider will announce that requests will be 
accepted for a specific corridor(s) between two transmission hub 
locations.  Interested generator interconnection customers can submit 
new interconnection requests to interconnect into these corridors.  Also, 
customers with existing queue positions may apply to change their point 
of interconnection into this corridor while maintaining their current queue 
position.  New/additional charges will apply for interconnecting into the 
new line. 

5.2.3.7. If 50% of the line loadability capacity (MW) of the specific corridor line is 
requested, Transmission Provider will commence studies to approve the 
line with the requested generators interconnected into the line. 

5.2.3.8. Customer will be directly assigned radial transmission and substation 
costs applicable to its interconnection. 

5.3. Factors to Consider for Designing a Generator Collector System and 
Determining Costs 

The Cost Allocation Working Group declined to act on any proposal for a Generation 
Collection System because no actual cost calculations had been presented.  Because the 
Generation Collection System would presently be affected by the generation 
interconnection queue, this was a not calculated at this time.  It cannot be know with 
certainty how much generation would go forward and ultimately be built if a policy was 
approved going forward. It would also not be know where this generation would be built 
and what collector system would be necessary to accommodate.  To help determine 
these factors the following factors may need to be determined.   

5.3.1. Ultimate amount of Wind Generation to be Interconnected in SPP, or 

5.3.2. Ultimate amount ($) of transmission that would be built to serve as a collector 
system for generation in SPP.   

 

6. Conclusions 

The Area Generation Connection Task Force (AGCTF) was charged with developing and 
recommending policy to guide SPP Staff to determine the optimum method of interconnecting 
generation given the complex situations generally prevalent.  The issues dealt with by the AGCTF 
consisted of substation siting issues, and in the interest of reducing duplicative substations, 
developing a generation collection transmission system to collect generation and “bring” to the 
hub substations.   The recommendations included in Section 4 of this document are the AGCTF’s 
attempt to address duplicative substation issues and it is the ACGTF recommendation that 
MOPC approve these items.  These recommendations will be used by SPP staff to more 
efficiently process the generation interconnection queue.  The development of a generation 
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collection system is seen as a goal for SPP and the AGCTF.  However, such a goal will need 
more time and analysis.   
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
AREA GENERATION CONNECTION TASK FORCE 

Status Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 11-12, 2011 

 

Organizational Roster 
Carl Huslig, ITC (Chair)  Mitch Williams, WFEC   Bill Bojorquez, Hunt Transmission 
Travis Hyde, OG&E  Bob Tumilty, AEP  Charles Hendrix, SPP Staff 
   

Background 
The Area Generation Connection Task Force (AGCTF) was proposed and approved by the Markets and 
Operations Policy Committee on April 14, 2010.  The Charter later approved by the task force addressed 
the need to address the following:  

 
SPP Staff is currently dealing with in multiple generation developers in areas of concentrated 
generation interest and the issuance of NTCs (Notice To Construct) for new EHV transmission lines 
near or through such areas.  The Area Generation Connection Task Force (AGCTF) is responsible 
for developing and recommending policy to guide SPP Staff to determine the optimum method of 
interconnecting generation given the complex situations generally prevalent.   

 
Analysis 
 
The AGCTF held several meetings, primarily conference calls, in June through January, to focus on the 
scope of activities, foremost being to develop policy recommendations to limit the addition of redundant 
transmission facilities that are currently being proposed by generation developers and being dealt with by 
SPP Staff through the Generation Interconnection process.  This policy recommendation would have 
several aspects, 1) reliability and stability issues, 2) cost implication issues, 3) right-of-way issues 
between not only landowners but competing generation developers, as well as other issues.   

Participants in the AGCTF included a group of SPP member representatives and active support by 
several representatives from SPS/Xcel Energy, Sunflower, Westar, Golden Spread, but also many 
affected and interested generation developers as well as regulatory representatives.  Among initial 
research efforts, the AGCTF heard presentations from consultants that perform transient switching surge 
studies regarding technical and reliability issues and discussed ‘one-owner’ methods of cost assignment 
issues.  In addition, the AGCTF also discussed a proposal to change NTCs of all existing single circuit 
345kV lines to double circuit 345kV lines and allow the second 345kV circuit for the connection of 
generation.   

After a joint meeting with the Land Use Policy Task (LUPTF) on August 6, 2010, the AGCTF began 
evaluating means of combining generator leads in an effort to reduce right-of-way impacts and/or land 
use pressures to reach existing transmission system hubs.  Methods of combining generators leads 
which were considered included 1) sharing generator leads that were radial to hubs, 2) the previously 
mentioned method of stringing a second set of conductors on newly approved transmission lines for 
generation collection, 3) creating generator collection loops that looped in and out of existing hubs and, 4) 
generator loops that had terminals at two different hubs.  There was significant opposition to some of 
these methods from some participants as well as significant support for others.  Certain issues were 
discussed as land use pressures, ability of generators to obtain financing, and the possibility of utilities 
building transmission lines for sole-use customers.  However, the over-arching issue of each of these 
methods was cost allocation.   
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The AGCTF made a report to the MOPC in October, 2010.  In the report to the MOPC, a request was 
made to extend the time allotted to the AGCTF for an additional three months to further explore the 
issues associated with cost allocation of a generator collection system.  The request was approved and 
the AGCTF was allowed to meet for an additional three months.   

The AGCTF met from October through December and drew up a whitepaper for cost allocation 
methodologies for a generator collector system.  The whitepaper summary was presented to the Cost 
Allocation Working Group (CAWG) in December The CAWG did not believe that enough detail in regards 
to the cost of the proposals had been presented to act on the whitepaper by the AGCTF particularly in the 
area of a Generator Collection System.    The CAWG expressed a need to see actual numbers on how 
much such a system may actually cost ratepayers in SPP.   

Calculating actual costs on the system had not been attempted due to the current process in the 
generation interconnection queue in which interconnection requests are studied in clusters every six 
months.  This prevents a system approach to designing and calculating costs for a collector system and 
instead leads to a piecemeal approach.  In such a piecemeal approach, other limiting factors must be 
introduced to determine allowable costs.  These factors may include placing a cap on the cost of a 
collector system or limiting the amount of generation that a collector system would be designed to 
accommodate.   

The CAWG did not act on the proposals of the whitepaper.   

After the CAWG meeting, the AGCTF met in December and determined to separate the more costly 
Generator Collector System recommendations out from the substation recommendations.  The 
recommendations and other issues are listed below.  The AGCTF is also requesting direction from the 
MOPC at this time as to whether to continue pursuing a policy for a generation collection system that will 
attempt to better quantify cost allocation impacts to the SPP footprint.  To continue pursuing this policy 
will likely take six to twelve months.   

 
Recommendations (Voting Items)  

Multiple taps on transmission lines consisting of redundant transmission facilities (primarily three 
breaker ring buses to interconnect generation) should be avoided.  The methods of avoiding these 
redundant facilities are detailed in the AGCTF whitepaper and are summarized below - 
 
• SPP processes, whether stakeholder processes, or processes such as the Integrated 

Transmission Planning (ITP) or Generation Interconnection (GI) processes should designate 
hubs for generation collection on existing transmission lines, priority project transmission lines, 
and ITP approved transmission lines.   

o These Designated Hub Substations will be issued a notice to construct (NTC) in 
accordance with Attachment O. of the OATT.  The NTC will be issued after the execution 
of an Interconnection Agreement for a Generating Facility that would use the line.  

o Cost Allocation for Hub Substation – Upon approval by the CAWG and RSC, these ITP 
designated hubs for collecting generation will be cost allocated per the Highway/Bi-way 
Cost Allocation Methodology. 

o Cost Allocation for Interconnection Equipment - Subsequent circuit breakers and line 
terminal equipment for interconnecting generation will follow the current cost allocation 
methodology in Attachment V. of the OATT.   

 
• For an Interconnection Customer who requests an interconnection at a location other than an 

approved hub, more time is required to study the interconnection ramifications to reliability and 
stability by requiring those customers to enter the Preliminary Impact Study interconnection 
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(PISIS) queue to determine if interconnection is reliable and to give ample time to direct 
Interconnection Customer to interconnect at an approved hub.   

o If the study process shows that additional fixed shunt reactors are necessary for transient 
switching concerns, the Interconnection Customer would be directed to interconnect at an 
approved hub.  Otherwise, the Interconnection Customer can re-enter the interconnection 
queue at a later date when a designated hub has been approved near their facility.   

 
• Interconnections that require transmission facilities that are considered redundant and duplicative 

and therefore cost in-effective should not be allowed and the customers should be directed to 
interconnect at approved hubs.  Exceptions to this could be considered for issues such as 
infeasibility of acquiring right-of-way to the approved hubs with agreement between the parties 
involved on a case by case basis.    

 
 
 

Issues For Further Analysis (Non-Voting Items) 
 
• SPP processes should continue to investigate the designation of and design of  a generation 

collection transmission system (as part of the Bulk Power System) when interconnecting two or 
more generators in an effort to combine generator leads, and make efficient use of right of way as 
well as provide future corridors for wind development.   

 
o Potential cost allocation for the generation collection system for facilities 100kV and 

above could follow the approved highway/byway funding methodology with the following 
caveats to distinguish these facilities from other ITP facilities.  These methods are more 
fully detailed in the AGCTF whitepaper.   

 Highway/byway with credits back to the zone/region 
 Direct Assigned paying credits back to zone/region 
 Access Charge with subscription requirement 
 Contribution in Aid of Construction (CIAC)  

 
 
 

Action Requested: 1. Approve Recommendations. 

2. Determine if an extension is warranted for an additional six months to  
twelve months to determine cost allocation impacts of a Generator 
Collector system.   

 

Recent Approvals:   ACGTF approved recommendations at its meeting on January 4, 2011 

 

1007 of 1245



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ACE Diversity Interchange 

Status Report 

and 

Operational Statics 

August 17, 2010 – November 17, 2010 

 

 

Created By 

Neil Robertson 

 

December 10, 2010 

 

 

1008 of 1245



 

Page | 1  
 

 

Status Report 

SPP’s ACE Diversity Interchange (ADI) program has been in operation since August 17, 2010.  The 
program began with and continues to consist of three participating Balancing Authorities; AEP West, 
Empire District Electric, and Xcel SPS.  ADI has operated continuously since August 17, 2010 with no 
significant operational issues. 

Operational Statistics 

In this statistical analysis, ACE Diversity Interchange data was sampled every 10 seconds for the period 
of August 17 – November 17, 2010.  The three Balancing Authorities participating in ADI are represented 
as BA#1, BA#2, and BA#3.  M1 represents a one month period of time from August 17 – September 17, 
2010.  M2 represents September 17 – October 17, 2010. M3 represents October 17 – November 17, 
2010. 

RAW ACE – The calculated ACE of a Balancing Authority excluding any ACE diversity. 

ADI – The amount of ACE diversity available to a participating Balancing Authority at any given point in 
time. 

ADI ACE – A Balancing Authority’s ACE including ADI with RAW ACE.  (RAW ACE – ADI) = ADI ACE 

Table 1‐ Discreet Positive and Negative ACE Analysis of ADI 

Average Negative RAW ACE  Average Positive RAW ACE 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐32.9  ‐25.8  ‐22.4 ‐27.0 BA#1 32.1 26.2 24.6  27.7 
BA#2  ‐9.0  ‐7.2  ‐7.1 ‐7.7 BA#2 7.6 6.5 6.5  6.9 
BA#3  ‐21.8  ‐20.4  ‐21.1 ‐21.1 BA#3 24.9 21.2 21.4  22.5 

Average Negative ADI  Average Positive ADI 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐10.7  ‐10.0  ‐9.2 ‐10.0 BA#1 10.1 7.7 9.5  9.1 
BA#2  ‐7.2  ‐5.2  ‐4.9 ‐5.7 BA#2 5.0 4.1 4.0  4.4 
BA#3  ‐10.8  ‐9.6  ‐10.9 ‐10.4 BA#3 11.1 9.5 9.0  9.9 

Average Negative ADI ACE  Average Positive ADI ACE 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐29.6  ‐22.3  ‐19.1 ‐23.7 BA#1 28.5 22.9 20.9  24.1 
BA#2  ‐5.4  ‐4.9  ‐4.8 ‐5.0 BA#2 5.5 4.8 4.8  5.0 
BA#3  ‐18.4  ‐17.6  ‐17.1 ‐17.7 BA#3 21.0 17.6 17.9  18.8 

Negative ACE Reduction  Positive ACE Reduction 
BA#1  12.4%  BA#1 12.8% 
BA#2  34.9%  BA#2 27.0% 
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BA#3  16.2%  BA#3 16.3% 
 

In Table 1‐ Discreet Positive and Negative ACE Analysis of ADI above, intervals where a Balancing 
Authority had a negative or positive RAW ACE were analyzed separately.  Both the Negative and Positive 
ACE Reductions were calculated by dividing ADI ACE by RAW ACE in the table.  ADI ACE values in the 
table reflect the average of each studied interval.  The RAW ACE and ADI values displayed in the Table 1 
were not used to calculate the ADI ACE values displayed. 

Table 2 – Absolute Value ACE Analysis of ADI 

Average RAW ACE (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 32.5 26.0 23.6 27.3
BA#2 8.4 6.9 6.8 7.3
BA#3 23.4 20.8 21.2 21.8

Average ADI (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 6.8 5.9 6.5 6.4
BA#2 4.2 3.2 3.1 3.5
BA#3 6.6 5.5 6.5 6.2

Average ADI ACE (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 26.3 20.8 18.1 21.7
BA#2 4.6 4.0 4.2 4.3
BA#3 17.0 15.5 14.9 15.8

ACE Reduction (ABS) 
BA#1 20.5% 
BA#2 42.1% 
BA#3 27.6% 

 

In Table 2 – Absolute Value ACE Analysis of ADI above, all data elements were converted to an absolute 
value in an attempt to quantify the cumulative effect of ACE diversity combining instances of both 
positive and negative RAW ACE.  ADI ACE values in the table reflect the average of each studied interval.  
The RAW ACE and ADI values displayed in the Table 2 were not used to calculate the ADI ACE values 
displayed.  This analysis excluded the effects of intervals where a “Sign Change” occurred. 

Sign Change – In terms of SPP’s ACE Diversity Interchange program, “Sign Change” occurs when a 
participating Balancing Authority’s RAW ACE and ADI value have a different sign caused by a time lag 
created by the data transfer information between the Balancing Authority and SPP as the host. 
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Table 3 – Probability of a Sign Change between RAW ACE and ADI 

M1  M2  M3  Total
BA#1  3.9% 5.7% 6.2% 5.3%
BA#2  4.9% 5.7% 6.2% 5.6%
BA#3  1.5% 2.0% 1.0% 1.5%
GROUP 3.5% 4.4% 4.5% 4.1%

 

Table 4 – Percentage Reduction in Time ACE is greater than L10 

M1  M2  M3  Avg. 
BA#1  19.16% 20.50% 25.51% 20.71%
BA#2  50.83% 37.08% 38.25% 43.90%
BA#3  36.80% 34.17% 35.00% 35.48%

 

In Table 4 – Percentage Reduction in Time ACE is greater than L10 above, the percentage value shown 
represents the reduction in the amount of time a participating Balancing Authority’s ACE was greater 
than L10 compared to not participating in ACE Diversity Interchange.  To calculate the percentages 
above, the number of 10 second intervals the Balancing Authority’s ADI ACE and RAW ACE were greater 
than L10 were counted.  The formula below converted these values to the percentage shown above. 
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Appendix 1 – ADI Data Sample 

Date  Time  BA1 RAW  BA1 ADI  BA2 RAW  BA2 ADI  BA3 RAW  BA3 ADI 

 09/17/2010  0:08:40  ‐73.1 ‐9.9 ‐3.7 ‐0.7 11.3  10.6
 09/17/2010  0:08:50  ‐57.9 ‐11.2 ‐0.6 ‐0.1 11.3  11.3
 09/17/2010  0:09:00  ‐57.9 ‐9 ‐4.5 ‐0.8 11.2  9.8
 09/17/2010  0:09:10  ‐49.8 ‐10.3 ‐4.2 ‐0.9 11.2  11.2
 09/17/2010  0:09:20  ‐43.4 ‐8.6 ‐3.2 ‐0.6 8.1  9.3
 09/17/2010  0:09:30  ‐46.8 ‐7.6 ‐2.1 ‐0.5 8.1  8.1
 09/17/2010  0:09:40  ‐46.8 ‐6.9 1.4 1.4 6  5.6
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ADI Status Report

• Began Operation August 17, 2010

• Three Participating Balancing Authorities

– AEP West

– Empire District Electric

– Xcel SPS

• No significant issues encountered during operation
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ADI Operational Statistics

• Aug. 17, 2010 – Nov. 17, 2010 Evaluated

• 10 Second Data Samples

• Goals of Evaluation

– Determine if a reduction in the average magnitude of 
ACE occurred

– Determine if participating BAs reduced ACE deviations 
outside L10 limits
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Negative ACE Reduction thru ADI
BA#1 12.4%
BA#2 34.9%
BA#3 16.2%

• Intervals of Negative and Positive 
ACE analyzed separately

• Absolute Value (ABS) analysis used 
to calculate an average reduction 
in ACE across all intervals

• Percentages represent reductions 
in average ACE thru ADI 
participation

Reductions in Magnitude of ACE

5

Positive ACE Reduction thru ADI
BA#1 12.8%
BA#2 27.0%
BA#3 16.3%

ACE Reduction thru ADI (ABS)
BA#1 20.5%
BA#2 42.1%
BA#3 27.6%
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% Reduction in Time ACE > L10

Avg.

BA#1 20.7%

BA#2 43.9%

BA#3 35.5%

• Percentages above represents the reduction in the amount of time a 
BAs ACE is larger than L10 thru ADI participation

ADI impact on ACE deviations larger than L10
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Conclusions

• Balancing Authorities participating in SPP’s ACE 
Diversity Interchange Program have observed

– Reductions in average magnitude of ACE

– Reductions in time ACE is greater than L10

• Benefits of ADI will increase as additional Balancing 
Authorities join the program
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Additional ADI Information

• Additional information on SPP’s ACE Diversity 
Interchange Program in available at the following link

– ADI Documents on SPP.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SEAMS STEERING COMMITTEE 

Report to the Markets & Operations Policy Committee 
December 17, 2010 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the SSC: 

American Electric Power   
Empire District Electric 
City Utilities of Springfield 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
ITC, Great Plains 
Kansas City Power & Light 
Entergy 
Calpine 
Nebraska Public Power    
Southwest Power Pool 
 

Richard Ross 
Bary Warren 
Jeff Knottek 
Jake Langthorn 
Brian Thumm 
Chris Standifer 
Christina Bigelow 
Jason Atwood 
Paul Malone       Chair 
Dowell Hudson   SPP Staff Secretary 
 
 

Activity Update 
The SSC December 17, 2010 Conference Call was held with CAWG members to finalize the draft of the 
Cost Allocation Principles for Seams Transmission Expansion Projects.  Items discussed included: 

• Seams Projects Classification and Applicability,  
• Seams Project Designation Criteria – OATT Compatibility,  
• Models and Modeling Assumptions,  
• Metrics and Criteria,  
• Cost Allocation.  

Discussions included current activity by CAWG development of RFP to seek vendor input for Seams 
Agreement development. The SSC and the CAWG agreed to review the current draft in their respective 
meetings scheduled for the first week in January. Paul Malone will provide an update on the draft in the 
January 11th MOPC meeting. 

Upcoming Meetings 
Seams Steering Committee Meeting, January 7th, webX teleconference, 9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

January 11, 2011 

Organizational Roster 

The following members represent the CIP Working Group: 

Members 
Robert McClanahan, AECC, Chair * 
Philip Propes, SPP, Secretary * 
Dewayne Ashford, OG&E+  
John Breckenridge, KCPL *  
Larry Craddock, WFEC*  
Dewayne Crayne, Empire District * 
Mark MacDonald, CLECO* 
Sandy Meyers, CUS+  
Keith Overland, Sunflower * 
Sarah Breckenridge, KCBPU* 
Steve Moll, Westar+ 
 
 
* Indicates attendance at the December 14, 

2010 meeting 
+ Indicates representation by proxy at the 

December 14, 2010 meeting 

Observers 
Bob Adam, KCBPU 
Steven Chase, GRDA 
John Allen, City Utilities of Springfield 
Gale Edwards, City Utilities of Springfield 
Gary Plummer, Kansas City Board of Public 
Utilities 
Daniel Moore, Western Farmer’s Electric 
Kelly Emanuel, Empire District Electric 
Gary Burnett, Kansas City Board of Public 
Utilities 
Robin Schroeder, Kansas City Board of Public 
Utilities 
Mike Lindberg, Kansas City Board of Public 
Utilities 
Angela Joplin, Kansas City Power and Light 
Stephen Diebold, Kansas City Power and 
Light 
Scott Harris, Kansas City Power and Light 
Bob Beachy, Kansas City Power and Light 
Glen Hattrup, Kansas City Power and Light 
Robert Hirchak, CLECO 
Shawn Geil, KEPCO 
Bert Ruckstuhl, NRG Energy 
Kevin Cicero, NRG Energy 
Tom Alrich, Matrikon 
Phil Sobol, CRSI 
Richard Anderson, FBI 
Rick Goins, US DHS 
Stacy Dochoda, SPP Regional Entity 
Joe Codemo, SPP 
Erin Jester, SPP 
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Activity Update 

The CIP Working Group (CIPWG) conducted its regular quarterly meeting on December 14, 2010, in 
Kansas City, KS.  Kansas City Board of Public Utilities (KCBPU) hosted the meeting. 

Meeting minutes and supplemental materials can be found on the CIPWG section of the SPP website at: 

 http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1777&pageID=27 

Upcoming Meetings 

The 2011 meetings of the SPP CIPWG have been discussed, but not formally scheduled. 

All meetings are scheduled for 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central Time. 

NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection Committee (CIPC) 

The NERC CIP Committee (CIPC) met December 8-9, 2010 in Tampa, FL.  The minutes of NERC CIP 
Committee meetings can be downloaded from the NERC website at: 

http://www.nerc.com/filez/cipmin.html 

Additional Information 

Spot Check and Review Process 

Stacy Dochoda of the SPP Regional Entity gave a presentation on the activities of the RE.  She 
presented on the current environment for NERC on compliance and enforcement.  She also focused on 
the most commonly violated standards, audit timelines and provided a TFE update. 

Order 706 Standards Drafting Team 

CIPWG members continue to work on the CIP Standards Drafting Team (SDT) in the development of the 
CIP version 3 standards.  Philip Huff (AECC) and Joe Doetzl (KCPL) are members of this drafting team, 
and each has provided continuous updates to the CIPWG regarding SDT activities.  Industry participation 
and comment are critical to CIP002, v. 4.  All CIP-related activities can be referenced at the NERC 
website at: 
 
http://www.nerc.com/filez/standards/Cyber-Security-Activities.html 
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Status Report 

SPP’s ACE Diversity Interchange (ADI) program has been in operation since August 17, 2010.  The 
program began with and continues to consist of three participating Balancing Authorities; AEP West, 
Empire District Electric, and Xcel SPS.  ADI has operated continuously since August 17, 2010 with no 
significant operational issues. 

Operational Statistics 

In this statistical analysis, ACE Diversity Interchange data was sampled every 10 seconds for the period 
of August 17 – November 17, 2010.  The three Balancing Authorities participating in ADI are represented 
as BA#1, BA#2, and BA#3.  M1 represents a one month period of time from August 17 – September 17, 
2010.  M2 represents September 17 – October 17, 2010. M3 represents October 17 – November 17, 
2010. 

RAW ACE – The calculated ACE of a Balancing Authority excluding any ACE diversity. 

ADI – The amount of ACE diversity available to a participating Balancing Authority at any given point in 
time. 

ADI ACE – A Balancing Authority’s ACE including ADI with RAW ACE.  (RAW ACE – ADI) = ADI ACE 

Table 1‐ Discreet Positive and Negative ACE Analysis of ADI 

Average Negative RAW ACE  Average Positive RAW ACE 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐32.9  ‐25.8  ‐22.4 ‐27.0 BA#1 32.1 26.2 24.6  27.7 
BA#2  ‐9.0  ‐7.2  ‐7.1 ‐7.7 BA#2 7.6 6.5 6.5  6.9 
BA#3  ‐21.8  ‐20.4  ‐21.1 ‐21.1 BA#3 24.9 21.2 21.4  22.5 

Average Negative ADI  Average Positive ADI 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐10.7  ‐10.0  ‐9.2 ‐10.0 BA#1 10.1 7.7 9.5  9.1 
BA#2  ‐7.2  ‐5.2  ‐4.9 ‐5.7 BA#2 5.0 4.1 4.0  4.4 
BA#3  ‐10.8  ‐9.6  ‐10.9 ‐10.4 BA#3 11.1 9.5 9.0  9.9 

Average Negative ADI ACE  Average Positive ADI ACE 
M1  M2  M3  Avg.  M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1  ‐29.6  ‐22.3  ‐19.1 ‐23.7 BA#1 28.5 22.9 20.9  24.1 
BA#2  ‐5.4  ‐4.9  ‐4.8 ‐5.0 BA#2 5.5 4.8 4.8  5.0 
BA#3  ‐18.4  ‐17.6  ‐17.1 ‐17.7 BA#3 21.0 17.6 17.9  18.8 

Negative ACE Reduction  Positive ACE Reduction 
BA#1  12.4%  BA#1 12.8% 
BA#2  34.9%  BA#2 27.0% 
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BA#3  16.2%  BA#3 16.3% 
 

In Table 1‐ Discreet Positive and Negative ACE Analysis of ADI above, intervals where a Balancing 
Authority had a negative or positive RAW ACE were analyzed separately.  Both the Negative and Positive 
ACE Reductions were calculated by dividing ADI ACE by RAW ACE in the table.  ADI ACE values in the 
table reflect the average of each studied interval.  The RAW ACE and ADI values displayed in the Table 1 
were not used to calculate the ADI ACE values displayed. 

Table 2 – Absolute Value ACE Analysis of ADI 

Average RAW ACE (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 32.5 26.0 23.6 27.3
BA#2 8.4 6.9 6.8 7.3
BA#3 23.4 20.8 21.2 21.8

Average ADI (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 6.8 5.9 6.5 6.4
BA#2 4.2 3.2 3.1 3.5
BA#3 6.6 5.5 6.5 6.2

Average ADI ACE (ABS) 
M1  M2  M3  Avg. 

BA#1 26.3 20.8 18.1 21.7
BA#2 4.6 4.0 4.2 4.3
BA#3 17.0 15.5 14.9 15.8

ACE Reduction (ABS) 
BA#1 20.5% 
BA#2 42.1% 
BA#3 27.6% 

 

In Table 2 – Absolute Value ACE Analysis of ADI above, all data elements were converted to an absolute 
value in an attempt to quantify the cumulative effect of ACE diversity combining instances of both 
positive and negative RAW ACE.  ADI ACE values in the table reflect the average of each studied interval.  
The RAW ACE and ADI values displayed in the Table 2 were not used to calculate the ADI ACE values 
displayed.  This analysis excluded the effects of intervals where a “Sign Change” occurred. 

Sign Change – In terms of SPP’s ACE Diversity Interchange program, “Sign Change” occurs when a 
participating Balancing Authority’s RAW ACE and ADI value have a different sign caused by a time lag 
created by the data transfer information between the Balancing Authority and SPP as the host. 
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Table 3 – Probability of a Sign Change between RAW ACE and ADI 

M1  M2  M3  Total
BA#1  3.9% 5.7% 6.2% 5.3%
BA#2  4.9% 5.7% 6.2% 5.6%
BA#3  1.5% 2.0% 1.0% 1.5%
GROUP 3.5% 4.4% 4.5% 4.1%

 

Table 4 – Percentage Reduction in Time ACE is greater than L10 

M1  M2  M3  Avg. 
BA#1  19.16% 20.50% 25.51% 20.71%
BA#2  50.83% 37.08% 38.25% 43.90%
BA#3  36.80% 34.17% 35.00% 35.48%

 

In Table 4 – Percentage Reduction in Time ACE is greater than L10 above, the percentage value shown 
represents the reduction in the amount of time a participating Balancing Authority’s ACE was greater 
than L10 compared to not participating in ACE Diversity Interchange.  To calculate the percentages 
above, the number of 10 second intervals the Balancing Authority’s ADI ACE and RAW ACE were greater 
than L10 were counted.  The formula below converted these values to the percentage shown above. 
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Appendix 1 – ADI Data Sample 

Date  Time  BA1 RAW  BA1 ADI  BA2 RAW  BA2 ADI  BA3 RAW  BA3 ADI 

 09/17/2010  0:08:40  ‐73.1 ‐9.9 ‐3.7 ‐0.7 11.3  10.6
 09/17/2010  0:08:50  ‐57.9 ‐11.2 ‐0.6 ‐0.1 11.3  11.3
 09/17/2010  0:09:00  ‐57.9 ‐9 ‐4.5 ‐0.8 11.2  9.8
 09/17/2010  0:09:10  ‐49.8 ‐10.3 ‐4.2 ‐0.9 11.2  11.2
 09/17/2010  0:09:20  ‐43.4 ‐8.6 ‐3.2 ‐0.6 8.1  9.3
 09/17/2010  0:09:30  ‐46.8 ‐7.6 ‐2.1 ‐0.5 8.1  8.1
 09/17/2010  0:09:40  ‐46.8 ‐6.9 1.4 1.4 6  5.6
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
OPERATING RELIABILITY WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Market & Operations Policy Committee 
January 11-12, 2011 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the ORWG: 

Kelson Energy        Mr. Jason Atwood 
American Electric Power      Mr. David Pritchard 
CLECO         Mr. Danny McDaniel 
Southwestern Public Service      Mr. Kyle McMenamin 
Westar Energy        Mr. Allen Klassen 
Independence Power & Light      Mr. Paul Lampe 
Nebraska Public Power District      Mr. Ron Gunderson 
Omaha Public Power District      Mr. Todd Gosnell 
Kansas City Power & Light      Mr. Jim Useldinger 
Lincoln Electric System       Mr. Steve Haun 
Empire District Electric       Mr. Anthony Due 
Sunflower Electric Cooperative      Mr. Allan George 
City Utilities of Springfield      Mr. John Stephens 
Southwestern Power Administration     Mr. Michael Wech 

 

Activity Update 
The ORWG has had 2 conference calls since the last MOPC meeting.  Items discussed have included 
review of the Crossroads Wind Special Protection System (SPS) and a draft SPS Policy.  Also, several 
Business Practices and Market Protocol Revisions have been reviewed by the ORWG in the past 2 
meetings.  Staff also presented a proposal to include additional technical requirements for wind resources 
in the Generation Interconnection Agreement.  ORWG provided feedback to staff on that proposal. 

ORWG has also been continuing its regular business items such as review of the DCS performance, TLR 
Reports, annual Most Severe Single Contingency Survey, and discussion of updates to the SPP 
Blackstart Plan.  Staff also provided an update at the December meeting of the 1/1/2011 go-live of the 
Current and Next Day studies that may be used by members in meeting the TOP-002 standard 
requirements. 

Staff and the ORWG will be working on implementation of the new Outage Scheduler system at SPP 
during the first half of 2011.  Also, work on ORTF action items related to enhancing the Reserve Sharing 
Group structure will be ongoing. 

Upcoming Meetings 
ORWG January 26-27, 2011 Face to Face, Denver, CO 
ORWG March 17, 2011 Webex/Teleconference 
ORWG May 19-20, 2011 Face to Face, TBD 
ORWG July 28, 2011 Webex/Teleconference 
ORWG September 14-15, Face to Face, TBD 
ORWG November 2011 Webex/Teleconference 
 

1029 of 1245



 

Additional Information 
None 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
OPERATIONS TRAINING WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 11-12, 2011 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Operations Training Working Group: 

Shannon Bolan, NPPD, Chair 
Richard Appel, SECI, Vice Chair  
Stanley Winbush, AEP 
Misty Revenew, WRI 
Carla Fitzpatrick, OPPD 
Rodney Lewis, KCPL 

Mike Hood, AECC 
Edgar Rivera, LUS 
Robert Hirchak, CLECO 
Mike Crouch, OKGE 
Mark Eastwood, CUS

 

Activity Update 
I.  Customer Training 2010 

• SPP awarded over 21,000 Continuing Education hours in 2010 (including CE hours 
awarded to SPP operations personnel through Customer Training) 

• From 2007-2010 the number of Continuing Education hours awarded through the 
Customer Training program has increased 141% 

 
Regional Restoration Drills 
Two regional restoration drills were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 4,200 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
Subregional Restoration Drills 
Eight subregional restoration drills were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 5,135 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
System Operations Conferences 
Four System Operations Conferences were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 3,680 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
Net Conferences 
28 Net Conferences were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 1,100 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
Regional Emergency Operations Classroom Training 
Six REOPS classroom sessions were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 900 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
Dispatcher Training Simulator (DTS) Hands-on Training 
Ten DTS Hands-on sessions were conducted in 2010 
Approximately 150 Continuing Education Hours were awarded to members 
 
Market-Related Customer Training 
• Native Load and Portfolio Scheduling Net Conference 
• MEAN, MJMEUC, CUS, NextEra on-boarding and implementation training 
• EIS Market Net Conferences  
• SPP Planning Services for LES 
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Train-the-Trainer 
Two Train-the-Trainer sessions were conducted in 2010.  These sessions were offered as 
professional development for trainers within SPP member companies. 

COM-002-2 
Provided tools to customers necessary to assist their compliance with the COM-002-2 
standard 
Created templates for customers for a self-paced COM-002-2 training guide 
 
2009 End-of-Year Letters to Customers 
Delivered an end-of-year letter which inlcuded all the courses and hours offered to our 
customers. Each letter was designed with specific information pertaining to the individual 
customer. Letters were also sent to advertise our training initiatives for 2010 to those that 
may not have participated in 2009 or are not members of SPP. 

End-of-Year Letters for 2010 activities will be sent in January 2011. 

Total CE Hours Awarded to Members = 15,165 
Total CE Hours Awarded to SPP Operations Personnel = 5,910 
 
Grand Total CE Hours Awarded = 21,075 

 

From 2007 through 2010, the number of Continuing Education hours awarded through 
Customer Training has increased 141%. 

  

Growth of SPP Customer Training Program 
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II. Quantification of Services 
This quantification of services is an estimation of the annualized value that is created through 
training programs and services that are implemented through the collaboration of SPP 
members and the SPP staff and pooled investments.   The analytical framework for this 
estimation of value attempts to compare the current state versus the hypothetical state that 
would exist if SPP members operated on a standalone basis without collaboration of any sort.  
The calculations represent an estimate of value at the footprint level.  Five categories of value 
are described below. 
• Continuing Education - Using a standard rate of $45 per CE hour, a value of $682,425 

can be placed on the 15,165 CE hours awarded to members 
$682,425 per year 
 

• Simulator Cost Avoidance - Almost 10,000 CE Simulation hours were awarded in 2010.  
Having a program design that allows remote DTS access saves our members the expense 
of purchasing their own simulation technology (approximately $300K per DTS).  The 
amortized cost of purchasing a simulator (conservative = $300,000 per BA per year), 
adding the cost of updating the modeling for the simulator environment every three years 
($200,000 per BA per year), adding the cost of providing DTS Engineering and Training 
staff ($200,000 per BA per year), the SPP-provided Customer Training represents a cost 
avoidance of $700,000 per BA per year.  Assuming 15 BAs, this equals $10.5 million per 
year.  
$10.5 million per year 
 

• Travel Avoidance –  
o 1,100 hours of CEs were awarded through net conferences in 2010, or the equivalent 

of 138 eight-hour days.  If operators had been required to travel to SPP to get these 
hours, the travel expense would have been approximately $600 per day (travel, food, 
hotel) or $82,800.  

o 9,335 hours of CEs were awarded through web-based VPN restoration drills in 2010, 
or the equivalent of 1,167 eight-hour days.  If operators had been required to travel 
to SPP to get these hours, the travel expense would have been approximately $600 
per day (travel, food, hotel) or $700,200. 

$783,000 per year 
 

• Curriculum Development -  SPP Customer Training developed and offered Restoration 
drills, System Operations Conferences, Net Conferences and Regional Operations classes 
in 2010.   This calculation includes the value of the curriculum development for all the 
aforementioned CE Customer Training events. If each BA was expected to design, 
develop, and deliver this quantity of training, it would require approximately 5,461 man-
hours per BA. Understanding that some BAs will choose to hire FTEs while others may 
choose to hire consultants, the hourly rate was determined as a 50/50 blend based on 
$220/hour for consulting services and $63/hour for FTEs.  Assuming 15 BAs x 5,461 man-
hours per BA at $141/hour development, equals $11.5 million per year. 
$11.5 million per year 
 

• Consulting Services – SPP Customer Training provided consulting around PER-005-1, 
job task analysis and assessment, Individual Learning Application development, and gap 
analysis in 2010. Assuming members had to procure training consulting services instead 
of receiving these services from SPP Customer Training, each BA would need to procure 
approximately 250 hours of consulting service per year @ $220/hour x 15 BAs = 
$825,000 
$825,000 per year 

 
Estimated total value:  $24,290,425  
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This quantification does not include the potential qualitative benefits that can be realized from 
the Customer Training: 
• Human performance improvement 
• Error prevention 
• Increased risk avoidance 
• Decreased fines/violations 

 
III. Job Task Analysis Taskforce 

SPP will be offering 8 net conferences and one in-person workshop in 2011 to address the 
requirements of NERC Standard PER-005-1.  The schedule is below.  To register for any of 
these sessions, please visit the SPP LMS at:  https://spp.csod.com 
 
In addition, SPP staff along with the JTA taskforce will prepare educational information 
targeted for managers and C-level executives at member companies. 
 
PER-005-1 Informational Session 
01/18/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
01/25/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
07/12/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
10/25/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
 
Job Task Analysis Information Session 
01/20/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
01/27/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
07/14/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
10/27/2011 – 2:00-4:00 p.m. CPT 
 
In-Person Job Task Analysis and Assessment Workshop at SPP 
Three days:  06/21/2011 – 06/23/2011 

 
 
IV.  SPP Learning Center:  https://spp.csod.com 

• 501 Registered Members 
• 18 customer training courses offered in 2010 
• 56 sessions delivered 
• 1,393 participants completed the sessions (does not include people who failed) 
• 15 member companies have administrative privileges 

 
Currently for 2011, there are: 
• 20 customer training courses 
• 76 sessions 
• 774 registrations 
• 70 additional people on waitlists 
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V. Customer Training Events for 2011 

SPP Customer Training worked closely with the OTWG to develop the 2011 Customer Training 
calendar and training descriptions published to the SPP Learning Center (LMS) and SPP.org.  
Registration for the 2011 Customer Training courses was successfully launched on November 
15, 2010 through the LMS. 

In 2011 there are over 500 CE hours being offered to SPP members and SPP operations 
personnel through Customer Training events. 

To access the 2011 Customer Training calendar, follow this link:  
[http://www.spp.org/section.asp?pageID=5]  
 
For course information or to register for any of these events, please use the following link to 
the SPP Learning Center:   
[https://spp.csod.com] 

 
 
VI. Upcoming Meetings 

• OTWG Teleconference – Monday, February 7, 2011 1:30-3:00 p.m. CPT 
Register here:  http://www.spp.org/event_register2.asp?oID=3220   

• OTWG Face-to-Face – Thursday, March 31, 2011 1:00-5:00 p.m. CPT at the Crowne 
Plaza, Little Rock, AR 
Register here:  http://www.spp.org/event_register2.asp?oID=3222  
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SYSTEM PROTECTION & CONTROL WORKING GROUP (SPCWG) 
Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the System Protection Working Group: 

Shawn Jacobs, Chairman 
Lynn Schroeder 
Heidt Melson     
Tim Hinken 
Louis Guidry 
Ken Zellefrow  
Matthew Thykkuttathil 
Bud Averill 
Brent Carr 
Rick Gurley 
Ron McIvor 
Steve Wadas 
Jason Speer, Secretary 
 
   

OG&E Electric Services 
Westar Energy (WR) 
Xcel Energy 
Kansas City Power & Light. (KCPL) 
Cleco 
City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri  
Sunflower Electric 
Grand River Dam Authority (GRDA) 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation  
AEP 
Omaha Public Power District 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Southwest Power Pool (SPP) 
 
 
 

Activity Update 
SPP’s UFLS Standard Drafting Team (SDT) posted the 4th draft of SPP’s UFLS Regional Standard on 
December 8th, 2010 for the 30-day comment period ending on January 7th, 2011.  The SDT will either 
start preparing the 5th draft of the Standard or will send the Standard to ballot for an open vote.   
 
The System Protection and Control Working Group finalized the assessment and evaluation of SPP’s 
UFLS (automatic Under Frequency Load Shedding) program.  This assessment confirmed that SPP is still 
in compliance with the latest SPP under-frequency load shedding program with the addition of three 
entities in Nebraska into the SPP footprint. 
 
The System Protection and Control Working Group approved the OG&E Special Protection Scheme for 
the Crossroads Windfarm. 
 

 

Upcoming Meetings 
January 10 – SPP’s UFLS Standard Drafting Team will discuss the comments from the 4th draft of 

the UFLS Regional Standard and determine whether to move forward with the open 
vote. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 11-12, 2011 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG): 

Alan Myers (Chairman), ITC Great Plains 
Bennie Weeks, Xcel Energy 
Blake Elliott, BPU  
Kip Fox, American Electric Power 
Leon Howell, OG&E 
Bruce Walkup, AECC 
Paul Dietz, Westar Energy, Inc.

Bruce Merrill, Lincoln Electric System 
Doug Kallesen, NPPD 
Greg Sweet, EDE  
Al Tamimi, Sunflower 
Jason Atwood, Kelson Energy  
Mark Loveless, OMPA 
 

 
Activity Update 
The ESWG has met four times since the October MOPC meeting; one of these meetings was jointly held 
with the Transmission Working Group.  The ESWG approved the scope of the 2011 Integrated 
Transmission Plan Ten-Year Assessment (ITP10) and continued to finalize the 2010 Integrated 
Transmission Plan 20-Year Assessment (ITP20) process and study.  The 2011 ITP10 scope has also 
been approved by the Transmission Working Group.  In January, the ESWG will support the 2011 ITP10 
as the study work commences. 

To support the finalization of the 2010 ITP20, the group discussed the proper scoring mechanism by 
which to present the metric results for decision makers in conjunction with the costs and Adjusted 
Production Cost savings due to each plan.  This normalized scoring method results in a contrast between 
each plan’s values for all the metrics.  Therefore, for each metric, the top performing plan can be 
identified. 

Also, metric weightings for the 2010 ITP20 were determined by an ESWG member e-mail vote and were 
used in conjunction with the 2010 ITP20 metric results. ESWG determined that the metrics should be 
weighted in the following manner (scores given in percentage share of 100 percent) 

Metric No.  Metric Description  Weighting 
1.1.2  Value of Improved ATCs in the SPP Grid  20% 

2  Levelization of LMPs  13% 
6  Limited Import/Export Improvements  11% 
14  Ability to Serve New Load  11% 
3  Improved Competition in SPP Markets  9% 

1.6  Positive Impact on Losses Capacity  9% 
1.2  Enable Efficient Location of New Generation  8% 
11.1  Existing ROW Utilization   6% 
13  Generation Resource Diversity  6% 

11.2  Sensitive ROW Utilization  3% 
10  Reduction of Emission Rates and Values  3% 
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Using the weighting listed above, the ESWG provided guidance on how the metrics results were 
represented in the portfolio dashboard seen in the final report.  For future metric results, the ESWG will 
continue its work developing more advanced calculation methods when necessary. 

Upcoming Meetings 
An ESWG meeting schedule for the year is being determined in conjunction with the ITP10 items.  It is 
expected that there will be monthly meetings to provide support for the first ITP10. 

Additional Information 
The ESWG and the TWG will present the 2011 ITP process scopes (ITP10 and ITPNT) to the MOPC at 
today’s MOPC meeting. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 11-12, 2011 

New Orleans, LA 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Transmission Working Group (TWG): 

Noman Williams (Chairman), Sunflower 
Travis Hyde (Vice-Chairman), OG&E 
Jason Atwood, Dogwood Energy 
John Chamberlain, CUS 
Jason Fortik, LES 
Ronnie Frizzell, AECC 
John Fulton, SPS 
Joe Fultz, GRDA 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD 

Jim McAvoy, OMPA 
Sam McGarrah, EDE 
Matt McGee, AEP 
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy  
John Payne, KEPCo 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates 
Don Taylor, Westar 
Mitch Williams, WFEC 
Harold Wyble, KCPL 
Rachel Hulett (Secretary), SPP 

 
Activity Update 
TWG continued its involvement in the Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) process with the 2011 ITP 
20-Year Assessment (ITP20).  TWG reviewed the ITP20’s limited reliability assessment and helped in 
some assumptions for ITP20’s stability analyses.   The TWG and ESWG jointly developed and reviewed 
2011 ITP 10-Year Assessment (ITP10) scope.  The TWG also developed and reviewed 2011 ITP Near-
Term Assessment scope.  Both the scopes will be presented to the MOPC for input. 
 
TWG conducted its annual review of the SPP Transmission Expansion Planning (STEP) report.  In other 
topics, the TWG is still working on SPP Criteria 4 supporting documentation. Second, TWG is looking into 
options for reactive planning studies for existing EHV facilities within SPP, and the topic will be expanded 
in their February meeting. Lastly, TWG is considering if SPP conducted TPL studies will be performed 
using differently modeling assumptions this year. 
 

Upcoming Meetings 
February 2-3, 2011 – Tulsa, OK 
May 11-12, 2011 – Santa Fe, NM 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MODEL DEVELOPMENT WORKING GROUP 
Report to the Transmission Working Group 

October 12, 2010 
 

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

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

 

Activity Update 
The 2010 Series Build 2 powerflow models were posted June 22, 2010. 

The Short Circuit Task Force (SCTF) whitepaper was approved by the MDWG. The SCTF will remain in 
assembled until the first set of short circuit models is finalized.   

The group adopted the use of the MMWG developed Docucheck and Powerflow Database programs for 
data error reporting and implementing the Master Tie Line file for regional tie modeling. 

The approved set of SPP modeling assignments with respect to new zone and ownership ranges and 
uniform use of load IDs has been implemented in the 2011 Series Build 1 models.   

The Model Improvement Task Force (MITF) was created as a joint task force between the MDWG and 
Transmission Working Group (TWG) to identify improvement and develop process guidelines in order to 
create a common base model set within SPP planning.  The MITF developed a white paper which has 
currently been approved by the MDWG and is awaiting approval by the TWG.  Identified improvements 
and process guidelines will be implemented immediately up final approval of the white paper. 

The schedule and set for the MDWG 2011 Series Powerflow, Dynamic Stability, and Short Circuit models 
have been approved.  The powerflow build has begun and the Build 1 final models are scheduled to be 
published by January, 2011.  The dynamic stability models are scheduled to begin development in 
January and finalized by June, 2011.  The short circuit models are scheduled to begin development in 
March and finalized once the SCTF approves.  
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Upcoming Meetings 
• MDWG Conference Call – Tentatively October, 2010 

• Model Update Meeting – Tentatively week of December 6st, 2010 in Little Rock, AR. 

 

 

1041 of 1245



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
CHANGE WORKING GROUP 

Report to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
January 2011 

 
Organizational Roster 
 
The following persons are members of the Change Working Group: 
 
Jessica Collins – (Chairman, Xcel Energy)  
Terry Gates – (Vice Chair, AEP)  
Mark Worf – (Member, SECI) 
James Fife – (Member, EPV) 
Jim Medford – (Member, WR) 
Randy Gillespie – (Member, Kelson Energy) 
Darryl Boggess – (Member, WFEC) 
Greg DePratt – (Member, EDE)  
Michael Wise – (Member, GSEC) 
Jim Jacoby – (Member, AEP) 
Mercedes Clements – (Member, AECC) 
Tim Arlt – (Member, NPPD)  
Shane Jenson – (Member, OPPD) 
Mike Oliver – (Member, LES)  
Mitch Krysa – (Member, KCPL)  
Adam Cochran – (Member, Tenaska Power Services Co.)  
Mike Lindberg – (Member, KBPU) 
Jenny Erwin – (SPP, Staff Secretary) 
 
 
Activity Update 
 
The CWG continues to monitor and review the status and progress of the following active, 
member impacting projects discussed in more detail below. Details and updates to all active 
projects can be found under the Project Documentation section of the Change Working Group 
site at www.spp.org. 
 
Data Push 
 
The new Data Push system provides subscription-based data feeds similar to those provided by 
the old WebData Schedule push but with improved error handling and error logging, more reliable 
delivery of data, and the ability to systematically re-push data not received. The data provided in 
this first release has been selected based on prioritization information obtained from the PRR 131 
(Settlement Data API) Subcommittee.  
 
The CWG requested a change to standardize the date/time format used in this and all future XML 
specifications which pushed the production implementation of the Data Push effort from late 
October to mid-December. Despite a few member vendor related issues, all Market Participants 
were able to successfully cut-over by December 14.  
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Settlement Data API (PRR-131) 
 
This project will provide members the ability to retrieve billing determinants and archive this data; 
the project’s goal is to facilitate automation of shadow settlements for Market Participants by 
providing necessary data in a programmatically accessible manner. 
 
The technical specifications and MIPO were posted on November 8, and a deep dive was 
conducted on November 30. A section titled “Where Do I Start?” was added to the MIPO to 
provide information on steps the members can take now while SPP continues to with technical 
assessment. The suggested dates provided in the MIPO were reviewed during the November 30 
call but have not yet been approved. Several members had concerns with their ability to support 
the proposed timeline as there was significant overlap with both the Data Push and Fall Patch 
testing and development efforts. The SPP Project Team is assessing optional dates to be 
proposed for this effort. 
 
NOTE: As currently scoped, the Portal API for Transmission Settlements will not be included in 
the Settlement Data API but instead as a separate project. The Portal API for Transmission 
Settlements will allow for the automated/programmatic upload (submission) of data to the Portal, 
specifically the upload of all types of transmission settlement data and the download (retrieval) of 
settlement statements produced by the Settlements system (ETS). The Portal for Market 
Settlements currently allows for the upload of meter data, and the download of settlement 
statements. 
 
 
FERC Orders 729 and 676E  
 
OATi delivered a new OASIS version 3.5.0 on November 10 that did not include the reduction 
template. A second release (3.5.01) to include this template was implemented to the test 
environment on December 14 and will be promoted to production on January 19, 2010 following 
successful internal testing. Member testing for that particular template will be delayed until that 
3.5.1 release. A WebTrans release that is not considered member impacting is scheduled for 
delivery in January and implementation in February 2011. 
 
The FERC effective date of Orders 729 and 676E is currently April 1, 2011. 
 
WebTrans 4.3 Upgrade 
 
The WebTrans upgrade effort (a prerequisite to implementing Orders 729 and 676E) was 
migrated to production on November 1 and the project has been closed. This was treated a 
member facing effort due to the screen changes, but there were no member changes or testing 
required of the members. 
 
 
Fall Patch 2010-1 
 
Phase I of the Fall Patch effort implementing the Available Quick Start status was completed on 
November 29; this date change from November 16 was due to the necessity of a second SPP 
vendor-provided patch to correct an issue, which under certain conditions could have caused 
Quick Start units to be dispatched at a loss to the Market Participants. The Available Quick Start 
status became available in the Market on the originally communicated date of December 1. The 
next phase of testing of all other functionality (PRR148 – Issue VRL Message, PRR194 – 
Breakout of Manual Status, and PRR213 – Block VRL for Operational Constraints) was 
scheduled to begin November 22nd, but was delayed to December 6 because of the late 
implementation of Phase I.  
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Member testing for Phase II is underway and scheduled to run through January 28 with 
implementation scheduled on February 22. 
 
Integrated Marketplace Update 
 
The CWG held its second planning/strategy session of 2010 in November. The goals of the 
planning session were to: Review Marketplace Program and Test Approach and to review the 
role of the former Market Implementation Task Force (MITF) and discuss and agree upon the 
CWG representation/role for the Marketplace Implementation.  
 
A couple of specific, noteworthy areas of discussion are included in this report for the MOPC’s 
review and comment.   
 
CWG Roles and Responsibilities 
 
The CWG envisions that the group will continue with the original CWG mission of implementing, 
testing, and deploying as described in its charter and through its current role as coordinator and 
communicator. The group also recognizes that some of the other functions formerly served by the 
MITF should be retained by or referred to other Organizational Groups such as the MWG, BPWG, 
ORWG and others. 
 
There is member concern with the sheer size and scope of this effort, and it is certain that 
additional time and energy will be required of each CWG member to perform his/her role for this 
Program. It was determined that Members will serve as a sort of Program Manager within their 
own organization, communicating impacts and schedules and coordinating the appropriate staff 
to complete the tasks to implement, test, and deploy this Market. This may necessitate additional 
time and/or meetings. For now, the four scheduled face-to-face meetings will be one full and one 
half day, and all will be held in Little Rock. 
 
In addition, the CWG will consider the creation of a number of task forces that will need to be 
developed to support staff and prepare members for the implementation of the FM and CBA.  
 
The group drafted a mission statement capturing their view of the CWG role for the Marketplace 
program which will be sent to the MOPC for review and approval in the April timeframe. 
 
Outage Scheduler 
  
The Outage Scheduler project has been identified as a requirement of the Marketplace. SPP has 
selected Equinox as the vendor, and anticipates establishing a sandbox environment for or 
member testing in early 2011. Member testing will be voluntary, with an extended period of 
parallel operations of both the current and new systems. Interest in an outage submission API 
was expressed by the members. This request will be assessed with the vendor to determine any 
impact to the June 1, 2011 deployment date. The additional Appendix 7 outage reporting 
requirements that were in draft within the ORWG are on hold and will not be included in this initial 
application; this effort is to replace the current outage reporting application only. After this effort is 
complete, the ORWG changes will be reviewed and implemented as approved. A MIPO for this 
effort is in draft. 
 
 
Upcoming Meetings 
January 20: Conference Call 
February 9-10: Face-to-Face, Little Rock 
March 24: Conference Call 
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MWG Report to 
MOPC

January 11, 2011
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Agenda
• Protocol Revision Requests

• FERC Waiver Related to May 30th Price Correction

• Integrated Marketplace Project Status

• Summary of Key Changes to Integrated Marketplace 
since October 2010

– TCR Process

– Must‐Offer Requirement

– Allocation of Over‐Collection of Losses

• SPP Staff Market Design Concerns

• RSC Action Items
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PROTOCOL REVISION REQUESTS 
FOR MOPC REVIEW

Section 1

4
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Protocol Revision Requests for MOPC Review
PRR200 Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch

– When a Resource is dispatched based on an OOME, the 
MP should be compensated (made whole) based on 
where the market sends the Resource.

– For the duration of the reliability directive, SPP will 
determine the appropriate credit as follows:

A resource with an OOME instruction that results in an 
increase in output will be paid the higher of the LIP or offer 
curve price.

A resource with an OOME instruction that results in a decrease 
in output will pay the lower of the LIP or offer curve price.

5
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Protocol Revision Requests for MOPC Review
PRR200 Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch

– SPP will notify the MP when the OOME event has 
ended.

– Working Group Voting Results

MWG approved on March 22, 2010 with 4 oppositions and 2 
abstentions.

MWG unanimously approved the related Tariff language on 
August 16, 2010.

RTWG reviewed on August 26, 2010 and remanded back to the 
MWG for further clarification.

6
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Protocol Revision Requests for MOPC Review
PRR200 Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch

– Working Group Voting Results continued

MWG reviewed and approved RTWG’s comments with minor 
edits on August 30, 2010.

RTWG reviewed on September 15, 2010 and remanded back to 
the MWG for clarification on the number of MWs that will 
actually be affected by the OOME event.

MWG approved with amended revisions on September 22, 
2010 with 1 opposition and 1 abstention.

RTWG reviewed and unanimously approved on September 24, 
2010.
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Protocol Revision Requests for MOPC Review
PRR200 Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch

– Working Group Voting Results continued

ORWG unanimously approved with no reliability impacts on 
September 30, 2010.

MOPC remanded back to the MWG on October 12, 2010.

MWG approved with conforming Tariff language on November 
15, 2010 with 2 oppositions.

RTWG approved on December 8, 2010.

– MWG recommends that the MOPC approve PRR200.

8
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Protocol Revision Requests for MOPC Review
PRR231 Request for Timing Change

– Addition of language to create a time synchronization 
requirement.

The timing of readings can affect the residual values that can 
be reported.

Readings will now be fixed to an established time interval 
(Central Standard Time) from a NIST source.

– Working Group Voting Results

MWG approved on October 18, 2010 with 3 abstentions.

RTWG approved on November 9, 2010.

ORWG unanimously approved on December 2, 2010.

– MWG recommends that the MOPC approve PRR231.

9
1053 of 1245



FERC WAIVER FOR MAY 30TH PRICE 
CORRECTION FOR MOPC REVIEW

Section 2

10
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FERC Waiver for May 30th Price Correction for MOPC Review
Background and Overview

• There were Locational Imbalance Price spikes the 
afternoon of May 30th, 2010

• RSS events were called for in the Southwest region of the 
SPP

• In order to provide assistance, the tie‐line limitations on 
the flowgate into the area must be increased by the 
amount of the assistance

• Though this was correctly performed, systems delayed the 
flowgate increase for the first interval of the RSS event, as 
well as the first interval of a subsequent event

– The intervals 18:10 & 18:40 shall be re‐priced 

11
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FERC Waiver for May 30th Price Correction for MOPC Review 
EIS Market Protocols
EIS Market Protocols 19.0 

13.3.2.3 Price Corrections Identified After the End of the Notice Period

If SPP identifies a Market Software and Data Input Error requiring a price 
correction, but does not (a) post a notice of price correction or (b) post a description 
of the proposed price correction within the required time periods, SPP shall request 
a tariff waiver from FERC to perform the necessary price correction.  SPP shall utilize 
the following process for requesting such tariff waiver:

1. First, SPP shall review with the appropriate SPP organizational group the need 
for the price correction and the schedule for fixing the Market Software and 
Data Input Error causing the need for price correction:

2. Second, SPP shall seek approval of the SPP Board of Directors for filing a price 
correction tariff waiver request at FERC.  Prior to seeking the Board’s approval, 
SPP shall submit its request proposal to the SPP Market Working Group and the 
SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee for approval; and

3. Third, after approval by the SPP Board of Directors, SPP shall file the price 
correction tariff waiver request at FERC as soon as reasonably practicable.

This process ensures that SPP stakeholders are consulted prior to the 
implementation of any price correction that does not occur within the allotted time 
frame for such corrections.

12
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FERC Waiver for May 30th Price Correction for MOPC Review 
MWG Recommendation

• Working Group Voting Results

– MWG approved SPP seeking a FERC waiver to perform 
the necessary price correction for May 30, 2010 on 
November 15, 2010

• MWG recommends MOPC approve SPP seeking a FERC 
waiver to perform the necessary price correction for 
May 30, 2010.

• The SPP Board of Directors will need to approve the 
waiver before it is filed with FERC

13
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INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE 
PROGRAM STATUS

Section 3
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Integrated Marketplace Project Status
Roadmap

• Market Design includes:
– Conceptual design, specific business rules and requirements.

• Development includes:
– Vendors developing software systems for SPP; and 

– Market Participants developing their software systems.

• Testing & Market Trials include:
– Internal SPP system testing;

– Market Participant system testing; and

– Joint  SPP & Market Participant system testing.

• Implementation

15

Market 
Design Development Testing & 

Market Trials Implementation
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Integrated Marketplace Project Status 
Design Activities 

• Integrated Marketplace Protocols
– MOPC endorsed the Protocols on October 12, 2010 with the understanding that the MWG will 

resolve the outstanding issues by the January MOPC meeting

– MWG finalized outstanding Protocols issues at their December meeting and the resolutions 
will be discussed at January MOPC meeting

• Requirements gathering activities underway
– Requirement development in progress to be complete by March 31, 2010.

• Met the due date of Nov. 19th of sending the Request for Budgetary Proposal 
for Implementation (Design and Build) submitted to the vendors.

• Vendors delivered cost estimate on Dec. 22, 2010.

16

Info Sessions
Mid‐Level 
Design 

Document

Protocol 
Review

Business 
Processes & 
Requirements

Vendor 
Selection

16
Completed In Progress / Pending

Notable Integrated Marketplace Design Activities ‐ past 3 months: 
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Integrated Marketplace Project Status 
Milestones

17

Key Milestone Estimated Completion Date

MWG Finalize Baseline Protocols September 2010

MOPC Approval of Baseline Protocols October 2010

Board  Approval of Implementation Budget January 2011

Market Design April 2011

Vendor Development (Design & Build) January 2013

Testing & Market Trials January 2014

Implementation March 2014

Note: Milestone dates assume that no new major projects divert SPP resources 
from the Integrated Marketplace effort.
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SUMMARY OF KEY CHANGES TO 
INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE PROTOCOLS

Section 4

18
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Summary of Key Changes – TCRs
Overview
• Completed ARR/TCR design which is reflected by 

changes in Sections 3.2 (TCR Overview), 4.5.10 
(ARR and TCR Auction Settlement) and 5 (TCR 
Process).  

– Key changes to ARR/TCR design include:

Removal of limitation on Self‐Conversion in TCR Auctions 

Addition of “Monthly” Incremental ARR Allocation Process 

Removal of the Partial Month TCR Process

Single Round TCR Auction for June

19
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Summary of Key Changes – TCRs
Removal of Limitation on Self‐Conversion
• Removal of limitation on Self‐Conversion of ARRs into 

TCRs during the annual and monthly TCR auction 
processes (Now self‐convert up to 100%)

– Section 3.2 (TCR Overview) and section 5 (TCR Process)

Annual process updated with a greater of self‐converted TCR 
or awarded ARRs by product percentage statement.   

Monthly process updated to include the statement and to 
show accounting flow of ARRs/TCRs from the annual process.

– Section 4.5.10 (ARR and TCR Auction Settlement)

Previously only by product percentage – now updated to 
account for the settlement of the greater of statement.

20
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Summary of Key Changes – TCRs 
Addition of Incremental ARR Allocation Process
• Provides the mechanism for an entity to obtain ARRs 

during the year for transmission service that was not 
verified or was not otherwise eligible to nominate for ARRs 
in the annual process

– Section 3.2 (TCR Overview) and section 5 (TCR Process)

Provides an overview and detail of the complete monthly ARR 
process

– Section 4.5.10 (ARR and TCR Auction Settlement)

Accommodates changes to settlements of monthly ARRs
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Summary of Key Changes – TCRs 
Removal of the Partial Month TCR Process
• The Partial Month TCR Process was removed from 

the protocols in all applicable places.

• TCRs of less than one month duration can still be 
obtained through the TCR Secondary Market 
Process

22
1066 of 1245



Summary of Key Changes – TCRs 
Single Round TCR Auction for June
• One TCR auction round for June at 100% 

transmission capability since the Annual Process 
starts in June.

– June Monthly TCR auction was removed from 
the protocols in all applicable places.

23
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Summary of Key Changes – Must Offer
Background
• At the October 2010 MOPC meeting MOPC voted to  

“require MWG to re‐examine the Must Offer 
Requirement for Resources that are not designated 
resources, along with an opinion for the SPP legal 
department regarding the ability to require an un‐
contracted resource offer into the Day Ahead Market”

• During the November and December MWG meetings, 
the MWG re‐examined and discussed the must offer 
requirement.  

24
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Summary of Key Changes – Must Offer
Legal Memorandum on Must Offer Requirement in the Day Ahead Market

• FERC generally requires a day‐ahead must offer proposal to be coupled 
with a resource adequacy product or some other form of capacity 
payment. 

– SPP’s resource adequacy requirements (as detailed in the SPP Criteria  and 
Tariff) likely are not developed well enough to support a must‐offer 
requirement.

– SPP would need to demonstrate that generators SPP requires to participate 
in the day‐ahead market will be compensated in some fashion.

– It is possible FERC would approve a temporary must‐offer requirement in 
the day‐ahead market if provisions were added to the SPP Tariff requiring 
network customers to specify DNRs to meet the resource adequacy 
requirements of the SPP Criteria.

Resources that are not DNRs could not be subject to the must‐offer 
requirement.

A temporary approval would likely require SPP to commit to develop 
a more clearly defined resource adequacy construct ensuring that 
generators are paid for their capacity. 25
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Summary of Key Changes – Must Offer
MWG Discussion and Motions

26

• November 2010 MWG Meeting

– 3 motions related to changing the Must Offer 
requirement failed

• December 2010 MWG meeting
– MWG approved in a 7‐6 vote, to remove the Day‐Ahead Must Offer 

Requirement from the Integrated Marketplace Protocols with two 
abstentions.

– MWG worked towards a compromise between having no must 
offer requirement and having a full must offer in the design.

– MWG approved in a 7‐6 vote, to require Market Participants to 
offer Resources to cover load plus Operating Reserve obligations in 
the Day‐Ahead Market with two abstentions.
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Summary of Key Changes – Must Offer
MWG Resolution

27

• As a result of the successful motions, the Must Offer 
Requirement for the Day‐Ahead Market was changed 
from all available Resources to available Resource 
capacity equal to Market Participant daily peak load 
plus Operating Reserve Obligation. 

• Note: The Must Offer Requirement for RUC and RTBM 
remains all available Resources

• Section 4.2.1 was added to detail the Must Offer 
Requirement.

1071 of 1245



Summary of Key Changes ‐ Losses Revenue
Allocation of Over‐Collection of Losses 

• Removed cleared Virtuals from receiving a portion of 
the over‐collected losses revenue

• MWG decided Virtuals have no net impact on energy 
flow, and thus no contribution to the over‐collection 
and right to a rebate of the surplus

• The change is consistent with other RTOs

– No other RTO includes Virtual Bids & Offers as 
allocation determinants

28
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SPP STAFF MARKET DESIGN 
CONCERNS 

Section 5

29
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SPP Staff Market Design Concerns 
Addressed Items

– Must Offer Requirement (as discussed in slides 24‐27) 

– ARR Nomination Cap

MWG changed the ARR Nomination Cap to the lower of the 
network load or reservations for NITS

– Regulation Cost Allocation

Due to a current FERC NOPR related to VERs (Docket No. 
RM10‐11‐00), the MWG decided to delay further action on 
Regulation Cost Allocation in the Market Design.
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SPP Staff Market Design Concerns    
Outstanding Items

– Combined Cycle Logic

SPP Staff has concerns this item is a high risk to 
implementation since the technology has not been proven in 
other RTO/ISOs.  

SPP Staff recommends:

– Delay implementation of Combined‐Cycle Logic model until 
after the Integrated Marketplace has been implemented.

– Reserve Zone Design Elements

SPP Staff has concerns that elements of the Reserve Zone 
design will limit market efficiency and be costly to implement.

SPP Staff recommends:

– Remove Internal Reserve Zone Obligation Transfer Schedules 
from the Design

– Further revise the Reserve Zone minimum calculation to 
remove (4.1.3.1.1 (3) 3)
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SPP Staff Market Design Concerns
SPP Next Steps
• SPP Staff will continue working with stakeholders on 

resolving the outstanding concerns

• SPP Staff recommends moving forward with the 
Integrated Marketplace Protocols

32
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RSC ACTION ITEMS
Section 6
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RSC Action Items

• MWG reviewed RSC Action items for the MWG related 
to the Integrated Marketplace during the December 
13‐15, 2010 MWG meeting.

• The group discussed each item and made decisions as 
documented in the following slides
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 1A: The MWG should revisit whether or not 
the first stage of the allocation of annual ARRs should be 
restricted to base‐load generation with capacity factors> 
50% and long‐term firm PTP with a loading factors > 50%.

• Action Item 1B: In the future consideration of long‐term 
firm transmission rights (LTFTRs), the MWG should make 
recommendations on LTFTRs in time to implement LTFTRs 
one year after the start of the Day‐Ahead Market.

– MWG: Regarding 1A, MWG discussed but did not 
support changing the current design.   Regarding 1B, the 
MWG discussed and determined it will consider Long‐
Term Transmission Congestion Rights starting in January 
2012.
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 2: After the first annual ARR auction MWG 
should evaluate the issue of TCs not able to get ARRs 
for base‐load requirements. 

– MWG: The group decided to evaluate this after the 
implementation of the market, in approximately 2015.

36
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 3: Assuming sufficient financial 
protections (as determined by the SPP credit 
standards and approved by the RSC) are put in place 
for non‐transmission customers to participate in TCR 
auctions; the RSC should approve participation by any 
entity that meets the required financial protections.

– MWG: Third party entities will be approved based on 
credit standards.

37
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 4: The buyer’s payments for its purchase 
of an infeasible TCR should not be paid by the SPP to 
the seller until the seller makes good on its 
commitment to pay the congestion costs. If the seller 
defaults on its obligation to pay, then the buyer’s 
payment to the SPP should be refunded.

– MWG: This concern has been mitigated by the design in 
the way the Protocols define the pay out to 
counterparties for TCRs.
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RSC Action Items (continued)

• Action Item 5: To eliminate confusion and to properly 
track profit taking, the SPP should calculate profit 
taking in the TCR auctions (i) Separately for Forward 
TCRs and Counterflow TCRs; and (ii) Separately for 
Transmission Customers and non‐Transmission 
Customers for Forward TCRs

– MWG: SPP will need to implement this as a tracking 
mechanism when the Marketplace is implemented.

39
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Eastern Interconnection Planning Collaborative (EIPC)  
Update Report to MOPC 

January, 2011 
 
SPP staff, members and stakeholders are actively engaged and supporting the Eastern 
Interconnection Planning Collaborative (EIPC), as well as the related Eastern Interconnection State 
Planning Council (EISPC). EIPC is a $16M DOE funded initiative being supported by 26 Planning 
Authorities, including 8 Principle Investigators, using ARRA monies to support an interconnection-
wide transmission planning process over the course of the next few years.  Details regarding the 
EIPC are available at www.eipconline.com.  The EIPC efforts are being driven by a Stakeholder 
Steering Committee (SSC) with 29 members that were announced in July.  It’s important to note 
that the following personnel are actively involved in the SSC sectors among SPP members and 
stakeholders: 
 

Paul Malone (NPPD) for TDU, Public Power Sector and Coops 
Steve Gaw (The Wind Coalition) for Generation Owners and Developers 
Ryan Kind (Missouri Office of Public Council) for End Users 
Kevin Gunn (Missouri Public Service Commission) for the EISPC 

 
The SSC is responsible for strategic input on analyses and planning efforts of the EIPC.  SPP staff 
participated in the December 15th SSC meeting held in mid-December in Charlotte.  At that 
meeting, DOE staff made it clear that the EIPC needed to focus on deliverables and milestones in 
the approved scope and that decisions on models and scenarios needed to be made soon to keep 
this project on schedule.  Notice for future EIPC meetings is being provided by SPP Staff to select 
SPP exploders in advance of pertinent meetings and deadlines. Several working groups have been 
established to focus on data collection / reporting associated with the roll-up of existing expansion 
plans with no consensus on project definitions or standards for what should be included in any 
future models. Significant discussions are underway regarding what needs to be included in any 
baseline infrastructure models, which may differ from the EIPC roll-ups.   A gap analysis will be 
performed as part of the roll-up and any "enhancements" to existing plans will be identified as 
potentially superior joint projects compared to existing roll-ups.  The identification and development 
of future scenarios will be a key outcome of the EIPC process.  Meaningful results in that regard 
from the EIPC are not expected until the conclusion of 2011.   
 
SPP staff under the direction and support of Kevin Gunn of the Missouri Public Service 
Commission, as well as input from Paul Malone of NPPD and Steve Gaw of The Wind Coalition, 
provided three challenges to include the approved STEP Flint Creek – Osage Creek, as well as the 
approved PP Nebraska City – Maryville – Sibley 345 kV lines into the EISPC baseline 
infrastructure, along with the planned Mooreland gas unit expansion slated for 2017.  Petitions to 
not include these facilities are due to the EISPC tomorrow 1/4/11.  The challenges and petitions 
will be discussed on an EIPSC conf call slated for 1/11/11 which will include non-EISPC 
representatives.   
 
The next EIPC SSC meeting is slated for early February in Washington DC.  
 
While much time and effort is being consumed by the EIPC and EISPC, it’s important to note that 
this effort will not create a definitive interconnection-wide plan, but will only be used to inform 
existing regional plans which are being performed under FERC approved Order 890 processes.  
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SPP staff representatives among the Planning Authorities for the EIPC Executive Committee are 
Bruce Rew with Jay Caspary alternate and for the EIPC Technical Committee are Jay Caspary 
with Charles Yeung alternate.   
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Introduction and Summary 

During its October 2009 meeting, the Market and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) requested 
an update of the April 2009 Integrated Marketplace Ventyx Cost/Benefit Study to reflect the current 
lower gas price, estimated to be $4.50/MMBtu in 2014, the year the Integrated Marketplace will be 
implemented. The MOPC also asked for a review of submitted changes in Marketplace 
implementation costs.  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) staff estimates the Integrated 
Marketplace’s net benefits may decline to an average of $45 million per year. 
 
 

Background 

SPP’s Cost Benefit Task Force commissioned Ventyx to perform both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis of the Integrated Marketplace’s costs and benefits.  In April 2009, the results were reported 
to the SPP Board of Directors recommending “that SPP institute the combined Day Ahead Market 
plus Ancillary Services Market (i.e., Change Case II) as quickly as possible.”  The report projected 
annual average gas prices in the $7/MMBtu range for the near future.   
 
Included in the report were market implementation costs for both SPP and the market participants.  
These costs were for the systems (capital) and manpower (operating) for the entire study period. 
 
The report determined the Integrated Marketplace would create an average net benefit of $100 
million/year over the study period. (Net of the $43 million/year cost to implement and operate the 
Marketplace.)  
 
In 2010, gas prices declined to an average in the $4/MMBtu range. The MOPC asked SPP staff to 
determine how this reduced gas price would impact the Marketplace’s benefits.  The MOPC also 
asked market participants to submit to SPP any changes in their implementation costs by December, 
and for staff to consider the Marketplace vendors’ estimates submitted in December 2010. 
 

Analysis 

For this update, staff reduced the average annual gas cost used in the Ventyx study by $3/MMBtu for 
each year of the six-year study period.  This reduction resulted in an average gas cost of 
$4.50/MMBtu for 2014, the year the Marketplace will be implemented.  The revised gas cost was 
applied to the Ventyx study’s annual electricity production by gas generation for the Base Case and 
Integrated Marketplace case (i.e., Change Case IIA); the difference was calculated between the 
cases.  The change between the original and reduced gas cost was applied to the Ventyx study’s 
gross benefits to calculate the revised gross benefits. 
 
SPP’s costs to implement the Marketplace were analyzed and updated during the 2010 budget cycle, 
including vendors’ updated estimates. SPP reviewed the build costs submitted by vendors in 
December 2010 to determine if changes to the Ventyx study’s estimates were necessary. SPP did not 
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receive any cost estimate updates from Market Participants. SPP determined that Marketplace 
implementation costs remain within the Ventyx study’s estimates.   
 

Results 

Presuming a gas price reduction of $3 for each of the study years (e.g. 2014 at $4.50/MMBtu), the 
Integrated Marketplace’s gross benefits average $88 million/year. The costs to implement and 
operate the Marketplace average $43 million/year.  The resulting net benefit per year, including the 
reduced gas cost, is approximately $45 million/year. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

SPP STAFF 
Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

January 11-12, 2011 
Project Cost Task Force 

 

Organizational Roster 
SPP Staff 
 
Organizational Structure 
 
The Task force will consist of 10 members from different entities with experience in the following field: 

• Construction cost estimation and control 
• Rate making 
• Project management 

Background 
 
To maintain fiduciary responsibility in the SPP transmission project estimate process, a rigorous and 
transparent evaluation of cost estimate variances is required. The purpose of establishing the Project 
Cost Task Force (PCTF) is help further develop project cost whitepapers and to create a group with 
stakeholder input, oversight, and accountability that can provide a transparent review of cost transmission 
project variances.  As a part of the project estimate review, the PCTF will act as a bridge towards Project 
Cost Working Group Transition. 
 
Recommendation 
The SPP staff recommends that the MOPC approve the formation of Project Cost Task Force.  Please 
recommend members for this task force by January 31st, 2010. 
 

   

  

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

SPP STAFF 
Recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee 

January 11-12, 2011 
Project Cost Working Group Charter 

 

Organizational Roster 
SPP Staff 
 
Background 
 
To maintain fiduciary responsibility in the SPP transmission project estimate process, a rigorous and 
transparent evaluation of cost estimate variances is required. The SPP project tracking process sets 
bounds on cost variances and mandates justification and review for cost estimates that have changed 
outside these limits. The purpose of establishing the Project Cost Working Group (PCWG) is to create a 
group with stakeholder input, oversight, and accountability that can provide a transparent review of cost 
transmission project variances.  To ensure cost estimate issues are addressed in a timely manner, the 
PCWG will evaluate projects on a monthly basis.  As a part of the project estimate review, the PCTF may 
provide recommendations as to whether the project should be restudied.   
 
Recommendation 
The SPP staff recommends that the MOPC endorse Project Control Working Group Charter.   
 

   

  

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool 
Project Cost Working Group 

Charter 
January 11‐12, 2011 

 

Purpose 
The Project Cost Working Group (PCWG) is responsible for stakeholder input, oversight, and 
accountability to provide a transparent development and review of transmission project estimate and 
cost variances. 

Scope of Activities 
In carrying out its purposes, the PCWG will: 

1. Provide a monthly review of regionally funded projects in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
that have been identified by the SPP project tracking process having estimated and actual costs 
which have changed outside of allowable variance levels. 

2. Recommend if a restudy of a project is required. 
3. Provide recommendations to the Market and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) as to 

whether project cost changes remain appropriate for regional funding or for alternate funding. 
4. Reset project tracking estimate baselines as appropriate for projects once they have been 

reviewed. 
5. Provide a quarterly report to the MOPC 

Representation 
The PCWG membership should consist of a minimum of 10 members who have experience with 
construction costs/estimating, ratemaking and project management.  The PCWG should also have a non‐
voting member as the CAWG liaison. 

Duration 
Permanent 

Reporting 
The PCWG reports to the Market and Operations Policy Committee. 
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SPP Roles and Responsibilities 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

As SPP staff began to prepare the strawman drafts addressing the four motions adopted by the Regional 
State Committee (“RSC”) on October 25, 2010, and assigned on October 26, 2010 by the SPP Board of 
Directors to the Strategic Planning Committee (“SPC”) and the Transmission Working Group (“TWG”), it 
became apparent that the development and understanding of the strawman drafts would be advanced 
by a statement of the roles and responsibilities of SPP, the Transmission Owners and regulators in the 
planning and construction process.   

The four motions assigned to SPP by the Board of Directors are as follows: 

MOTION 1:  RSC recommends that SPP review what is the best manner to address significant 
cost increases and/or overruns of transmission projects that are regionally funded.  (SPC) 
 
MOTION 2:  RSC recommends that SPP review the Novation Process and report to the RSC by 
April 2011.  (SPC) 
 
MOTION 3:  RSC recommends that SPP consider establishing design & construction standards for 
transmission projects at 200KV & above that are regionally funded.  (TWG) 
 
MOTION 4:  SPP evaluate how cost estimates are established for transmission projects before 
Cost Benefit Analysis are performed.  (SPC) 

 
 

Roles and Responsibilities 

With the advent of SPP as a Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”) and its evolution from 
reliability‐only planning and Base‐Plan funding to Balanced Portfolio to Integrated Transmission Planning 
and Highway/Byway cost allocation, local member utilities that are now purchasing transmission service 
from SPP to serve their loads are becoming increasingly liable for rates imposed by a FERC‐approved 
tariff for transmission projects constructed by other member utilities in other states.  This situation 
inevitably creates greater regulatory complexity at the state level.  SPP respects the desire of the state 
regulatory commissions, as expressed through the RSC, to explore the ramifications of this situation. 

The role of SPP is not that of an arbiter of costs of its members.  Section 3.3 of the Membership 
Agreement addresses SPP’s and the Transmission Owner’s respective roles and responsibilities regarding 
transmission planning and construction.  Section 3.3 of the SPP Membership Agreement reads in total as 
follows: 

(a) As part of its planning activities, SPP shall be responsible for planning, and for directing 
or arranging, necessary transmission expansions, additions, and upgrades that will 
enable it to provide efficient, reliable and non‐discriminatory transmission service and 
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to coordinate such efforts with the appropriate state authorities, including the 
Member’s governing board where it serves as that authority.  Transmission Owner shall 
use due diligence to construct transmission facilities as directed by SPP in accordance 
with the OATT and this Agreement, subject to such siting, permitting, and 
environmental constraints as may be imposed by state, local and federal laws and 
regulations, and subject to the receipt of any necessary federal or state regulatory 
approvals, including, as necessary, the Member’s governing board where it serves as 
that authority.  Such construction shall be performed in accordance with Good Utility 
Practice, applicable SPP Criteria, industry standards, Transmission Owner’s specific 
reliability requirements and operating guidelines (to the extent these are not 
inconsistent with other requirements), and in accordance with all applicable 
requirements of federal or state regulatory authorities.  Transmission Owner shall be 
fully compensated to the greatest extent permitted by FERC, or other regulatory 
authority for the costs of construction undertaken in accordance with the OATT. 
 

(b) After a new transmission project has received the required approvals and been 
approved by SPP, SPP will direct the appropriate Transmission Owner(s) to begin 
implementation of the project.  If the project forms a connection between facilities of a 
single Transmission Owner, that Transmission Owner will be designated to provide the 
new facilities.  If the project forms a connection between facilities owned by multiple 
parties, all parties will be designated to provide their respective new facilities.  The 
parties will agree among themselves as to how much of the project will be provided by 
each entity.  If agreement cannot be reached, SPP will facilitate the ownership 
determination process. 
 

(c) A designated provider for a project can elect to arrange for a new entity or another 
Transmission Owner to build and/or own the project in its place.  If a designated 
provider(s) does not or cannot agree to implement the project in a timely manner, SPP 
will solicit and evaluate proposals for the project from other entities and select a 
replacement.   
 

These provisions acknowledge the recognized division of interests between the transmission planning 
function of SPP as the Transmission Provider and the financial and construction responsibilities and 
ownership interests of Transmission Owner(s).  Attachment O, Section VI (1), of SPP’s OATT reinforces 
the distinction in interests providing that:   

The Transmission Provider shall not build or own transmission facilities.  The 
Transmission Provider, with input from the Transmission Owners and other 
stakeholders, shall designate in a timely manner within the SPP Transmission Expansion 
Plan (“STEP”) one or more Transmission Owners to construct, own, and/or finance each 
project in the plan. 

The functions of investing in transmission facilities and charging customers are within the management 
function of the local utilities, subject to the appropriate regulatory jurisdiction, including FERC and 
appropriate state regulatory authorities.  Commonly, such jurisdiction is exercised via some combination 
of state siting or certificate authority and/or state and federal ratemaking authority.  Prior to the advent 
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of open‐access transmission service and regional rates set by FERC for RTOs, each state regulatory 
authority generally set rates for bundled retail service, which included  generation, transmission,  and 
distribution service, based on costs incurred by the utility for construction and operation of that utility’s 
facilities. 

While the Transmission Owners in SPP have ceded their transmission planning responsibilities to SPP, 
they have not ceded their rights and responsibilities related to construction of transmission facilities or 
their rights to establish their revenue requirements to SPP.  The processes of project cost estimation and 
project management are matters to be addressed by the Transmission Owners’ through their internal 
processes and interactions with appropriate regulatory authorities.   

The current discussion, which has arisen as a result of the escalation of some transmission cost 
estimates for Priority Projects, is a product of the increased openness and transparency of the SPP 
planning processes and the regionalization of cost allocation. In the past, transmission cost estimates 
would have tended to remain internal to each member utility, subject only to the utility’s internal review 
and any applicable obligations to its regulatory authorities.  Adjustments in cost estimates “prior to a 
spade of earth being turned” would have been handled completely within the utility’s management and 
processes.  Estimate modifications may not have been available throughout the project development 
process.  SPP’s Attachment O Transmission Planning Process, Balanced Portfolio, Integrated 
Transmission Planning Process (“ITP”) and Priority Projects, provide additional transparency into the 
early stages of the transmission planning process.   

By definition, SPP’s transmission planning process, including the ITP process, means that each new 
project is part of an integrated whole. While each project has unique characteristics, it is the 
combination of the projects that creates the regional benefits.  Modifications to a planned group of 
projects will necessarily impact the operation of the transmission system.  Service commitments are 
made based on available capacity shown from models of the transmission system at the time of the 
request.  As project commitments and service commitments are made, the models are updated to 
reflect those commitments.  Changes to the model change the projected model flows on individual lines.  
Removal of a line from the model will affect flows on other lines in the model.   

For SPP to function in accordance with its responsibilities and authorities, the interests and 
responsibilities of all stakeholders must be understood and respected:  SPP to provide a transparent 
regional transmission planning process; the Transmission Owners to construct and own transmission 
facilities; and the FERC and state regulatory authorities to regulate within their statutory authority.   As 
previously discussed, the regulatory role has been exercised via some combination of state siting or 
certificate authority and/or federal and state ratemaking authority.  State regulatory authorities typically 
possess the authority to: 

1. Determine, according to each state’s individual statutes, who is entitled under the law to build 
transmission facilities in that state; 

2. Impose conditions on siting approval or a certificate of public convenience and necessity that 
the utility provide periodic reports on the cost estimates of a particular project; 
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3. Intervene in another state’s regulatory proceeding as an interested party;  
4. Intervene before FERC in a rate case to help ensure costs included are prudent and 

reasonable; and 
5. Review and approve or reject a utility’s Integrated Resource Plan; 
 

 
SPP can best serve the interests of stakeholders in addressing the issues raised in the RSC motions by 
maintaining its commitment to communication and transparency through process improvement and 
development presented in SPP’s whitepapers, specifically related to novations and cost estimation.  
While the cost estimation process must ultimately remain the responsibility of the Transmission Owner, 
SPP staff will structure procedures related to project screening, cost/benefit analyses, etc., before 
turning to the Transmission Owners to develop the final cost estimates to be used prior to the issuance 
of NTCs and the commencement of project tracking. By promoting a better understanding of SPP’s roles 
and responsibilities and the roles and responsibilities of SPP’s diverse stakeholders, it will be easier to 
determine appropriate avenues for accomplishing the goals of the RSC motions and to develop 
appropriate expectations of SPP staff, its member Transmission Owners and other stakeholders. To that 
end, SPP staff is proposing to the SPC strawman drafts to address the four motions made by the 
Regional State Committee and directed to SPP for consideration.   
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RSC Motion 2:  The Novation Process 
________________________________________________ 

 
Both the SPP Membership Agreement and Attachment O to SPP’s OATT provide a designated 
Transmission Owner the unfettered right to assign the construction and ownership of a transmission 
project to a third party.  Section 3.3(c) of the SPP Membership Agreement provides in part: 

A designated provider for a project can elect to arrange for a new entity or another 
Transmission Owner to build and/or own the project in its place. If a designated provider(s) does 
not or cannot agree to implement the project in a timely manner, SPP will solicit and evaluate 
proposals for the project from other entities and select a replacement. 

Section VI(6) of Attachment O of SPP’s OATT provides, in relevant part: 

A Designated Transmission Owner may elect to arrange for another entity or another 
existing Transmission Owner to build and own all or part of the project in its place 
subject to the [entity having the following] qualifications . . . . 

i)  Entities  that  have  obtained  all  state  regulatory  authority 
necessary to construct, own and operate transmission facilities 
within the state(s) where the project is located, 

 
ii)  Entities  that  meet  the  creditworthiness  requirements  of  the 

Transmission Provider, 
 
iii)  Entities that have signed or are capable and willing to sign the 

SPP Membership Agreement as a Transmission Owner upon the 
selection of its proposal to construct and own the project, and 

 
iv)  Entities that meet such other technical, financial and managerial 

qualifications  as  are  specified  in  the  Transmission  Provider’s 
business practices. 

 
For purposes of understanding roles and responsibilities related to the construction and ownership of 
transmission facilities, it is important to understand the distinction between assignment of a project and 
novation of a project.  If a designated Transmission Owner cannot or does not want to construct a 
transmission project, there are two options available:  assignment and novation.  An assignment allows 
the designated Transmission Owner to transfer responsibility for construction of the project, but does 
not relieve the designated Transmission Owner of the financial or legal obligation to construct the 
project.  SPP will continue to hold the designated Transmission Owner financially and legally responsible 
for timely construction of the project in accordance with the NTC.  In contrast, a novation allows the 
designated Transmission Owner to transfer all legal and financial responsibility for the timely 
construction of the project to an existing Transmission Owner or an entity who will become qualified 
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under SPP’s process and become a Transmission Owner under SPP’s OATT and Membership Agreement.  
SPP, through its stakeholder process, developed and documented a process for determining if an entity 
not currently an SPP Transmission Owner is qualified to become a Transmission Owner in SPP. That 
document is attached as an exhibit to this strawman.  This process document is final in its form, but it is 
going to continually evolve as SPP develops more experience in using the process and addressing any 
issues or concerns that may arise from the process. 

FERC accepted this process and the corresponding form of agreement, finding it was consistent with the 
SPP Membership Agreement, SPP’s OATT and the filed rate doctrine, and would encourage third‐party 
participation in SPP’s transmission planning and construction and facilitate timely construction of 
needed transmission upgrades.   

Reasons for assignment or novation 

Numerous factors can result in a decision by a designated Transmission Owner to assign or novate a 
transmission project.  These can include, but are not limited to, funding or financing limitations,  
concerns related to the financial impact to the entity of taking on the amount of debt required to 
construct an EHV project, increased costs of financing, and inability to timely construct the project. 

SPP has issued NTCs for a limited number of large 345 kV projects to smaller Transmission Owners, 
several of which happen to be RUS borrowers.  As a general matter, the RUS denies loans that comprise 
an undue risk to a borrowing cooperative, i.e., loans that are unusually large or that are for purposes 
that are not normally undertaken by the cooperative for its own power supply purposes.  The availability 
of a loan also depends upon congressional appropriations that are sufficient to meet RUS’ funding plans. 
Consequently, the availability of an RUS loan may not be known for a year or more after a request is 
made and the loan may not actually be funded for two years or more after the request.  These factors 
make the availability of RUS funding highly uncertain for large regional transmission projects.  As an 
alternative to RUS borrowing, cooperatives may be able to finance projects with private capital.  RUS 
borrowers have typically mortgaged all of their facilities to the RUS to securitize their RUS loans.  In 
order to fund a new project with private capital, RUS borrowers must implement a lien accommodation 
with the RUS to exempt the privately financed facilities from the RUS lien.  This accommodation, if 
successfully achieved, typically takes a number of months to accomplish.   Private financing can be 
expected to cost at least two to three hundred basis points more than a RUS loan.  Accordingly, the 
expectations that SPP’s smaller Transmission Owners can make timely commitments to construct 
projects directed to them for construction at a cost reflecting their historic carrying charge rates have 
not proven to be realistic.   

Another concern for a designated Transmission Owner is the impact of building a large EHV project on 
the entity’s overall financial health.  When a Transmission Owner builds a project, regardless of how the 
project is cost allocated through SPP’s OATT, the Transmission Owner has to fund a substantial portion 
of the project initially.  Taking on this amount of debt can lower the Transmission Owner’s equity ratio, 
thereby raising its cost of capital.  It can also hamper its ability to borrow for other needs.    

1098 of 1245



 
 

3

FERC Incentives 

 In response to the Energy Policy Act of 2005, FERC issued Order No. 6791 implementing new policies 
regarding Transmission Owners’ cost of service.  FERC explained its rationale for providing incentives to 
Transmission Owners in setting rates: 

25.  These challenges and risks [associated with siting large new transmission 
projects] are underscored by the fact that, in many instances, new transmission projects 
will not be financed and constructed in the traditional manner.  New transmission is 
needed to connect new generation sources and to reduce congestion.   However, 
because there is a competitive market for new generation facilities, these new 
generation resources may be constructed anywhere in a region that is economic with 
respect to fuel sources or other siting considerations (e.g., proximity to wind currents), 
not simply on a "local" basis within each utility's service territory. To integrate this new 
generation into the regional power grid, new regional high voltage transmission facilities 
will often be necessary and, importantly, no single utility will be "obligated" to build 
such facilities. Indeed, many of these projects may be too large for a single load serving 
entity to finance. Thus, for the Nation to be able to integrate the next generation of 
resources, we must encourage investors to take the risks associated with constructing 
large new transmission projects that can integrate new generation and otherwise 
reduce congestion and increase reliability. Our policies also must encourage all other 
needed transmission investments, whether they are regional or local, designed to 
improve reliability or to lower the delivered cost of power. 
 
26.  To address the substantial challenges and risks in constructing new 
transmission, the Final Rule identifies instances where our regulatory policies may no 
longer strike the appropriate balance in encouraging new investment. The Final Rule 
identifies several policies that should be adjusted, where appropriate on the facts of a 
particular case, to encourage new transmission investment or otherwise remove 
impediments to such investment. Although each reform adopted by the Final Rule 
constitutes an "incentive" as that term is used by section 219, this label has caused 
some confusion in the comments. It is true that our reforms adopted in the Final Rule 
provide "incentives" to construct new transmission, but they do not constitute an 
"incentive" in the sense of a "bonus" for good behavior. Rather, as we explain below, 
each will be applied in a manner that is rationally tailored to the risks and challenges 
faced in constructing new transmission. Not every incentive will be available for every 
new investment. Rather, each applicant must demonstrate that there is a nexus 
between the incentive sought and the investment being made. Our reforms therefore 
continue to meet the just and reasonable standard by achieving the proper balance 
between consumer and investor interests on the facts of a particular case and 

                                                            
1 Promoting Transmission Investment Through Pricing Reform, Order No. 679, 2006-2007 FERC Stats. & Regs., 

Regs. Preambles ¶ 31,222, order on reh’g, Order No. 679-A, 2006-2007 FERC Stats. & Regs., Regs. Preambles ¶ 
31,236 (2006), order on reh’g, Order No. 679-B, 119 FERC ¶ 61,062 (2007). 
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considering the fact that our traditional policies have not adequately encouraged the 
construction of new transmission.2 

 
Among other things, FERC Order No. 679 allowed Transmission Owners to propose to include 100% of 
prudently‐incurred Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) in rate base, thereby permitting Transmission 
Owners to avoid accounting for and collecting a return on and a return of Allowances for Funds Used 
During Construction (AFUDC), to permit higher returns on equity which in turn affects the Net Plant 
Carrying Charge (NPCC), and to permit a hypothetical capital structure.   

FERC explained that it adopted the CWIP incentive because recovery of 100% of CWIP in rate base 
relieves “pressures on [utility] finances caused by transmission development programs” and provides 
“up‐front regulatory certainty” and “improved cash flow[s]” for utilities and rate stability for 
customers.3  FERC also stressed that CWIP recovery provides utilities “a higher credit rating and lower 
cost of capital, thus benefiting customers.”4  A higher credit rating and lower cost of capital makes it 
cheaper and easier for a utility to attract capital investment and borrow money to construct facilities, 
which benefits customers because the utility has fewer costs to recover from customers for new 
facilities.5  Pursuant to Order No. 679, FERC has approved CWIP in rate base because it helps 
transmission projects stay on schedule, it offers a prompt return on investment, it improves utility cash 
flow, it enhances the utilities’ credit quality and debt ratings,6 and it results in better rate stability for 
customers.7 FERC found that including CWIP in rate base passes on costs to customers during the 
construction period, which raises prices to customers earlier.  The rise in prices results in reduction in 
customer demand, which allows the utility to avoid investing in unnecessary capacity expansion.  Based 
on this logic, FERC found that “CWIP will generally allow utilities to pursue least total cost strategies to 
meeting their customers’ electric power demands,”8 which results in cost savings for customers. 

FERC incentives are available to those jurisdictional utilities that seek permission for and justify the need 
for the incentive.  Furthermore, because FERC required utilities seeking CWIP recovery to submit 
additional information about their construction programs, the recovery of CWIP allows FERC the 
“opportunity to review and judge the prudence of costs as those costs are incurred and claimed in rate 

                                                            
2  Order No. 679 at PP 25, 26. 
3  Order No. 679 at P 115. 
4  Id.  In the comments supporting FERC’s notice of proposed rulemaking prior to Order No. 679, parties stated that 

the CWIP incentive allows the utility to balance the short and long-term impact on rates, and avoid rate shock on 
customers.  See e.g., Comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Docket No. RM06-4-000, at  15 (Jan 11, 
2006) (“Including CWIP in rate base instead of accruing allowance for funds used during construction will 
increase short-term rates during the construction period but reduce long-term rates once the project goes into 
commercial service.”). 

5  See Order No. 679 at 115. 
6  PPL Elec. Utils. Corp., 123 FERC ¶ 61,068, at P 6 (2008); see also id. at P 42 (FERC approved PPL’s request to 

recover 100% of CWIP in rate base because FERC found that the incentive “ enhance[s] [PPL’s] cash flow, 
reduce[s] interest expense, assist[s] Petitioners with financing, and improve[s] Petitioners’ coverage ratios used by 
rating agencies to determine credit quality by replacing non-cash AFUDC with cash earnings…[t]his, in turn, will 
reduce the risk of a down grade in Petitioners’ debt ratings.”); see also ITC Great Plains, LLC, 126 FERC 
¶ 61,223, at PP 80-82 (2009); Otter Tail Power Co., 129 FERC ¶ 61,287, at PP 32-33 (2009); Xcel Energy Servs., 
Inc., 121 FERC ¶ 61,284, at PP 57-61 (2007). 

7  See Green Power Express LP, 127 FERC ¶ 61,031, at P 67 (2009); Potomac-Appalachian Transmission Highline, 
L.L.C., 122 FERC ¶ 61,188, at P 42 (2008) (“By allowing CWIP for the Project, the rate impact of the Project can 
be spread over the entire construction period and will help consumers avoid a return on and of capitalized 
AFUDC.”). 

8  Id. at 24,331. 
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base, rather than at a later point in time when a project is completed or abandoned and a potentially 
unwise investment has already been made.”9  Therefore, another benefit of CWIP is a regulatory 
agency’s ability to review CWIP expenses to determine the prudence of the utilities’ investments as they 
are incurred, which protects customers from imprudent costs 

To date within SPP, FERC has approved rates including CWIP only for transcos, i.e., ITC‐Great Plains, 
Prairie Wind, and Tall Grass. SPP’s analysis of the projects novated to ITC‐Great Plains and proposed to 
be novated to Prairie Wind has demonstrated that, for the same cost of capital, the cost of CWIP and 
AFUDC are essentially the same over time.  The primary benefit of CWIP to the builder is that capital 
markets perceive less risk in funding projects receiving CWIP treatment in rates and consequently 
should fund projects eligible for CWIP at a lower cost of capital than an AFUDC only project.  SPP has not 
analyzed the effect of CWIP treatment on a project’s cost of capital.   While holding cost of capital 
equivalent, SPP has analyzed the effect of CWIP’s increased short‐term rate impact versus AFUDC’s 
increased long‐term rate impact and has found them to be approximately rate neutral when viewed 
from the perspective of the present value to the transmission customer. To the extent that CWIP rate 
treatment of a project does result in a lower cost of capital than AFUDC would, SPP believes that CWIP 
will provide benefit to customers based on SPP’s conclusion that the CWIP is otherwise equivalent to 
AFUDC. 
 
Creating a definitive side‐by‐side comparison of the impacts of rate‐making factors such as NPCC, CWIP, 
and AFUDC would be challenging for several reasons: 
 

1. There is no adequate baseline for a comparison, as it may not be financially feasible for the 
original designated Transmission Owner to build the project, at least not at its traditional cost of 
service.  The original designated Transmission Owner that decides to assign or novate a project 
may not deem it necessary to estimate the project cost. 

2. The various cost components are interrelated.  Neither SPP, the original designated 
Transmission Owner, nor a third‐party builder, is able to precisely determine its financing costs 
in the project estimation phase. 

3. The final rate is dependent on a FERC determination regarding the justness and reasonableness 
of the appropriate incentives. 

4. The rate impact will depend on the Transmission Owner to which the project is assigned. 
 

Conclusion 

In an effort to address the concerns raised by the Motions from the RSC, SPP Staff suggests the solution 
is multi‐faceted.  Staff believes increased transparency through the regional planning and cost allocation 
processes is beneficial, so proposes, in addition to the proposals addressing cost estimation for projects 
and dealing with changes in cost estimates,  the following: 

SPP will provide proposed Novations and supporting analysis to the MOPC for approval, then to the RSC 
for review and discussion prior to submission to the Board of Directors/Members Committee for 
approval for filing with FERC.     

 

                                                            
9  Order No. 298 at 30,515. 
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DESIGNEE QUALIFICATION AND NOVATION AGREEMENT 
 

This Designee Qualification and Novation Agreement (“Agreement”) is 
entered into this ______ day of January, 2011 (“Execution Date”) by and between 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), an Arkansas not for profit corporation, Prairie Wind 
Transmission, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Prairie Wind”), and Mid-
Kansas Electric Company, LLC, a Kansas limited liability company (“Mid-Kansas”), 
each herein referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as “Parties.” 

WHEREAS, SPP, Prairie Wind, and Mid-Kansas are signatories to the SPP 
Membership Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, SPP has issued a Notification to Construct (“NTC”) SPP-NTC-
20120, which is attached hereto as Attachment 1, to Mid-Kansas pursuant to the SPP 
Membership Agreement and Attachment O of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(“SPP OATT”) in order to direct Mid-Kansas to construct a project (Network Upgrade ID 
11248, 11249), described as consisting of a double circuit 345 kV double circuit 
transmission facility with a minimum rating of 3,000 amps for each circuit from the new 
Medicine Lodge substation to the Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company (“OG&E”) 
interception point from the Woodward District EHV substation, defined herein and 
referred to as the “Project;” and 

WHEREAS, SPP through the NTC further instructs Mid-Kansas to coordinate 
the Project with other constructing Designated Transmission Owners; and 

WHEREAS, Mid-Kansas has entered into a Stipulation and Agreement and a 
Second Stipulation and Agreement (“Stipulations”) filed with and approved by the 
Kansas Corporation Commission in Docket Nos. 08-ITCE-936-COC, 08-ITCE-937-
COC, 08-ITCE-938-COC, and 08-PWTE-1022-COC, by which Mid-Kansas agreed that 
the Project is to be constructed by Prairie Wind; and 

WHEREAS, under the Stipulations, Mid-Kansas has agreed to take such actions 
as are necessary upon receipt of an NTC to arrange for Prairie Wind to build the Project; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to set forth their respective rights and obligations 
during the construction of the Project in order to promote the construction of transmission 
infrastructure in Kansas and to facilitate the construction of transmission facilities in SPP. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 
sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 

Article 1.  Definitions.  Wherever used in this Agreement with initial capitalization, 
such words shall have the meaning specified or referred to in the SPP Membership 
Agreement or Attachment O of the SPP OATT.  

Article 2.  Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall become effective on the later 
of the Execution Date or 60 days from the date the Agreement is filed at the Federal 
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Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) (such date referred to herein as the “Effective 
Date”) and shall continue in full force and effect until such time as Prairie Wind has 
transferred functional control of the Project to SPP pursuant to the requirements of the 
SPP Membership Agreement.  Notwithstanding the preceding in this Article 2, Article 
4.3 herein shall remain in effect and survive expiration of the term of this Agreement. 

Article 3.  Representations and Warranties.  Prairie Wind hereby represents, 
warrants and covenants as follows: 

3.1  Good Standing.  Prairie Wind is a duly organized and validly existing 
limited liability company in good standing under the laws of the state of Delaware, is 
qualified to do business and is authorized to fulfill the terms of this Agreement in the 
State of Kansas.   

3.2  Authority.  Prairie Wind has the right, power and authority to enter into 
this Agreement, to become a party hereto and to perform its obligations hereunder, and 
this Agreement is a legal, valid and binding obligation of Prairie Wind, enforceable 
against Prairie Wind in accordance with its terms. 

3.3  No Conflict.  The execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement 
do not violate or conflict with the organizational or formation documents, bylaws or 
operating agreements, of Prairie Wind, or any judgment, license, permit or order or 
material agreement or instrument applicable to or binding upon Prairie Wind or any of its 
assets. 

3.4  Solvency.  Prairie Wind is financially solvent and is financially capable of 
fulfilling its obligations under this Agreement. 

Article 4.  Construction of the Project. 

4.1  Prairie Wind Rights and Obligations as a Transmission Owner.  
Prairie Wind shall undertake the obligations as a Transmission Owner under the SPP 
Membership Agreement and OATT at its own expense to design, procure, construct, 
install, own and operate (hereafter “construction and operation”) the Project pursuant to 
the SPP Membership Agreement, OATT and the NTC issued by SPP to Mid-Kansas for 
the Project as if SPP-NTC-20120 were originally issued to Prairie Wind.  In the event the 
NTC for the Project is amended by SPP to require the Project to be constructed at a 
higher voltage, Prairie Wind will, at its own expense, design, procure, construct, install, 
own and operate the Project at the higher voltage. 

4.2  SPP’s Rights and Obligations.  In undertaking the obligations as a 
Transmission Owner for construction and operation of the Project, Prairie Wind shall 
have all of the rights of a Transmission Owner pursuant to the SPP Membership 
Agreement, SPP OATT and NTC issued by SPP to Mid-Kansas for the Project (SPP-
NTC-20120) as if SPP-NTC-20120 were originally issued to Prairie Wind. 

4.3  Release of Mid-Kansas.  The Parties acknowledge and agree that Mid-
Kansas’s arrangement for Prairie Wind to build and own the Project in Mid-Kansas’s 
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place shall constitute complete satisfaction of Mid-Kansas’s obligation to build and own 
the Project pursuant to the SPP Membership Agreement (including but not limited to 
Section 3.3 of the SPP Membership Agreement), Attachment O of the SPP OATT, and 
the NTC issued by SPP to Mid-Kansas for the Project (SPP-NTC-20120).  SPP hereby 
releases Mid-Kansas of its obligation to build and own the Project as imposed by the SPP 
Membership Agreement, Attachment O of the SPP OATT and the NTC issued by SPP to 
Mid-Kansas for the Project (SPP-NTC-20120), effective on the Effective Date of this 
Agreement.  Mid-Kansas shall have no further obligation to build and own the Project 
under the SPP Membership Agreement, Attachment O of the SPP OATT, and the NTC 
issued by SPP to Mid-Kansas for the Project (SPP-NTC-20120), notwithstanding any 
failure of Prairie Wind to build and own the Project and notwithstanding the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement.  Mid-Kansas shall not be released from any obligation 
under the SPP Membership Agreement which release is not explicitly granted in this 
Agreement and which obligation has not been explicitly assigned to Prairie Wind by 
Mid-Kansas. 

4.4  Failure to Implement the Project in a Timely Manner.  In the event 
Prairie Wind fails to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, including the terms 
specified in the NTC issued to Mid-Kansas for the Project, SPP shall deem the obligation 
to build the Project in a timely manner as specified in Section 3.3(c) of the SPP 
Membership Agreement and Attachment O of the SPP OATT as being breached and may 
solicit and evaluate proposals for the Project from other entities and select a replacement 
to build and/or own the Tariff Facilities in a manner specified in the SPP OATT. 

Article 5.  Filing. 

5.1  SPP shall file this agreement with FERC as soon as practicable for 
acceptance or approval.   

5.2 If FERC accepts this Agreement for filing, but subject to modification or 
change, and requires a compliance filing by any or all of the Parties, the Parties shall 
evaluate whether such required compliance filing materially changes or frustrates the 
intent of this Agreement. If a Party determines, in good faith, that the changes or 
modifications required by FERC constitute a material change or may frustrate the intent 
of the Agreement, the Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to establish new terms and 
conditions that place the Parties in the same position as bargained for in this Agreement. 
SPP may, based on its sole judgment, condition the new terms and conditions upon the 
approval by the SPP Board of Directors.  Any change to this Agreement required by 
FERC for the compliance filing shall be subject to review and approval by the Parties.  If 
within thirty (30) days after FERC’s conditional acceptance of the Agreement, or such 
other reasonable time period as may be mutually agreed to by the Parties, the Parties have 
not reached agreement on new terms and conditions or, if the amended Agreement is not 
subsequently unconditionally approved or accepted by FERC, the Agreement shall be 
void, and no Party shall have further obligations to another Party hereunder. 

Article 6. Termination.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, 
this Agreement may only be terminated upon the mutual agreement of the Parties. 
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In Witness Whereof, the Parties have each executed this Designee Qualification 
and Novation Agreement as of the date first written above. 

 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
 
Title:      
 

Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC 
 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
 
Title:      
 

Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
 
Title:      
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DESIGNEE QUALIFICATION AND NOVATION AGREEMENT 
 

This Designee Qualification and Novation Agreement (“Agreement”) is 
entered into this ______ day of October, 2010 (“Execution Date”) by and between 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), an Arkansas not for profit corporation, Prairie Wind 
Transmission, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Prairie Wind”), Westar 
Energy, Inc., a Kansas corporation (“Westar”), and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC, 
a Kansas limited liability company (“Mid-Kansas”), each herein referred to individually 
as a “Party” and together as “Parties.” 

WHEREAS, SPP, Prairie Wind, Westar, and Mid-Kansas are signatories to the 
SPP Membership Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, SPP has issued a Notification to Construct (“NTC”) SPP-NTC-
20103, which is attached hereto as Attachment 1, to Westar pursuant to the SPP 
Membership Agreement and Attachment O of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(“SPP OATT”) in order to direct Westar to construct a project (Network Upgrade ID 
11258, 11259), described as consisting of a double circuit 345 kV transmission facility 
(pursuant to the NTC, the project may be revised to require that it be built at a higher 
voltage) with a minimum rating of 3,000 amps for each circuit from the Wichita 
substation to the Mid-Kansas interception point from the Medicine Lodge 345 kV 
substation, defined herein and referred to as the “Westar Project;” and 

WHEREAS, SPP has issued a Notification to Construct (“NTC”) SPP-NTC-
20102, which is attached hereto as Attachment 2, to Mid-Kansas pursuant to the SPP 
Membership Agreement and Attachment O of the SPP OATT in order to direct Mid-
Kansas to construct a project (Network Upgrade ID 11256, 11257), described as 
consisting of a double circuit 345 kV transmission facility (pursuant to the NTC, the 
project may be revised to require that it be built at a higher voltage) with a minimum 
rating of 3,000 amps  for each circuit from the Medicine Lodge 345 kV substation to the 
Westar interception point from the Wichita substation, defined herein and referred to as 
the “Mid-Kansas Project;” and 

WHEREAS, SPP through the NTCs further instructs Westar and Mid-Kansas to 
coordinate the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project with other constructing 
Designated Transmission Owners; and 

WHEREAS, each of Westar and Mid-Kansas has entered into a Stipulation and 
Agreement and a Second Stipulation and Agreement (“Stipulations”) filed with and 
approved by the Kansas Corporation Commission in Docket Nos. 08-ITCE-936-COC, 
08-ITCE-937-COC, 08-ITCE-938-COC, and 08-PWTE-1022-COC by which Mid-
Kansas agreed that the Mid-Kansas Project is to be constructed by Prairie Wind and 
Westar has agreed that the Westar Project is to be constructed by Prairie Wind, copies of 
the orders approving such Stipulations are attached hereto as Attachments 3 and 4; and 
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WHEREAS, under the Stipulations, each of Westar and Mid-Kansas has agreed 
to take such actions as are necessary upon receipt of an NTC to arrange for Prairie Wind 
to build the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to set forth their respective rights and obligations 
during the construction of the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project (collectively, 
the “Prairie Wind Project”) in order to promote the construction of transmission 
infrastructure in Kansas and to facilitate the construction of transmission facilities in SPP. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 
sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 

Article 1.  Definitions.  Wherever used in this Agreement with initial capitalization, 
such words shall have the meaning specified or referred to in the SPP Membership 
Agreement or Attachment O of the SPP OATT.  

Article 2.  Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall become effective on the later 
of the Execution Date or such date as the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(“FERC”) shall establish (“Effective Date”) and shall continue in full force and effect 
until such time as Prairie Wind has transferred functional control of the Prairie Wind 
Project to SPP pursuant to the requirements of the SPP Membership Agreement.  
Notwithstanding the preceding in this Article 2, Article 4.3 herein shall remain in effect 
and survive expiration of the term of this Agreement. 

Article 3.  Representations and Warranties.  Prairie Wind hereby represents, 
warrants and covenants as follows: 

3.1  Good Standing.  Prairie Wind is a duly organized and validly existing 
limited liability company in good standing under the laws of the state of Delaware, is 
qualified to do business and is authorized to fulfill the terms of this Agreement in the 
State of Kansas.  Copies of the applicable orders in Kansas Corporation Commission 
Docket Nos. 08-PWTE-1022-COC are attached hereto as Attachments 5 and 6.    

3.2  Authority.  Prairie Wind has the right, power and authority to enter into 
this Agreement, to become a party hereto and to perform its obligations hereunder, and 
this Agreement is a legal, valid and binding obligation of Prairie Wind, enforceable 
against Prairie Wind in accordance with its terms. 

3.3  No Conflict.  The execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement 
do not violate or conflict with the organizational or formation documents, bylaws or 
operating agreements, of Prairie Wind, or any judgment, license, permit or order or 
material agreement or instrument applicable to or binding upon Prairie Wind or any of its 
assets. 

3.4  Solvency.  Prairie Wind is financially solvent and is financially capable of 
fulfilling its obligations under this Agreement. 
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Article 4.  Construction of the Prairie Wind Project. 

4.1  Prairie Wind Rights and Obligations as a Transmission Owner.  
Prairie Wind shall undertake the obligations as a Transmission Owner under the SPP 
Membership Agreement and OATT at its own expense to design, procure, construct, 
install, own and operate (hereafter “construction and operation”) the Prairie Wind Project 
pursuant to the SPP Membership Agreement, OATT and the NTCs issued by SPP to 
Westar (SPP-NTC-20103) and Mid-Kansas (SPP-NTC-20102) for the Westar and Mid-
Kansas Projects, respectively, as if SPP-NTC-20103 and SPP-NTC-20102 were 
originally issued to Prairie Wind.  In the event the NTCs for the Prairie Wind Project are 
amended by SPP to require the Prairie Wind Project to be constructed at the higher 
voltage, Prairie Wind will, at its own expense, design, procure, construct, install, own and 
operate the Prairie Wind Project at the higher voltage including the line segments 
described above and a 765 kV to 345 kV substation at or near the Wichita 345 kV 
substation and a 765 kV to 345 kV substation near the Medicine Lodge 345 kV 
substation. 

4.2  SPP’s Rights and Obligations.  In undertaking the obligations as a 
Transmission Owner for construction and operation of the Prairie Wind Projects, Prairie 
Wind shall have all of the rights of a Transmission Owner pursuant to the SPP 
Membership Agreement, OATT and NTCs issued by SPP to Westar (SPP-NTC-20103) 
and Mid-Kansas (SPP-NTC-20102) for the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project, 
respectively, as if SPP-NTC-20103 and SPP-NTC-20102 were originally issued to Prairie 
Wind. 

4.3  Release of Westar and Mid-Kansas.  The Parties acknowledge and agree 
that Westar’s and Mid-Kansas’s arrangement for Prairie Wind to build and own the 
Prairie Wind Project in Westar’s and Mid-Kansas’s places shall constitute complete 
satisfaction of Westar’s and Mid-Kansas’s obligation to build and own the Westar Project 
and the Mid-Kansas Project, respectively, pursuant to the SPP Membership Agreement 
(including but not limited to Section 3.3 of the SPP Membership Agreement), Attachment 
O of the SPP OATT, and the NTCs issued by SPP to Westar (SPP-NTC-20103) and Mid-
Kansas (SPP-NTC-20102) for the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project, 
respectively.  SPP hereby releases each of Westar and Mid-Kansas of its respective 
obligations to build and own the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project, 
respectively, as imposed by the SPP Membership Agreement, Attachment O of the SPP 
OATT and the NTCs issued by SPP to Westar (SPP-NTC-20103) and Mid-Kansas (SPP-
NTC-20102) for the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project, respectively, effective 
on the Effective Date of this Agreement.  Westar and Mid-Kansas shall have no further 
obligation to build and own the Westar Project and the Mid-Kansas Project under the SPP 
Membership Agreement, Attachment O of the SPP OATT, and the NTCs issued by SPP 
to Westar (SPP-NTC-20103) and Mid-Kansas (SPP-NTC-20102) for the Westar Project 
and the Mid-Kansas Project, respectively, notwithstanding any failure of Prairie Wind to 
build and own the Prairie Wind Project and notwithstanding the expiration or termination 
of this Agreement.  Westar shall not be released from any obligation under the SPP 
Membership Agreement which release is not explicitly granted in this Agreement and 
which obligation has not been explicitly assigned to Prairie Wind by Westar.  Likewise, 
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Mid-Kansas shall not be released from any obligation under the SPP Membership 
Agreement which release is not explicitly granted in this Agreement and which obligation 
has not been explicitly assigned to Prairie Wind by Mid-Kansas. 

4.4  Failure to Implement the Prairie Wind Project in a Timely Manner.   

(a) In the event Prairie Wind fails to fulfill its obligations under this 
Agreement, including the terms specified in the NTC issued to Westar for the 
Westar Project, SPP shall deem the obligation to build the Westar Project in a 
timely manner as specified in Section 3.3(c) of the SPP Membership Agreement 
and Attachment O of the SPP OATT as being breached and may solicit and 
evaluate proposals for the Westar Project from other entities and select a 
replacement to build and/or own the Tariff Facilities in a manner specified in the 
SPP OATT. 

(b) In the event Prairie Wind fails to fulfill its obligations under this 
Agreement, including the terms specified in the NTC issued to Mid-Kansas for 
the Mid-Kansas Project, SPP shall deem the obligation to build the Mid-Kansas 
Project in a timely manner as specified in Section 3.3(c) of the SPP Membership 
Agreement and Attachment O of the SPP OATT as being breached and may 
solicit and evaluate proposals for the Mid-Kansas Project from other entities and 
select a replacement to build and/or own the Tariff Facilities in a manner 
specified in the SPP OATT. 

Article 5.  Filing. 

5.1  SPP shall file this agreement with FERC as soon as practicable for 
acceptance or approval.   

5.2 If FERC accepts this Agreement for filing, but subject to modification or 
change, and requires a compliance filing by any or all of the Parties, the Parties shall 
evaluate whether such required compliance filing materially changes or frustrates the 
intent of this Agreement. If a Party determines, in good faith, that the changes or 
modifications required by FERC constitute a material change or may frustrate the intent 
of the Agreement, the Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to establish new terms and 
conditions that place the Parties in the same position as bargained for in this Agreement. 
SPP may, based on its sole judgment, condition the new terms and conditions upon the 
approval by the SPP Board of Directors.  Any change to this Agreement required by 
FERC for the compliance filing shall be subject to review and approval by the Parties.  If 
within thirty (30) days after FERC’s conditional acceptance of the Agreement, or such 
other reasonable time period as may be mutually agreed to by the Parties, the Parties have 
not reached agreement on new terms and conditions or, if the amended Agreement is not 
subsequently unconditionally approved or accepted by FERC, the Agreement shall be 
void, and no Party shall have further obligations to another Party hereunder. 

Article 6. Termination.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, 
this Agreement may only be terminated upon the mutual agreement of the Parties. 
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In Witness Whereof, the Parties have each executed this Designee Qualification 
and Novation Agreement as of the date first written above. 
 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
 
Title:      
 

Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
 
Title:      

 
Westar Energy, Inc. 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
Title:      
 

Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC 
 
By:      
 
Name:      
Title:      
 

 

1110 of 1245



  

1 | P a g e   

 

 

 

January 3, 2011 

 

Ms. Heather Starnes, J. D.  

Manager Regulatory Policy  

Southwest Power Pool 

415 North McKinley 

#140 Plaza West 

Little Rock, AR 72205 

 

Dear Ms. Starnes,  

 

Subject:  Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC Due Diligence Review 

 

This letter presents the results of the due diligence review (Review) of Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC 

(PWT) conducted by Quanta Technology, LLC.  This Review was to provide insights to Southwest Power 

Pool (“SPP”) in evaluating the ability of PWT to assume the responsibility for the development, 

operation and maintenance of the 345 kV double circuit lines from the Medicine Lodge to State Line and 

from Medicine Lodge to Wichita substations (Project). 

 

SPP had originally issued a Notification to Construct (NTC) to Westar and Mid-Kansas Electric Company 

(MKEC) (together, “Original Parties”).  The NTC for the Medicine Lodge to State Line portion for the 

Project was issued to MKEC.  The NTC for the Medicine Lodge to Wichita portion of the Project was split 

between MKEC and Westar.  Both Westar and MKEC now propose to transfer the responsibility to own, 

develop, operate and maintain the Project to PWT. Before granting such a Novation, SPP requires that a 

due diligence review of the candidate organization be performed by a subject matter expert in the area 

of transmission development, operations and maintenance.   

 

Due Diligence Process 
To perform the Review, Quanta Technology followed the process specified on page 6 of the “SPP 

Qualification Process for Novation Agreements”.   

 

The process starts with reviewing information about PWT.  For the Review, Quanta Technology collected 

and reviewed the following documents: 

 

� PWT Certificate of Formation in the State of Delaware 

� PWT Certificate of Good Standing in the State of Kansas 

� PWT Registration as a Foreign Limited Liability Company in the State of Kansas. 

� KCC Order Approving Phase 1 Settlement dated 5/22/2009 

� KCC Order Approving Settlement dated 10/5/2009 

� KCC Order Approving Second SA dated 07/29/2010 

� FERC PWT Settlement Approval in Docket Nos. ER09-35-000 and ER09-36-000 dated 8/9/2010 

� Memo from Tom Stuchlik describing contract services dated 11/25/2010 

� Memo from PWT showing Evidence of Ability to Obtain Investment Grade Rating provided 

12/1/2010 
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� Memo from Tom Stuchlik comparing Gross Plant Carrying Charge (GPCC) between PWT and 

Westar dated 12/2/2010 

� Westar Spreadsheet showing PWT Annualized Revenue Forecast dated 11/19/2010 

� PWT Westar Model CWIP spreadsheet dated 12/8/10 

� PWT Westar Model AFUDC vs CWIP spreadsheet dated 12/8/10 

� AEPSC Prairie Wind Services Agreement – Execution Version dated 7/18/2008 

� Amendment No 1 to AEPSC Prairie Wind Services Agreement dated 8/26/2009 

� Westar Prairie Wind Services Agreement – Execution Version dated 7/18/2008 

� Amendment No 1 to Westar Prairie Wind Services Agreement dated 8/27/2009 

� Amendment no 2 to Westar Prairie Wind Services Agreement dated 11/30/2010 

� PW Draft Wichita Woodward 11x17 Schedule dated 12/7/10 (Project Gantt chart) 

� FERC Order Denying, in Part, and Granting, in Part, Petition for Declaratory Order, and 

Accepting, in Part, and Denying, in Part, Proposed Formula Rates for Westar dated 3/24/2008. 

 

The process also calls for an interview with an officer of PWT.  The interview of PWT was conducted via 

conference call on December 3, 2010.  This interview included participants from both SPP and PWT.  The 

following table shows the participants in the call.  

 

Participant Organization Title 

Don Morrow Quanta Technology Partner & VP Transmission  

Mike Lennen Westar VP Regulatory Affairs 

Kelly Harrison  Prairie Wind Transmission/Westar VP Transmission & Officer of PWT 

Marty Bregman Westar Counsel 

Tom Stuchlik Westar Executive Director Transmission 

Operations & Construction 

Tony Somma  Westar VP Treasurer & Finance 

Antonio Smith ETA  VP  

Paul Leighton Mid-American Counsel 

Tessie Kentner SPP Counsel 

Pat Bourne SPP Director of Transmission Policy 

Erin Cullum SPP Counsel  

 

 

Document Review 
General Review 

The documents reviewed by Quanta Technology show that PWT exists, is a corporation in good 

standing, has a FERC approved tariff, and has an agreement in place with Westar to develop, operate 

and maintain the Project.   

 

NPCC Review 

Quanta Technology used the information provided by PWT to assess the PWT NPCC.  For this aspect of 

the Review, Quanta Technology’s expertise is in engineering, operations, maintenance and management 

of transmission and distribution organizations.  Therefore, our focus was on the methodology used to 

assess NPCC, the data inputs utilized in the analysis, the factors leading into the FERC authorized return 

on equity (ROE) and to the estimated expenses related to the operations and maintenance of the 

Project.   Please note that, because of our organization’s area of expertise, Quanta Technology did not 

render an opinion on the appropriateness of tax benefits claimed by PWT, consistency of PWT’s financial 
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accounting practices with GAAP or the value of market rates of short-term and long-term debt used by 

PWT in their analysis.    

 

The primary spreadsheet reviewed by Quanta Technology for this discussion was titled “PWT Westar 

Model 12-08-10 AFUDC vs CWIP”.   

 

Regarding ROE, Quanta Technology noted that FERC had authorized a 12.8% ROE for PWT.  This 12.8% 

authorized ROE used a 10.8% base rate, a 150 point basis adder for size, scope, benefits and risks of the 

Project, and a 50 point basis adder for RTO membership.  We also reviewed testimony filed by Kelly 

Harrison with the Kansas Corporation Commission indicating that Westar would have qualified for the 

same 12.8% ROE.  

 

Regarding O&M costs, Quanta Technology reviewed the information provided by PWT and noted that 

the O&M costs were an estimated lump sum cost.  Subsequent discussions with PWT indicated that the 

O&M estimate was made up of the following components: 

 

O&M Cost Components Estimated Annual Amount  

(Approximate/2010 Dollars) 

Westar A&G $230,000 

AEP A&G  $150,000 

Mid A&G   $30,000 

Field & ROW O&M   $70,000 

Control Center Support   $30,000 

Total In-Service O&M $510,000 

 

PWT noted that the O&M costs before the Project went in-service would not include the field, ROW and 

control center O&M.  

 

PWT indicated that the only difference in O&M costs between PWT owning, developing and operating 

the asset and Westar owning, developing and operating the asset would be that the AEP and Mid 

American A&G would not be included in the annual revenue requirement in case of Westar.    

 

With respect to the field & ROW O&M estimate, Quanta Technology notes that the Project will be a new 

set of lines that utilize steel structures.  Therefore, initial and on-going maintenance will be minimal 

during the initial in-service years of the Project.   

 

With respect to the control center support costs, Quanta Technology notes that the Project will likely 

represent significantly less than 1% of all points monitored and controlled at the Westar Control Center.   

 

Quanta Technology notes that losses were not included in the O&M cost estimate.  Quanta Technology 

verified that losses associated with the facility will be recovered through Attachment M of the SPP Tariff.  

 

CWIP in Rate Base Review 

Quanta Technology used the information provided by PWT to assess the CWIP in rate base versus 

AFUDC approaches for funding construction activities.  For this aspect of the Review, Quanta Technology 

focused on the appropriateness and accuracy of the spreadsheet formulas used in calculating CWIP and 
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AFUDC, the consistency of the data inputs used in the calculations and the interest rates used in 

calculating AFUDC.    

 

The primary spreadsheet reviewed for this was titled “PWT Westar Model 12-08-10 AFUDC vs CWIP”.   

 

Quanta Technology verified that the underlying Capex for the Project was the same for both the CWIP in 

Rate Base and the AFUDC analyses.  

 

Quanta Technology verified that the development period for the Project was the same for both CWIP 

and AFUDC.  Quanta Technology also verified that the total life of the Project was the same.  

 

Quanta Technology verified that the value of the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) used for the 

AFUDC calculation utilized a short term interest instead of a longer term interest rate.  Under normal 

conditions a short term interest rate is lower than the long term interest rate and, therefore, using a 

short term interest rate will result in a lower cost estimate of AFUDC.   

 

Quanta Technology verified that the rate of return and the assumed debt to equity ratio was the same 

for both calculations.  

 

Quanta Technology extensively spot checked formulas used in the spreadsheet and found no errors in 

our sampling. 

 

Interview with PWT Officer 
Following is a summary of the discussions during the interview.  A copy of Quanta Technology’s notes 

during the discussion is included as Attachment 1 to this Review. 

 

Financing Items 

During the interview, we discussed the information provided on or before December 3, 2010 regarding 

the financial aspects of the review.  Quanta Technology indicated that we would like additional 

information on the O&M inputs into the annual revenue requirement calculation.  PWT provided the 

requested information on December 8, 2010.       

 

General Item, Staffing Levels 

During the interview, PWT indicated that PWT will have no employees.  Instead, PWT will contract all 

services from Westar.   

 

Item 2, Engineering 

During the interview, PWT indicated that will it contract all engineering services from Westar.  They 

expect that Westar will provide the engineering services related to the Project design through the 

provision of engineering services using a qualified engineering firm.  It was noted that the Westar 

procurement process for acquisition of professional services will be utilized.  

 

Item 2, Permitting 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract all permitting services from Westar.   
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Item 2, ROW Acquisition 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract all ROW acquisition services from Westar.  

Westar indicated it may use some common existing easements, but that those easements would need 

to be expanded.  Westar will use an outside firm in the acquisition of all additional easements.  The 

Westar procurement process for acquisition of professional services will be utilized. 

 

Item 2, Procurement 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract all procurement services from Westar.  Westar 

may utilize the existing alliances to acquire portions of the material required.  The remaining portions of 

the material in the Project are expected to go out for competitive bid.  

 

Item 2, Project Management 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract all project management services from Westar.  

Project management for the Project will be provided the by Westar Major Construction Projects group. 

 

Item 2, Construction 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract all construction services from Westar.  They 

expect that Westar will sub contract all construction work.  The Westar procurement process for 

acquisition of construction services will be utilized. 

 

Item 2, Commissioning 

PWT indicated that commissioning is considered part of engineering and that the engineering services 

procured from Westar would cover this item.  

 

Item 3, Operations 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract with Westar for field operations and control 

center services.  It was noted that the contract calls for the provision of these services consistent with 

Good Utility Practice (GUP).  PWT pointed out that the SPP Tariff definition for GUP references Federal 

Power Act section 215(a)(4) which focuses on the “reliable operation” of Bulk Electric System assets1.  

 

The operations interview included a discussion of the process PWT will use to be in compliance with 

applicable NERC Reliability Standards.  PWT indicated that the reference to the Federal Power Act 

section 215(a)(4) resulted in treatment of the assets as Bulk Electric System assets.  Since the Project is a 

double circuit 345 kV transmission line the Project is, therefore, a Bulk Electric System asset.  Such 

designation will require that PWT register with SPP as a Transmission Owner upon placing the Project in 

service.  Registration as a Transmission Owner will result in a set of NERC and RE reliability standards 

requirements becoming applicable to PWT as a Transmission Owning NERC entity. 

 

The interview also included a discussion of system losses.  PWT indicated that losses are recovered in 

Attachment M of the SPP OATT and a process is in place to determine the disposition of those losses 

among the impacted SPP Balancing Authorities.  It is anticipated that the Project would be part of the 

metered boundary of the Westar Balancing Area and that Westar would update its FERC filed loss factor.   

                                                           

1 Federal Power Act section 215(a)(4) states “The term `reliable operation' means operating the 

elements of the bulk-power system within equipment and electric system thermal, voltage, and stability 

limits so that instability, uncontrolled separation, or cascading failures of such system will not occur as a 

result of a sudden disturbance, including a cybersecurity incident, or unanticipated failure of system 

elements.” 
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PWT indicated that reference to GUP would incorporate appropriate safety practices in the provision of 

services.  It was noted that Westar has a comprehensive safety program and has issued a safety manual.   

 

Item 3, Maintenance 

During the interview, PWT indicated that it will contract with Westar for maintenance services.  It was 

noted that the contract calls for the provision of these services consistent with GUP. Please see Item 3, 

Operations for a discussion of GUP, NERC reliability standards compliance requirements and safety 

practices.  

 

Documentation Spot Check 

Based upon the discussions with PTW, Quanta Technology requested that PWT provide a copy of the 

project schedule.  A copy of comprehensive Gantt chart created from Primavera (project management 

software) showing WBS down to Level 4 was provided by PTW on Tuesday, December 7, 2010.  This 

Gantt chart covered the full development phase of the Project through energization of the Project.   

 

Findings 
Due Diligence Findings with Respect to NPCC  

Note:  This Finding is based upon a comparison of the ROE and O&M components of the PWT NPCC 

calculation versus the Westar NPCC calculation.  Quanta Technology did not have information on those 

items for MKEC.   

 

It is the opinion of Quanta Technology that the ROE of 12.8% granted to PWT would also have been 

granted to Westar.   

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that the basis FERC applied for approving the 

PWT incentive adders for scope of the Project and RTO participation would also apply to Westar.   

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes on March 24, 2008 FERC had granted a 12.3% 

ROE for the Wichita-to-Reno-to-Summit 345 kV line which used a 10.8% base return on equity as 

the starting point for the overall ROE on the Wichita-to-Reno-to-Summit project.  

 

It is the opinion of Quanta Technology that the capital cost of the Project would be essentially the same 

for Westar as that estimated by PWT.   

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that PWT will be contracting all necessary 

development services from Westar.  Therefore, while there may be differences in difficult-to-

quantify administrative costs, there should be no material difference in the final capital cost of 

the Project.  

 

It is the opinion of Quanta Technology that the difference in O&M between PWT operating and 

maintaining the facility and Westar operating and maintaining the facility will not result in a material 

difference in NPCC.  

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that the 2015 annual revenue requirement 

estimated by PWT (assuming CWIP in Rate Base) was $36,895,000.  According to information 

provided by PWT, this would be reduced by $180,000 to $36,725,000 – a change of .54%.   

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that losses have not been included in the 

O&M cost estimate.  However, Quanta Technology does not expect a material difference would 
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exist between PWT and Westar owning and operating the Project with respect to the cost of 

losses since that the actual amount of energy lost would be the same.   

 

 

Due Diligence Finding with Respect to CWIP in Rate Base  

It is the opinion of Quanta Technology that the spreadsheet used by PWT to compare revenue 

requirements for CWIP in Rate Base incorporated an appropriate method for the analysis. 

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology noted that the spreadsheet used the same Capex, 

construction period, Project life, authorized ROE and capital structure for the comparison. 

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology noted PWT assumed a short term interest rate in 

the AFUDC calculation which would result in a lower total AFUDC amount than assuming a long 

term interest rate.   

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology found no errors in the calculations when spot 

checking formulas utilized in the analysis. 

 

During the performance of the Review, SPP asked that Quanta Technology research the impact of CWIP 

in Rate Base on utility financing.  Quanta Technology reviewed a report conducted by Charles River and 

Associated (CRA) for Ontario Power Generation entitled “Benefits of Incorporated CWIP into Rate Base 

in Ontario” dated March 19, 2010.  The impact on financing was addressed extensively in that report.  

Following is an extract from that report which indicates there is evidence that CWIP in Rate Base would 

be positively viewed by rating agencies: 

 

“The provision of CWIP financing costs in current rates is an important consideration for 

the ratings agencies, particularly for those utilities with large assets under construction. 

Fitch Ratings notes in a discussion of nuclear plant construction financing: “Like any 

other large capital program, Fitch assesses the capital requirements of a nuclear 

construction program relative to the available financial resources to determine the 

effect on credit quality. Fitch also considers whether regulatory support, non-resource 

financing, federal load guarantees or fixed-price construction contracts are available to 

reduce construction risk. For regulated U.S. utilities, the availability of a cash return on 

construction work in progress (CWIP) would reduce the construction risk.” {Fitch Ratings, 

U.S. Nuclear Power: Credit Implications, November 2, 2006. Emphasis added.} 
 
Generally, the rating agencies are concerned with the amount of cash generated from 

continuing operations and the associated funds available to pay the interest on the 

debt. Key financial ratios include funds from operations (“FFO”) interest coverage ratio 

and funds from operations as a percent of total debt. AFUDC is a non-cash item which is 

not reflected in funds from operations. These key financial ratios will decrease when 

utility AFUDC becomes significant, as would take place during the construction of large 

utility assets in the absence of the inclusion of CWIP in rates. All else equal, this 

decrease will lead to a decrease in the utility’s credit rating. The resulting increase in 

interest charges will lead to higher costs for customers.”2 

 

                                                           
2
 CRA, “Benefits of Integrating CWIP into Rate Base in Ontario”, March 19, 2010, Section 3.2, page 10.  
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Due Diligence Finding with Respect to Project Development, Operations and Maintenance 

It is the opinion of Quanta Technology that the approach chosen by PWT to develop, operate and 

maintain the Project is equivalent to the Original Parties developing, operating and maintaining the 

Project.   

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that PWT has chosen to outsource all 

development, operations and maintenance to a qualified firm which is one of the Original 

Parties – Westar.   

 

� In forming this opinion, Quanta Technology has reviewed the contract between PWT and 

Westar to engage Westar’s services.  The contract terms are sufficiently broad to cover all 

aspects of the development, operation and maintenance of the Project.   

 

� In rendering this opinion, Quanta Technology notes that Westar is an established utility in the 

SPP region, is a member of SPP in good standing, and has a history of successful transmission 

project development, operation and maintenance. In addition, Quanta Technology notes that 

Westar was one of the Original Parties. 

 

� In forming this opinion Quanta Technology expects that PWT will be required to register with 

SPP as a Transmission Owning entity and will, therefore, be compelled to abide by applicable 

NERC and SPP Reliability Standards.   

 

Because of the various complications and external factors that enter into the ultimate, successful 

development of transmission projects (e.g., environmental issues, legal challenges to regulatory 

approval, etc.), this opinion does not constitute a warrantee or guarantee on the part of Quanta 

Technology that PWT will ultimately develop, successfully operate and/or adequately maintain the 

Project.  Rather, this opinion is rendered based upon demonstration at the time of this Review by PWT 

that it has engaged a qualified partner for the Project for provision of services during all timeframes of 

the life of the Project.  

 

SME Qualifications 
The resume for Donald J. Morrow is provided as Attachment 2 to this Review.  

 

If there are any questions or comments on this Review, please contact me at 919 334 3032. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Donald J. Morrow, P. E.  

Partner & VP Transmission 

Quanta Technology, LLC. 

 

Attachments 
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Cost Estimate Whitepaper 

RSC Motion 4  
During their Monday, October 25th, 2010 meeting, the RSC passed the following as Motion 4: 

SPP evaluate how cost estimates are established for transmission projects before Cost Benefit 
Analysis are performed. 

Introduction 
To ensure consistency in the development of cost estimates, SPP staff and stakeholders will create a 
standardized and transparent method for generating estimates.  To allow estimates to evolve and 
become more refined as projects move from concept to construction, there will be multiple points in the 
planning process where cost estimates will be updated and increasingly higher levels of accuracy will be 
required.  The Project Timeline illustration below shows how the planning process is broken into three 
stages.  Each of these stages will have progressively tighter requirements on cost estimate accuracy and 
detail of data. The bandwidth of the estimate accuracy reduces as the scope definition details increases. 
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Bandwidth given By ESI International for different level of scope definition is reproduced as under: 
(source: ESI international). 

Estimate Name  Class   Level of Project 
Definition 

End Usage   Precision and 
Range 

Order of Magnitude  5  0% to 2%  Concept screening  ‐50% to + 100% 

Study   4  1% to 15%  Study of feasibility  ‐30% to 50% 

Preliminary  3  10% to 40%  Budget, 
authorization, or 
control 

‐20% to +30% 

Definitive  2  30% to 70%  Control or bid tender  ‐15% to +20% 

Detailed  1  50% to 100%  Check estimate or 
bid/tender 

‐10% to +15% 

 Initial estimates  for SPP regionally funded transmission projects are study estimates with 1% to 15% 
level of project definition, therefore precision or accuracy bandwidth lies between ‐30% to +50%. 
Statistical analysis of current SPP Priority Projects shows that overall percentage of cost variance was 
+15% that is well within the range of this bandwidth. 

Stage 1  
When projects are first conceived, cost estimates will be developed by SPP staff using a generic cost 
estimate tool.  The tool will be developed in conjunction with the Transmission Working Group (TWG).  
The estimating tool will include generic cost data such as cost per mile for specific voltage levels, 
substation cost estimates, and cost modifiers for different regions, terrain, urban/rural, etc.  This will 
allow estimates to be easily developed for the purpose of screening large numbers of potential projects 
and selecting suitable candidates for more detailed study.  The simplified example below shows how a 
cost estimation tool might be developed.  To estimate the cost of a project, the cost/mile of conductor 
and right of way (ROW) for a particular voltage class would be multiplied by the line length.  Then the 
estimated cost would be multiplied by the applicable ROW multipliers to account for factors that can 
affect the cost of line construction.  Finally the substation costs would be calculated and added to the 
total project cost estimate.   
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Simplified Illustrative Example 
Conductor/Structure  ROW 

Cost per Mile  Cost per Mile 

115  $  $ 

230  $$  $$ 

345  $$$  $$$ 

ROW Multipliers 

Urban  1.5 

Rural  0.8 

Plains  0.8 

Mountains  1.5 

Substation Adder 

Breaker  $ 

Xfer  $ 

New Sub  $ 
 

The output of the tool will be a table giving the total cost for each project being considered as well as all 
of the information that went into developing those.  This will make it easy to see the variations in cost 
estimates between projects and why those variations exist.  An example of this output is shown below 

 
 

Simplified Illustrative Estimate Tool Output 
Project Owner  Owner 1  Owner 2  Owner 3 
Project Name  Project 1  Project 2  Project 3 
Voltage  115  230  345 
Length (miles)  10  50  100 
Conductor/Structure Cost per Mile  $  $$  $$$ 
ROW Cost per Mile  $  $$  $$$ 
ROW Conditions  Rural/Plains Urban/Plains Rural/Mountains 
ROW Multipliers  0.8*0.8  1.5*0.8  1.5*0.8 

Substation Adders  $  $  $ 

Total Cost  $  $$$  $$$$$ 
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On an annual basis SPP staff, in conjunction with the TWG, will update the cost data contained in the 
cost estimating tool.  To assist with this effort, SPP staff will provide a report which gives an aggregate 
summary of final cost data collected in the project tracking process. 1  This will ensure that the cost 
estimate tool can be kept up‐to‐date and will help refine the tool to match actual final cost data.     

Stage 2  
Stage 2 begins after the initial project screening is completed and the list of potential projects has been 
narrowed to those most likely to be selected.  It will be necessary for the incumbent Transmission 
Owner (TO) of each project to review and provide updates to the stage 1 cost estimates.  This will help 
ensure that more accurate stakeholder provided data is used for the analysis and subsequent selection 
of projects.   Differences between the stage 1 and stage 2 cost estimates must be accompanied by 
detailed explanations of the changes.  This estimate is still considered to be a high level cost estimate; 
however, it is still expected to be within +/‐50% variance from final construction cost.   

Stage 3 
The stage 3 estimates will be required after the analysis is completed but before a final report is 
submitted to stakeholders for approval and NTC issuance.  Projects that will receive an ATP instead of an 
NTC will not be required to have a stage 3 estimate.  The incumbent TOs will be required to submit a 
completed Standardized Cost Application (SCA).  This is expected to be a very detailed estimate and 
should be within +/‐25% variance of final construction costs.  The SCA will include among other things a 
detailed explanation of changes between the stage 2 and stage 3 estimates.  All stage 3 SCAs will be 
reviewed by SPP staff. 

Cost Estimate Flowchart 
Following is a flowchart of the three stages in the standardized cost estimating process. 

                                                            
1 The project tracking process is explained in the Cost Overruns/Underruns White Paper. 
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Cost estimation Techniques 
The estimate developer shall make use of PMI (Project Management Institute) techniques to make 
estimates more accurate. 

Some of these techniques are given below with brief introduction (source: PMI standard process book‐ A 
guide to project management body of knowledge 3rd edition). 

Analogous cost estimating is used to determine the cost of a project by using the actual cost of 
similar projects. This estimation is used when there is limited information about the project. This 
estimation often uses expert judgment. Although this is cheaper it is less accurate. Professional 
expertise and very similar projects can be used to create more reliable predictions.     

In order to determine resource cost rates the person estimating must know the unit cost rates. 
Unit cost rates such as workers cost rates and bulk material cost estimate schedule activity cost rates. 
Gathering quotes is also a technique used to estimate cost.  In contracts escalation rates should also be 
accounted for in the overall cost of the contract.  Commercial databases and seller pricings are also a 
source of obtaining cost rates. If the rates are not known then they will also need to be estimated. 

Bottom up estimating is used to estimate costs, such as those of schedule activities, with the 
lowest amount of detail. The resulting cost is then made higher for reporting and tracking purposes. The 
schedule activity and work package account for the overall cost and accuracy of the estimation. 

Parametric estimation is a cost estimation technique for schedule activities which uses historical 
data and variables like required work hours and square footage of construction. The accuracy of this 
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technique varies with the process’s sophistication. The technique though can create an accurate 
prediction depending on the quantity of the resource and the cost data built in the model.  

Rick or Contingency allowance: Often cost estimates include reserves, contingency allowances, 
in the schedule activity cost. Reserves are estimated costs that are sued to deal with uncertain events. A 
solution to managing contingency reserves is to merge the contingency reserve of each schedule activity 
into one reserve that is assigned to a schedule activity. The activity may be zero duration that is placed 
within the network path and is used to hold the contingency reserve.  This option makes the variance in 
activities cost more accurate since they are based on reliable cost estimates. The schedule activity may 
also be used to serve as a buffer activity and therefore placed at the end of the network path of the 
schedule activities. As the activities progress the reserve is adjusted. Consequently, the activities’ cost 
variation is more accurate due to it being based on estimates that are not unreliable.  

Standardized Cost Application 
The SCA is used to ensure that all cost estimates are in a consistent format which provides the following 
benefits: 

• Provides consistent format among all estimates 

• Facilitates the project tracking process2 

• Ensures the appropriate level of detail is required 

At the end of this paper is an illustrative example of a cost application which contains some of the detail 
which may be developed for an SCA. 

                                                            
2 The project tracking process is explained in the Cost Overruns/Underruns White Paper. 
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 Illustrative Cost Application Example 
Project Description 

Estimate Provider 

Estimate Date 

In‐Service Date 

  Details Cost Estimate Comments

Conductor 

Size

Design

Electrical Capacity (amps)

Other

Structure 

Type

Material

Base

NESC Assumption

Dead Ends

Underbuild

Substations 

Transformers

Breaker Scheme

Protection Scheme

Voltage Control

Construction Labor  Amount

Right of Way (ROW) 
ROW (Mileage)

ROW Condition (e.g., Urban, Rural, 
etc.) 

Eng. Design, Project 
Management, 
Permitting 

Permitting/Certifications

Escalation Rate

Eng. Design/Proj. Mang.

Loadings  Type 1

Other Cost  Other Cost Factor Notes

Total Cost 
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Cost Overruns/Underruns Whitepaper 

RSC Motion 1  
During their Monday, October 25th, 2010 meeting, the RSC passed the following as Motion 1: 

RSC recommends that SPP review what is the best manner to address significant cost increases 
and/or overruns of transmission projects that are regionally funded. 

Introduction 
SPP’s current project tracking process tracks costs and in‐service dates of projects that have received a 
Notification to Construct (NTC) from SPP staff.  To ensure that cost overruns/underruns are monitored 
with sufficient scrutiny, some modification to the current process is needed.   

Current Project Tracking Procedure 
When a project receives an NTC it is entered into the Project Tracking process.  The Transmission Owner 
(TO) is required to submit quarterly updates of cost estimates and the expected in‐service date.  These 
updates are incorporated into a quarterly report that is submitted to the Board of Directors/Members 
Committee (BOD/MC), the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC), and the Regional State 
Committee (RSC).  In accordance with the guidelines provided in the NTC Whitepaper approved in early 
2010, cost estimates that have increased by more than 20% since the previous estimate require the 
project developers to submit justification for the variance. 

NTC Project Estimates 
To make the Project Tracking process more rigorous, several enhancements are offered here.  The cost 
estimate included in an NTC is the stage 3 estimate; this will be the NTC Project Estimate (NPE) for the 
project.  The NPE will become the initial cost estimate baseline for project tracking.  The baseline is the 
point from which the variance will be measured.  This number will be the basis throughout the project 
tracking process to be compared with estimate updates to determine overrun/underrun percentages. 

Process Enhancements 
A developer who has a project whose NPE exceeds $5,000,000 will be required to submit updates on a 
monthly basis for that project.  A developer who has a project with a cost estimate which is under 
$5,000,000 will be required to submit updates on a quarterly basis.  Monthly and quarterly updates 
should consist of a detailed cost breakdown which mirrors the original Standardized Cost Application 
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(SCA)1.  The report will include a comments column and any changes to an estimate must be 
accompanied by a comment explaining the change.   

The developer will use the Earned Value Management (EVM) technique of Project Management 
Institute (PMI) in tracking the progress for each project.  The EVM technique assesses the Earned Value 
of a project in relation to Planned Value and Actual Cost, as a means of measuring schedule 
performance and cost performance.  The EVM data shall be submitted in the monthly or quarterly 
report.  If the report shows Earned Value for a project exceeds +/‐ 25%2 of the Actual Cost, then the 
project will be reviewed by a new working group, Project Cost Working Group (PCWG), or assigned to an 
existing working group.   

PCWG Review 

The PCWG will only reevaluate projects whose costs have changed outside the allowable variance.  The 
reevaluation by the PCWG will be based on data and information from both the TO and SPP staff.  The 
PCWG will be provided with the original SCA, monthly project tracking data updates, and any comments 
from SPP staff or the TO related to the cost revisions.  Comments from the TO should include relevant 
information regarding any sunk costs, an explanation for the cost overruns/underruns, and comments as 
to why the project should or should not continue forward.  The reevaluation will include an analysis of 
the cost changes and whether these changes are reasonable and appropriate for regional funding.  The 
PCWG will also recommend if a restudy of a project is required.   

There are instances where resetting the baseline will be prudent as it would not be reasonable for a 
project to be automatically flagged for review every month following an overrun/underrun that had 
been previously reviewed and accepted.  The PCWG will determine if and when to reset the baseline 
cost estimate.  If a baseline cost estimate is reset, the NPE will still be retained in the monitoring tool.   

PCWG Report 
The PCWG will submit a quarterly report to the SPP RSC and BOD/MC regarding the reevaluated 
projects.  This report will include the rationale for each cost change as well as comments from the PCWG 
stating whether the cost change is reasonable and appropriate for regional funding.   If the PCWG states 
the cost change is either not reasonable and/or not appropriate for regional funding, the PCWG will 
include a recommendation. 

Restudy Determination 
The PCWG will be tasked with determining if a restudy is required.  A change in cost may not impact the 
benefits a project provides.  However, a cost could change by such a magnitude that other alternatives 

                                                            
1 For more information regarding the SCP reference the white paper on Cost Estimates. 
2 This is the same percentage that is the allowable variance for the Stage 3 cost estimate in the Cost Estimate 
White Paper. 
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would have been considered in its place.  In that instance, a study may be required to review other 
projects which were previously discarded since they had a higher cost than the reviewed project but 
now have a lower cost.  SPP staff will provide the PCWG with information to consider while determining 
the necessity of the restudy.  This information will include a list of project alternatives which were 
reviewed during the original study, the cost of the alternatives, and a review of the resources necessary 
to complete the restudy.  All of the following criteria must be met in order for restudy to be required: 

• Latest cost estimate must exceed $10,000,000 

• If Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio was a rationale for the project, the B/C must be less than 1 

• Actual construction of the project has not yet started 

• The cost must have increased 30% from the baseline 

 

Restudy if Required 
If the PCWG believes a project should be restudied, SPP staff will develop a study scope which will be 
approved by the TWG or ESWG.  The study analysis and results would follow the typical stakeholder 
process by moving through the appropriate stakeholder working groups and finally to the BOD for a final 
decision.  The BOD/MC will decide whether the original NTC will be revoked or if the project will 
continue forward.  If the NTC is revoked by the BOD/MC, and the SPP staff analysis identified an 
acceptable alternative, the BOD/MC could then issue an NTC for the alternative project. 
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Project Tracking Flow Chart 
 

 

NPE from NTC  for 
projects greater 

than X$

Monthly Project 
Tracking 
Process

% Variance 
from NPE?

Yes

No

Review performed by 
PCWG and restudy 

determination

Analysis performed to 
provide additional 

data regarding if the 
project should still 
continue forward

Yes

Analysis review 
by Stakeholder 
Working Groups

Quarterly report 
developed by PCWG 
and provided to RSC 

and BOD on all 
projects reviewed by 

PCWG

No

Review by BOD/MC to determine 
whether projects should continue

Yes

No Project NTC is 
revoked
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Illustrative Monthly Cost Update Example 
Project Description 

Estimate Provider 

Estimate Date 

In‐Service Date 

 
Details 

Initial Cost 
Estimate 

Updated Cost 
Estimate 

Comments 

Conductor 

Size 

Design 

Electrical Capacity (amps)

Other 

Structure 

Type 

Material

Base 

NESC Assumption

Dead Ends

Underbuild

Substation 

Transformers

Breaker Scheme

Protection Scheme

Voltage Control

Construction Labor  Amount

Right of Way 
(ROW) 

ROW (Mileage)

ROW Condition (e.g., Urban, 
Rural, etc.) 

Eng. Design, 
Project 

Management, 
Permitting 

Permitting/Certifications

Escalation Rate

Eng. Design/Proj. Mang.

Loadings  Type 1 

Other Cost  Other Cost Factor Notes

Total Cost   
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Design and Construction Standards 
Whitepaper 

RSC Motion 3  
RSC recommends that SPP consider establishing design and construction standards for 
transmission projects at 200kv and above that are regionally funded. 

Purpose 
Provide a consistent and economic construction standard that can be implemented by all transmission 
owners and builders on the SPP transmission system.  

Initial Proposal 
To bring uniformity and economies of scale to regionally funded transmission projects, SPP will develop 
and maintain design and construction standards. The effort will provide consistency in the bulk 
transmission system.  It also enhances reliability and reduces compatibility issues by having standard 
components used by all builders of the transmission system. Use of the same transmission protection 
standards eliminates any compatibility issues and ultimately increases reliability of the system. SPP will 
establish these standards as a result of a collaborative effort based upon the best practices being 
followed by members. The final draft of the standards will be approved by Transmission Working Group 
(TWG), followed by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC).  A long‐term goal is to better 
manage construction costs.  The initial focus of this task will be on the components that have the 
greatest variability in cost. The major components suggested for establishment of regional standards are 
detailed in the list below. 

Though construction cost for transmission projects vary based upon location and other factors, 
establishing regional construction standards on the basis of best practices can provide guidelines and set 
expectations for construction standards that may be considered on a regional basis.  These include: 

• Conductor size 

• Minimum ampacity value 

• Fiber optic ground wire construction standards 

• Structure/wooden pole construction specifications 

• Foundation construction standards 

• Substation control room construction standards 

• Insulation and insulation hardware construction specifications 
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Interpretation of Standards and Tracking 
SPP staff will be responsible for interpretation and application of regional standards and will track 
projects to ensure regional standards are being followed for regionally funded projects.  

In some special circumstances, it may be necessary to deviate from the regional standard.    Any 
requests for deviation/exception to the regional standard will need to be submitted to SPP staff for 
approval.  

Example of Transmission and Substation Design Standard 

Breaker Configuration 
Each new substation 230 kV and above should have an initial one‐line of the substation and ultimate 
one‐line of the substation.   SPP staff should review the initial and ultimate substation arrangements.   
The SPP staff review should ensure substations are designed to accommodate future expansion of the 
EHV system.  The following table lists the basic design for substation arrangements.  The substation 
should be designed to accommodate the ultimate substation arrangement.  This includes the purchase 
of land to accommodate the ultimate substation.  

  

Number of terminals  Substation Arrangement Voltage 

230 kV 

0ne  Single Bus 

Two  Single Bus 

Three  Ring Bus 

Four  Ring Bus 

Five  Ring Bus 

Six  Ring Bus 

Seven or greater  Breaker and a half 

345 kV 

0ne  Single Bus 

Two  Single Bus 

Three  Ring Bus 

Four or greater  Ring Bus 

765 kV 

0ne  Single Bus 

Two  Single Bus 

Three  Ring Bus 

Four or greater  Breaker and a half 
 

 

The following drawings show typical breaker arrangement for ring bus and breaker and a half. 
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Terminal Equipment Minimum Rating  

Minimum terminal rating substation equipment may be as follows: 

 

Voltage  Amps 

230  2,000 

345  3,000 

500  3,000 

765  4,000 

Transmission Line Design 
The transmission line strength  needed depends on several factors including geographic location, 
weather conditions, overhead ground wire and support structures of the line. 

When selecting the appropiate design load, the  engineer  designing the transmission line should 
evaluate the climatic conditions and previous line operation experience.  The National Electrical Safety 
Code (NESC)  indicates the structure clearence requirements and component strength.  All of these 
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factors need to be considered in the transmission line design.   The design engineer should complete an 
economic study to determine structure configuration  and type (wood, steel or prestressed concrete).   
The economic structure should be selected.    Exceptions to the economic structures should be reviewed 
by SPP staff. 

Minimum Conductor sizing  
SPP Criteria 12.2 addresses rating for transmission circuits.  Minimum ampere rating for 230 kV and 
above transmission circuits are noted below.  Any exceptions must be proposed and approved through 
the appropriate SPP process.  

 

Voltage  Amps 

230  2,000 

345  3,000 

500  3,000 

765  4,000 
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Subject to review by the TWG, MOPC 
accepts the Quanta report and Staff's 
recommendation that find that Prairie 
Wind is qualified to be a Designated 
Transmission Owner under Attachment O, 
Section VI.6 of the SPP Tariff. 
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Event Analysis Working Group 
Charter 

OctoberJanuary, 20102011 
 
PURPOSE 
The Event Analysis Working Group (“EAWG”) will foster a culture of reliability excellence within the 
SPP region by reviewing event analysis reports prepared by registered entities after a system 
disturbance event to ensure an appropriate root cause analysis has been performed and by 
sharing lessons learned within the SPP Region.  For multi-entity events withint the region-wide 
events, the EAWG will prepare an event analysis report.  The EAWG will provide an independent 
assessment using a team with expertise from each technical area within SPP.  
 
SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES 
In carrying out its purpose, the Event Analysis Working Group will: 
 

1. Review and endorse the event analysis report prepared by the affected entity 
after the system disturbance event is reported to ensure that it includes an appropriate root 
cause analysis, reaches sound conclusions and meets NERC guidelines. Work with entity 
to determine if report can be endorsed by the EAWG 

 
2. For multi-entity events within the region-wide events, perform a detailed 

technical assessment and prepare an event analysis report including appropriate root 
cause analysis meeting NERC guidelines.  

 
3. Provide sSupport to and encourage the entity(s) as needed to perform a 

compliance gap review related to NERC reliability standards and SPP criteria. 
 

4. Work with the various working groups within SPP and coordinate with the 
SPP RE and NERC event analysis team on requirements related to the event analysis 
report. 

 
5. Collect and maintain all the technical data in support of the event analysis  

 
6. Assist in development and the issuance of any “lessons learned” as a result 

of completed event analysis reports. 
 

7. Review and assist in development of any NERC standards and SPP Criteria 
related to event analysis. 
  

7.8. Create recommendations to minimize the likelihood of similar events in the 
future. 

 
REPRESENTATION 
The Working Group is comprised of five members, including a Chairman.   Each of the members 
will be the chairman (or its appointee) of the following working groups: 

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) 
• Generation Working Group (GWG) 
• Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) 
• System protection and Controls working Group (SPCWG) 

Formatted: List Paragraph,  No bullets or
numbering, Tab stops: Not at  103.5 pt
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• Transmission Working Group (TWG) 
 
DURATION 
Permanent 
 
REPORTING 
The Working Group reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  11  ——  GGooaallss  ooff  tthhee  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  PPrrooggrraamm  
  
Promoting Reliability 
The principal goal of the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) is to promote the reliability of 
the bulk power systems in North America.  This goal is directly supported by evaluating bulk 
power system events, undertaking appropriate levels of analysis to determine the causes of the 
events, promptly implementing corrective actions, and providing recommendations and lessons 
learned to the industry.  Event analysis also provides valuable feedback to the reliability 
standards development process, compliance enforcement, training and education, and reliability 
trend analysis efforts, all of which support continued reliability improvement.  
 
Developing a Culture of Reliability Excellence 
The event analysis program strives to motivate the entire industry to develop a culture of 
reliability excellence that promotes and rewards aggressive self-critical review and analysis of 
operations, planning, and critical infrastructure protection processes.  This self-critical focus 
must be ongoing and recognize that registered entities are linked together by their individual and 
collective performance.  This focus drives to understand the underlying cause of events, to the 
decision-making involved in event analysis, how to respond to the event, the sharing of lessons 
learned from events, the timely mitigation of event causes, and the avoidance of similar or 
repeated events by registered entities across North America. 
 
Collaboration 
Successful event analysis relies on a collaborative approach through which registered entities, 
Regional Entities (RE), and NERC work together to achieve a common goal.  The process 
requires clarity, certainty, and consistent adherence to reliability principles by bulk power system 
owners, operators, and users that perform a wide array of reliability functions 
 
Being a Learning Organization 
As a learning organization, event analysis serves an integral function of providing insight and 
guidance by identifying and disseminating valuable information to owners, operators, and users 
of the bulk power system that enable improved, enhanced, and more reliable operation.  As such, 
event analysis is one of the pillars of a strong ERO. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  22  ——  PPhhiilloossoopphhyy  aanndd  KKeeyy  IInnggrreeddiieennttss  ooff  tthhee  
EERROO  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  PPrrooggrraamm  
  
The ERO enterprise-wide event analysis program is based on the recognition that bulk power 
system events that occur, or have the potential to occur, have varying levels of significance.  The 
manner in which registered entities, REs, and NERC evaluate and process these events is 
intended to reflect the significance of the event and/or specific system conditions germane to the 
reliability of the bulk power system and the circumstances involved. 
The key ingredients of an effective event analysis program are to: 
 

 identify what transpired – sequence of events; 
 understand the causes of events; 
 identify and ensure timely implementation of corrective actions; 
 develop and disseminate recommendations and valuable lessons learned to the industry to 

enhance operational performance and avoid repeat events;  
 develop the capability for integrating risk analysis into the event analysis process; and 
 feed forward key results to facilitate enhancements in and support of the various NERC 

programs and initiatives (e.g., performance metrics, standards, compliance monitoring 
and enforcement, training and education, etc.)  
 

The underlying characteristics that make for a comprehensive and successful event analysis 
program are:  
 

 greater emphasis on a bottom-up approach in which registered entities serve in the 
primary role, taking first steps in analysis, development of lessons learned, self-
identification of recommendations, and self-mitigation of reliability issues; 

 appropriate RE and NERC review and oversight of registered entity event analysis 
results; 

 emphasis directed toward proactive improvement of bulk power system reliability; 
 clarity and certainty about what system events are relevant to analyze and to what level; 
 clarity and certainty about event analysis roles, responsibilities, and expectations for 

respective entities, including target timeframes for completing certain actions; 
 events affecting reliability or potential vulnerabilities to the reliability of the bulk power 

system are prioritized for analysis — concise reviews for minor events, more detailed 
analyses for more significant events; 

 providing registered entities incentives, encouragement, and recognition for cooperation, 
openness, and thoroughness in conducting rigorous self-analysis of events, prompt 
mitigation of identified causes, and support for developing industry lessons learned;  

 timely development and dissemination of valuable lessons learned to the industry, 
resulting in real reliability improvement;  

 proper confidentiality of data and information is maintained at all times by all parties; and 
 tracking and timely reporting of event and event analysis trends. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  33  ——  PPuurrppoossee  ooff  tthhee  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  PPrroocceessss  
DDooccuummeenntt  
 
 
Events that impact the bulk power system1 are everyday occurrences.  The purpose of this 
document is to provide a clear and concise framework for the identification, reporting, and 
analysis of events so their causes can be identified and corrected so important recommendations 
and lessons learned can be shared with the industry.   
 
This document is not a cookbook and cannot prescribe an exact procedure that is best for all 
possible events.  It does, however, describe a defined, repeatable process for identifying bulk 
power system events that warrant prompt reporting and the level of analysis required.  It also 
establishes clear roles, responsibilities, and expectations for registered entities, REs, and NERC 
regarding the analysis of events.   
 
The document also aims to promote consistency, comparability, flexibility, and timeliness in the 
event analysis process.  The process detailed within provides the registered entities guidance in 
determining which events need to be reported and why (standards requirement, lessons learned, 
trending, initiatives, etc.), as well as guidance as to the level of detail expected in event analysis 
and Event Analysis Reports.   The appendices and references contain valuable tools and 
templates to help the involved entities categorize, analyze, and report on events.  References to 
various cause analysis techniques are included.  
 
Among the topics addressed in the document are: 
 

 timely submission of information and reports; 
 use of standard cause analysis methodologies2; 
 development of findings; 
 identification of corrective actions; and 
 development and sharing of recommendations and lessons learned. 

                                                 
1 The term “bulk‐power system” means facilities and control systems necessary for operating an interconnected 
electric energy transmission network (or any portion thereof); and electric energy from generation facilities 
needed to maintain transmission system reliability.  The term does not include facilities used in the local 
distribution of electric energy.  [As defined in Section 215 of the Federal Power Act.] 
 
2 Refer to “Cause Analysis Methods for NERC, Regional Entities and Registered Entities” [link to be provided] for 
methods and tools that may be used for this purpose.  Generally, use of detailed root cause analysis methods 
would be reserved for actual or potential higher impact events. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  44  ——  EERROO  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  PPrroocceessss  
 
 
Event Reporting 
Registered entities are required to report the occurrence of defined bulk power system 
disturbances and unusual occurrences to the applicable RE and NERC in accordance with 
various NERC and Regional reliability standards and other requirements, including but not 
limited to:  EOP-002, EOP-004, TOP-007, CIP-001, and CIP-008.  Each of these standards 
specifies timeframes within which initial and final Event Reports are required. The expectations 
for reporting additional information on such events as described below, do not relieve the 
registered entity from the reporting requirements under the above standards. 
 
Information on certain system events or system reliability vulnerabilities learned from reported 
system events will also be communicated via Electricity Sector – Information Sharing and 
Analysis Center (ES-ISAC) messages, Department of Homeland Security Industrial Control 
Systems – Cyber Emergency Response Team (DHS ICS-CERT) Portal messages, Geomagnetic 
Disturbance (GMD) Alerts, etc.  If the information provided through any of these sources is 
insufficient to understand the nature and extent of the event or potential vulnerability, the RE or 
NERC may request additional details from the involved registered entities. 
 
Registered entities, REs and NERC need to become aware quickly of events and disturbances 
that take place throughout the bulk power system. This set of ‘initial impression’ kinds of 
information and insight needs to be produced and delivered quickly and made available to 
personnel with planning and operations responsibilities across the system.  This initial 
information sets forth a workable structure for very short-term analyses and reports, which can 
be followed by more intensive studies. First and foremost however, a quick situation report and 
‘rough’ study should be developed and shared within a few days. 
 
In all cases, the registered entity should be expected to provide at least a preliminary event report 
within five (5) business days (many are required within 24 hours) of the event.  Depending on 
the category of the event, a more extensive event analysis report may need to be completed 
within 10 business days.  If this is not possible due to the scale of the event, instead of a 
completed event analysis report at that time, a comprehensive description of what is known, a 
scope of work and proposed schedule for the analysis to be conducted should be provided, along 
with an associated schedule for periodic progress reports thereafter, to keep the RE and NERC 
appropriately informed.   
 
In reporting on events, registered entities are requested to use the event report template provided 
in Appendix A as a guideline for reporting the event to its applicable RE and NERC.  In some 
cases, a supplemental report may be needed as additional information is learned about an event 
or questions are raised by the RE or NERC.  In those cases, the registered entity should so 
indicate this in any subsequent event report. 
 
Registered entities are encouraged to include along with the written description of the event a 
simple one-line diagram or other representation of the facility(s) involved in the event, if 
applicable and helpful in understanding what happened in the event.  Such diagrams may be 
marked CEII if necessary, and will be treated accordingly.  Special provisions will be made to 
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submit such CEII-marked documents to secure, password protected webfolders using an 
encrypted transmission mechanism. 
 
NERC is cognizant of the burden imposed on system operators for reporting on events at a time 
when they are engaged in system restoration and implementing their own mitigation measures as 
a result of an event.  To this end, registered entities need to provide the necessary support 
personnel to assist system operators in completing the necessary event reports in a timely 
manner. 
 
Where the RE or NERC already receives information regarding events, for example through 
NERC TADS reporting or reporting of relay misoperations as per RE procedures, this 
information will be used to the extent it is available on a sufficiently timely basis. 
 
Lessons Learned from Off-Nominal Events 
In normal operations, events may occur on the transmission system that do not meet the reporting 
thresholds of the defined event categories but that may, nevertheless, yield lessons of value to the 
industry.  These lessons can include the adoption of unique operating procedures, the   
identification of generic equipment problems, or the need for enhanced personnel training.  In 
such cases, an event analysis report would not necessarily be required, but the event analysis 
program encourages registered entities to share with their RE any potential lessons learned that 
could be useful to others in the industry and work with the RE and NERC to develop them for 
dissemination.   The examples following would be indicative of such incidents. 
 

 An extreme event that occurs during a period of low load, thus not interrupting customer 
demand and not otherwise reportable.  However, the event resulted in lessons to be 
learned and/or interesting operational observations. 

 The planning of a facility may require a review of the realities of its day-to-day usage.  
(For example, a planned cable installation was designed explicitly following the 
manufacturer's recommended rating.  These specifications assumed typical cooling 
cycles; however, in practice the cable was operated close to its maximum limit most of 
the time.  When this was recognized by the transmission owner, the ratings were adjusted 
accordingly.) 

 Full or partial loss of EMS or SCADA functionality.  (In most cases, such a loss will not 
result in a reportable event affecting the bulk power system, but analysis of the causes of 
such a loss could be helpful in correcting conditions on the registered entity’s EMS or 
SCADA system and possibly lead to the identification of useful lessons learned for the 
industry.) 

 
In some cases the RE, after discussions with the registered entity, may mutually agree that an 
event analysis report would be useful in learning more about the event and establish a plan and 
timeframe for its development. In such cases, the registered entity should also consider initiating 
its own compliance analysis activity. 
 
Categorizing Events 
The registered entity is expected to categorize events according to the event categories and levels 
of analysis defined in Appendix B.  The event categories are intended to allow the registered 
entity to quickly and unambiguously identify the event thresholds and the levels of analysis 
expected.  Table 1 below provides the target timeframes for completion of event reports, draft 
lessons learned, and event analysis reports. 
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Table 1 — Target Timeframes for Completion of Event Reports, Draft Lessons 

Learned, and Event Analysis Reports3 
 

Event 
Category 

Event Report Draft Lessons 
Learned 

Event Analysis 
Report 

Close Event 
Analysis 

1 Within 5 
business days 

Within 15 
business days 

10 business days (if 
required) 

30 business days 
following receipt 

of Event 
Analysis Report 

2 Within 5 
business days 

Within 15 
business days 

15 business days 30 business days 
following receipt 

of Event 
Analysis Report 

3 Within 5 
business days 

Within 20 
business days 

20 business days 30 business days 
following receipt 

of Event 
Analysis Report 

4 Within 5 
business days 

Within 60 
business days 

Upon Completion 60 business days 
following receipt 

of Event 
Analysis Report 

5 Within 5 
business days 

Within 60 
business days 

Upon Completion 60 business days 
following receipt 

of Event 
Analysis Report 

 
The categories listed in Appendix B do not cover all possible events related to CIP, EMS loss of 
functionality, or loss of BPS “visibility” that could occur.  To the extent that such events occur, 
their analysis will be discussed with the affected registered entity, involved RE, and NERC. 
 
Registered entities are best positioned to perform initial analyses, especially for those smaller 
and more geographically confined events, or events that involve a single piece of equipment. 
Ownership of the analyses becomes more complicated for events that involve a broader 
geographic area, involve multiple companies, or include a complex set of facts and 
circumstances. 
 
Registered entities that reside in two RE footprints should report events to both REs.  Following 
the initial event report, the two REs will determine which one will have the lead for the 
remaining steps of the event analysis process.  When multiple registered entities are involved in 
or affected by an event, all should report in accordance with the requirements of applicable 
NERC and Regional Reliability Standards.  After reviewing all event reports, the RE will 
determine which entity(s) will be responsible for conducting and reporting on event analysis 
results. 
 

                                                 
3 All timeframes are subject to extension to accommodate special circumstances with agreement of the applicable 
RE. 
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The registered entity will is expected to identify prospective lessons learned from events and 
assist the RE and NERC in developing them for dissemination to the industry.  For small events 
where there are lessons to be learned, these may be very evident and be easily identified.  
However, for larger more complex events (e.g., Category 4 or 5) allowing 15 – 20 or even 60 
days for draft lessons learned may be optimistic without the knowledge of a complete event 
analysis report.  In these cases, the registered entity would be expected to identify the 
prospective areas in which lessons learned may be forthcoming but not necessarily the lessons 
themselves until completion of the event analysis report. 
 
Category 1 Events 
There will not normally be a need for an event analysis report for most Category 1 events, unless 
requested by the applicable RE.  If the RE makes a request of the registered entity, it will specify 
the extent of the analysis expected and the target timeframe for its completion.  If an event 
analysis report is called for, it would normally be due in 10 business days. 
 
In addition, the registered entity will provide to the applicable RE a draft of any suggested 
lessons learned associated with the event that may be applicable to the industry as well as 
recommendations that apply only to the affected registered entity, within 15 business days of the 
occurrence of the event. 
 
Category 2 and 3 Events 
Registered entities are expected to self-initiate analyses of events that fall under Categories 2 or 
3.  The information to be included in the entity’s event analysis report will generally include: 
 

 a detailed sequence of events; 
 a description of how the power system actually responded during the event versus how it 

was designed to respond, (i.e., noting any response that was not anticipated or per 
design); 

 the identification of any system protection misoperations/relay operation different from 
its designed response; 

 an analysis of the cause(s) of the event making appropriate use of established cause 
analysis methods; 

 any recommendations for corrective actions to be taken by the involved registered entity; 
and 

 any possible recommendations or lessons learned for sharing with the industry. 
 
The registered entity should first develop and submit to its applicable RE, within five (5) 
business days of the occurrence of the event, an event analysis plan.  If the registered entity does 
not submit an analysis plan within this target timeframe, and absent an explicit extension by the 
RE, the RE will formally request the registered entity to prepare an event analysis report, with a 
specified level of detail and target timeframe commensurate with the nature and scope of the 
event.  Requests to registered entities by the RE to prepare an event analysis report may include 
instructions to retain data and information pertaining to the event for possible use in any 
subsequent RE or NERC analysis.  Copies of these requests will be made available to NERC. 
 
It is recognized that there may be considerable differences in the levels of analysis required for 
events that fall into Category 2 versus those that fall into Category 3, as well as differences 
within each of these categories. The registered entity’s analysis plan should reflect these 
differences and the planned level of analysis commensurate with the nature and scope of the 
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particular event.  Upon review of the plan, the RE may make suggestions to the registered entity 
for an expansion or contraction of that plan.  
 
The registered entity will proceed to carry out its analysis plan unless the RE disagrees with or 
has suggestions for changes to the plan.  The registered entity will provide its event analysis 
report to the applicable RE within the target timeframe unless otherwise agreed to by the RE.  
The registered entity will also be expected to respond to follow-up questions from the RE and 
NERC within a timeframe agreed to by the RE. 
 
The registered entity will maintain close communication with the RE during the development of 
its event analysis report and the RE will follow the registered entity’s progress. 
 
Upon receipt of the completed event analysis report, the RE will review the report for 
thoroughness and completeness of analysis.  If additional information is required, the RE will 
make that request, again with a specified deadline, and inform NERC.  If the RE is satisfied with 
the event analysis report, and NERC has no further questions, the RE may close the analysis. 
 
In addition to the Event Analysis Report, the registered entity will provide to the applicable RE a 
draft of any suggested lessons learned associated with the event within 15 business days of the 
occurrence of the event for Category 2 events and within 20 business days for Category 3 events. 
 
Category 4 and 5 Events 
The first step following occurrence of a Category 4 or 5 event is a conference call involving the 
affected registered entities, RE(s) involved, and NERC to discuss the event and how the event 
analysis should proceed.  In most cases, the analysis of Category 4 and 5 events will be 
conducted by an event analysis team led by the applicable RE or NERC.  The decision on the 
composition of the event analysis team, the team lead, the information needed from affected 
registered entities, and the required scope of the analysis will be discussed and agreed to by the 
affected registered entities, RE(s) involved, and NERC staff.  An Event Evaluation Checklist 
(Appendix C) is provided to assist in making this determination.  The RE and NERC will 
collaborate on the request for information from the affected registered entities.  
 
For multi-entity events within a Region, the RE will generally coordinate or facilitate the event 
analysis, with participation by NERC.  The RE will close the analysis with the agreement of 
NERC.   
For multi-Regional or other large scale events within a Region, either the RE or NERC will 
generally coordinate or facilitate the event analysis, with participation by all the affected REs 
and registered entities.  NERC will close the analysis with the agreement of the RE(s). 
 
In the case of events that draw a high level of attention by government agencies or the media, 
NERC and RE staff, along with the affected registered entities, will discuss and agree on how the 
event analysis should proceed, even as the final event report is being prepared.  Registered 
entities, the RE(s), and NERC will collaborate on the development of any findings, 
recommendations, corrective actions, and lessons learned associated with Category 4 and 5 
events. 
 
As specified in the ERO Rules of Procedure, Section 807.e, the NERC president will determine 
whether any event warrants analysis at the NERC level.  REs may also request NERC to elevate 
any analysis to the NERC level.  Regardless of whether an RE or NERC is leading the analysis 
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team, registered entities would be expected to actively participate in the analysis of the event and 
in the preparation of their respective portions of the final Event Analysis Report. 
 
The target timeframe for completion of event analysis reports for Category 4 and 5 events will 
vary with the nature and extent of the event.  Normally, draft lessons learned would be expected 
to be developed within 60 days of the occurrence of the event. 
 
Event Report — prepared by impacted registered entities, sent to NERC and the affected RE.  
(Event report is a generic term; the actual notification that an event has occurred may come from 
a variety of sources such as, but not limited to, EOP-004, OE-417, and/or ES-ISAC report. 
 
Draft Lessons Learned — prepared by impacted registered entities in cooperation with RE or 
NERC Event Analysis team; finalized and issued by NERC.  Prepared in parallel with event 
analysis report.  See Appendix D for Lessons Learned template.    
 
Event Analysis Report — A report detailing what happened and why, prepared by either the 
impacted entity or the impacted entity in coordination with the event analysis team as defined in 
the EA process.  Target timeframe for completion is time following event report.  For event 
analyses that require more than two weeks to complete (e.g. Category 4 and 5 events), progress 
reports will be made bi-weekly to the RE and NERC and interim reports issued every six 
months. 
 
Final event analysis reports should match corrective actions to each contributing or “root” cause 
and also document what went well during or after an event in addition to what did not.  This is a 
key part of a continuous learning and improvement program. 
 
Appendix E provides a summary of roles, responsibilities, and expectations for event reporting 
and analysis, and Appendix F provides a registered entity process checklist. 
 
The design and content of event analysis reports must be such that insights that should be shared 
with planning and operations personnel are not held hostage to the needs of compliance 
enforcement or withheld because of issues of confidentiality or CEII-protected information. 
Since the ultimate goal for NERC is bulk power system reliability, event analysis reports should 
be configured so as to provide information valuable to others in the industry on a timely basis. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  55  ——  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  IInntteerrffaaccee  wwiitthh  
CCoommpplliiaannccee  
 
Registered entities deserve and should expect to be recognized and given credit for cooperation, 
openness, and thoroughness in conducting rigorous self-analysis of events, prompt mitigation of 
identified causes, support for developing industry lessons learned, performing a detailed 
compliance self assessment, and self-reporting possible standards violations.  Entities should 
participate fully in the identification of lessons learned from the events they experience, and help 
in the dissemination and explanation of those lessons as a way of assisting other entities avoid 
similar issues.  If the registered entity makes a good faith effort to self-identify and self-report 
possible violations stemming from their event analysis, but later analysis by the RE or NERC 
reveals other possible violations, the registered entity will still be given credit for its cooperation. 
 
Registered entities will be encouraged to consider establishing a liaison between their own 
internal event analysis and compliance functions internal to the registered entity during their 
event analysis process.  This will facilitate the development of a registered entity compliance 
analysis report and assist in the self-reporting of possible violations through the established 
Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program processes as soon as practical.  REs will also 
be encouraged to establish an appropriate liaison between their event analysis and compliance 
functions to facilitate sharing of event analysis results so as to minimize or avoid duplication of 
data and information requests and analyses.  The nature and extent of these liaison arrangements 
will be up to the involved registered entities and REs. 
 
Registered entities are expected to perform a thorough compliance analysis and develop a 
compliance analysis report for events in which there could be a gap between actual system or 
human performance and the requirements of NERC or regional standards.  Such compliance 
analysis reports should include: 
 

 a listing of all NERC or Regional Reliability Standards potentially implicated by the 
event; 

 a written disposition and supported conclusion by the registered entity whether a possible 
violation of any of those reliability standards occurred; and  

 a self-reporting through existing Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program 
procedures of possible violations associated with events. 

 
Entities are encouraged to use  a systematic approach to the evaluation of issues for the purpose 
of identifying possible violations and developing supporting conclusions regarding whether a 
reliability standard may have been violated or appear to be violated as a result of the event.  A 
suggested Compliance Analysis Template is included in Appendix G for this purpose.  
 
If the registered entity is fully cooperative in their self-analysis, identification and timely 
implementation of corrective actions, development of lessons learned, and self-reporting of 
possible violations, they will be afforded credit during any possible enforcement phase of the 
Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program.  
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SSeeccttiioonn  66  ——  CCoonnffiiddeennttiiaalliittyy  CCoonnssiiddeerraattiioonnss  
 
Certain data and information gathered during the course of an event analysis may need to be 
labeled CONFIDENTIAL and protected from disclosure beyond the event analysis team if the 
registered entity providing the data and information, or the RE or NERC receiving the 
information, believe it to be Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) or commercially 
sensitive information.  See Section 1500 of the NERC Rules of Procedure for further details on 
the definition and protection of “Confidential Information.” 
 
Portions of draft and final Event Analysis Reports may also be subject to confidentiality 
restrictions as warranted.  However, every effort should be made to make as much of these 
reports available to the industry in order to promote dissemination of lessons learned from 
events. 
 
The rights and responsibilities of all entities participating in an event analysis or receiving a draft 
or final event analysis report, will be specified in signed confidentiality agreements, where 
necessary, and in the foreword of draft and final reports. 
 
Special procedures may need to be implemented in the case of CIP issues related to an event.      
  
Data and information provided to the RE and/or NERC for analysis of a cross-border event will 
be maintained separately for U.S. and Canadian entities and only shared with governmental 
authorities for the jurisdiction within which the entities operate, consistent with applicable 
MOUs or other agreements. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  77  ——  EEvveenntt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  TTrreennddss  
 
 
One of the by-products of the event analysis program is the identification of trends in the 
number, magnitude and frequency of events, and their associated causes, such as human error, 
relay coordination, relay misoperations, etc.  The information provided in event reports and event 
analysis reports, in conjunction with other databases (TADS, GADS, Metric and Benchmarking 
Database, etc.), will be used to track and identify trends in bulk power system events. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  88  ——  AAppppeennddiixxeess  aanndd  OOtthheerr  SSuuggggeesstteedd  
RReeffeerreenncceess  
 
 
Appendix A — Event Report Template 
Appendix B — Event Categories and Levels of Analysis [August 20, 2010 DRAFT] 
Appendix C — Event Analysis Scope Template 
Appendix D — Lessons Learned Template 
Appendix E — Summary of Roles, Responsibilities, and Expectations for Event Reporting and 
Analysis 
Appendix F — Registered Entity Process Checklist 
Appendix G — Compliance Analysis Template 
 
Other References 
NERC Blackout and Disturbance Analysis Objectives, Analysis Approach, Schedule, and Status 
– Attachment D from Appendix 8 of NERC Rules of Procedure 
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Appendix A — Event Report Template 
 

1.  Entity filing the report:    
2.  Date and Start Time of 

disturbance. 
 Date: (mm/dd/yy) 

          Time/Zone: 

 
   

3.  Name of contact person: 
Email address: 
Telephone Number: 

  
  

4.  Did the event originate in your 
system? 

Yes No 

5.  Under which NERC function are 
you reporting? 

RC  BA  TO/TOP LSE  
GO/GOP    Other  [explain]     

6.  Brief Description of Event: 
(More detail should be provided in 
the Sequence of Events section 
below.) 

  
 

7.  Generation tripped off-line. 
MW Total

List units tripped

 
  
 

8.  Frequency. 
Just prior to disturbance (Hz):

Immediately after disturbance (Hz 
max):

Immediately after disturbance (Hz 
min):

  
  

9.  List transmission facilities (lines, 
transformers, buses, etc.) tripped 
and locked-out. 
(Specify voltage level of each 
facility listed and extent of 
equipment damage, if any). 

 
  

10.   
Demand tripped (MW): 
Number of affected customers: 
Demand lost (MW-Minutes): 

FIRM INTERRUPTIBLE 
     
      
  

 
11.  Restoration Time. INITIAL4 FINAL 

Transmission:   

Generation:    
Demand:      

                                                 
4 INITIAL refers to the time when restoration begins. 
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12.  Sequence of Events: 

13.  Identify root and contributing causes of the event to the extent known: 
 

14.  Identify any protection system misoperations to the extent known: 
 

15.  Additional Information that helps to further explain the event; e.g., a simple 
one-line diagram or other representation of the substation(s) involved in the 
event, if applicable.5 
 
     At the end of x hours determine what is the next step  
 

16.  Identify the significance and duration of any monitoring and control events, 
such as loss of bulk power system visibility, loss of data links etc. 

                                                 
5 Special provisions will be made for the transmittal of confidential or CEII‐protected information to the RE and/or 
NERC. 
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Appendix B — Event Categories and Levels of Analysis 
 
The purpose of this document is to identify events that may require further analysis.  Each event 
is categorized to help the Regional Entities (REs) and registered entity(s) impacted determine the 
appropriate level of analysis or review. 
 
Event Analysis Levels 
Impacted registered entity(ies), the associated RE and when appropriate, NERC, will 
collaboratively determine the appropriate level of any event analysis that should be conducted.  
The following provides a summary of the various reports that are expected per the EAWG 
process: 

 
 Event Report — prepared by impacted entities, sent to NERC and the affected RE.  The 

event report is a generic term and the actual notification may come from a variety of 
sources such as, but not limited to EOP-004, OE-417, and/or ES-ISAC report. 

 Event Analysis Report — A report detailing what happened and why.  Prepared by 
either the impacted entity or the impacted entity in coordination with the event analysis 
team as defined in the EA process.    

 
The following will be used to determine the level of analysis to be conducted: 
 

 Category 1 — event report. (Normally there is no follow-up anticipated for category 1 
reports unless requested by the RE). 

 Category 2 and 3 — An event report and an event analysis report prepared by the 
registered entity and follow-up as directed by the RE.  

 Category 4 and 5 — An event report and an event analysis report developed by an event 
analysis team led by the RE or NERC.  

 
Operating Reliability Event Categories 
Operating reliability events are those events that are deemed to have significantly impacted the 
reliable operation of interconnected system.  These events are divided into five (5) categories 
that account for their different system impact and help determine the level of analysis that is 
warranted6.  The lists below are intended to provide examples as to the types of events that fall 
into each category.  For events not covered below, the impacted entity, in conjunction with the 
RE, will determine the categorization. 
 
Category 1:  An event resulting in one or more of the following: 
 

a. The loss of a bulk power transmission component(s) in response to a single-phase line-to-
ground fault with delayed clearing7 (stuck breaker or protection system failure).  (Refer to 
Table I. Transmission System Standards — Normal and Emergency Conditions of the 
TPL standards categories C6 through C9).   

b. Loss of three or more bulk power system (BPS) elements (i.e. generators, transmission 
lines, and buses).  

                                                 
6 The highest category that characterizes an event shall be used.  
7Delayed clearing of a fault is due to failure of a circuit breaker or of any protection system component such as a relay or current 
transformer, and not because of an intentional design delay. 
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c. Frequency below the Low Frequency Trigger Limit (FTL) or above the High FTL for 
more than 15 minutes.8 
.   

d. Intended and controlled system separation by the proper operation of a Special Protection 
System Scheme (SPS) / Remedial Action Scheme (RAS) in Alberta from the Western 
Interconnection, New Brunswick or Florida from the Eastern Interconnection.  

e. Failure, degradation or misoperation of SPS/RAS. 
f. Unintended loss of an entire dc converter station 
g. System wide voltage reduction of 3 percent or more 
i. Public appeal to reduce the use of electricity for purposes of maintaining the continuity of 

the BPS 
j. Fuel supply emergencies that could impact BPS adequacy or reliability 
k. Unintended system separation resulting in an island of up to 1,000 MW. 

 
Category 2: An event resulting in one or more of the following:    
 

a. Loss of all BPS control center voice or data functionality for 30 minutes or more. 
b. Unplanned evacuation from BPS control center facility 
c. Voltage excursions equal to or greater than ±10 percent lasting more than five (5) 

minutes   
d. The loss of an entire generation station of five (5) or more generators (aggregate 

generation of 500 MW or higher). 
e. Loss of off-site power (LOOP) to a nuclear generating station.   
f. Load shedding resulting in a loss of load of 100 MW or greater as a result of: 

1. Manual load shedding; 
2. Underfrequency load shedding; or 
3. Undervoltage load shedding. 

g. Unintended system separation resulting in an island of 1,001 MW to 4,999 MW. 
h. Equipment failures or SPS/RAS actions which result in the loss of firm system demands 

for more than 15 minutes, as described below: 
1. Entities with a previous year recorded peak demand of more than 3,000 MW are 

required to report all such losses of firm demands totaling more than 300 MW. 
2. All other entities are required to report all such losses of firm demands totaling more 

than 200 MW or 50 percent of the total customers being supplied immediately prior 
to the incident, whichever is less. 

i. An Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) violation as defined in reliability 
standard TOP-007. 

 
Category 3: An event resulting in one or more of the following:  
 

a. The loss of load or generation (excluding SPS/RAS, UFLS, or UVLS actuation) of 2,000 
MW or more in the Eastern Interconnection or Western Interconnection, or 1,000 MW or 
more in the ERCOT or Québec Interconnections. 

b. Unintended system separation resulting in an island of 5,000 MW to 10,000 MW. 

                                                 
8 In case of an FTL exceedence, the reporting of the event occurs automatically through the NERC ACE and 
Frequency Monitoring System.  Analysis of these events will normally be conducted by the NERC Operating 
Committee’s Resources Subcommittee. 
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c. Unintended system separation resulting in an island of Alberta from the Western 
Interconnection, New Brunswick, or Florida from the Eastern Interconnection. 
 

Category 4: An event resulting in one or more of the following:  
 

a. The loss of load or generation from 5,001 MW to 9,999 MW (excluding SPS/RAS as 
noted in Category 2, UFLS, or UVLS actuation). 

b. Unintended system separation resulting in an island of more than 10,000 MW (with the 
exception of Alberta, New Brunswick, and Florida as described in category 3C above). 

 
Category 5: An event resulting in one or more of the following:  

 
a. The loss of load of 10,000 MW or more. 
b. The loss of generation of 10, 000 MW or more. 
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Appendix C — Event Evaluation Checklist 
 

Contributing 
Factor 

Explanation of 
Contributing Factor 

Contributing 
Factor in 

Causing The 
Event, 

Increasing Its 
Severity, Or 
Hindering 

Restoration?  
(Yes or No) 

Explanation  

1. Power System 
Facilities 

The existence of sufficient 
physical facilities to provide 
a reliable bulk power system. 

  

2. Relaying 
Systems 

Detection of bulk power 
supply parameters that are 
outside normal operating 
limits and activation of 
protective devices to prevent 
or limit damage to the 
system. (UFLS/UVLS) 

  

3. System 
Monitoring, 
Operating Control, 
And 
Communication 
Facilities 

Ability of dispatch and 
control facilities to monitor 
and control operation of the 
bulk power supply system.  
Adequacy of communication 
facilities to provide 
information within and 
between entities. 

  

4. Operating 
Personnel 
Performance 

Ability of system personnel 
to react properly to 
unanticipated circumstances 
which require prompt 
decisive action. 

  

5. Operational 
Planning 

Study of near-term operating 
conditions. 
Application of results to 
system operation. 

  

6. System Reserve 
and Generation 
Response 

Ability of generation or load 
reduction equipment to 
maintain or restore system 
frequency and tie-line flows 
to acceptable levels 
following a system 
disturbance. 

  

7. Preventive A program of routine   

1158 of 1245



 

Electric Reliability Organization Event Analysis Process 
Field Test Draft – October 25, 2010 22

Maintenance inspections and tests to 
detect and correct potential 
equipment failures. 

8. Load Relief The intentional 
disconnection of customer 
load in a planned and 
systematic manner or 
restoration of the balance 
between available power 
supply and demand. 

  

9. Restoration Orderly and effective 
procedures to quickly re-
establish customer service 
and restore the bulk power 
supply system to a reliable 
condition. 

  

10. Special 
Protection Systems 
(or Remedial 
Action Schemes) 

An automatic protection 
system designed to detect 
abnormal or predetermined 
system conditions, and take 
corrective actions other than 
and/or in addition to the 
isolation of faulted 
components to maintain 
system reliability.  
 

  

11. System 
Planning 

Comprehensive planning 
work using appropriate 
planning criteria to provide a 
reliable bulk power supply 
system. 

  

12. Reliability 
Coordinator action 

Directives, actions, or 
procedures of the Reliability 
Coordinator(s). 

  

13. Cyber security  Ability of personnel to react 
properly to unanticipated 
circumstances that requires 
prompt decisive action. 

  

14. Other Any other factor not listed 
above which was significant 
in causing the disturbance, 
making the disturbance more 
severe or adversely affecting 
restoration. 
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Appendix D — Lessons Learned –DRAFT 
 

 

Lesson Learned — DRAFT 
TITLE 

 
Primary Interest Groups 
Transmission Operators 
Transmission Owners 
 
Problem Statement 
Details 
Corrective Actions 
Lesson Learned 
 
 

 
For more information please contact: 
Earl Shockley              Karen Spolar 
Director of Event Analysis and Investigation      Manager of Educational Product Delivery 
earl.shockley@nerc.net           karen.spolar@nerc.net 
609‐651‐5995              609‐524‐7022 
 

This document is designed to convey lessons learned from NERC’s various activities.  It is not intended to establish new requirements under NERC’s 
Reliability Standards or to modify the requirements in any existing reliability standards.  Compliance will continue to be determined based on language in the 

NERC Reliability Standards as they may be amended from time to time.  Implementation of this lesson learned is not a substitute for compliance with 
requirements in NERC’s Reliability Standards. 
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Appendix E — Summary of Roles, Responsibilities, and Expectations for Event 
Reporting and Analysis 

Category 1 Events 
Entity Event Report Event Analysis Report 

(EAR) 
Lessons Learned 

Registered 
Entity 

Initial event report to 
RE and NERC in 
accordance with 
requirements specified 
in applicable NERC 
standards. 
 
Content of report 
consistent with Event 
Report Template 
included in Appendix 
A. 
 
Final event report in 5 
business days or less. 

If requested by RE, initiate 
and complete event analysis 
report within 10 business days 
of final event report, or by a 
time agreed to by the RE and 
Entity. 

Draft of suggested 
lessons learned to 
RE within 15 
business days of 
event occurrence. If 
EAR is requested,  
draft of possible 
lessons learned 
within 10 business 
days; completion of 
draft lessons 
learned provided 
along with 
completion of EAR. 

Regional 
Entity (RE) 

Request additional 
event information 
from registered entity 
as needed.  

Request event analysis report, 
if necessary, by specified 
deadline. 
 
If requested, review event 
analysis report for sufficiency 
and request additional 
analysis or information as 
deemed necessary.  Specify 
deadline. 
 
Notify registered entity that 
event analysis is closed unless 
NERC has additional 
questions. 

Review draft 
lessons learned 
from registered 
entity.  Request 
additional 
information as 
deemed necessary. 
 
Work with 
registered entity and 
NERC to prepare 
final lessons learned 
for review by 
EAWG. 

NERC Coordinate with RE to 
determine whether 
additional event report 
information from 
registered entity 
should be provided. 

Review final version of event 
analysis report, as necessary, 
and provide comments to RE. 
 
Raise additional questions 
before RE closes event 
analysis if not satisfied with 
final event analysis report. 

Work with 
registered entity and 
RE to prepare final 
lessons learned for 
review by EAWG. 
 
Disseminate final 
lessons learned to 
industry. 
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Appendix E — Summary of Roles, Responsibilities, and Expectations for Event 
Reporting and Analysis 

Category 2 and 3 Events
Entity Event Report Event Analysis Report 

(EAR)  
Lessons Learned 

Registered 
Entity 

Initial event report to 
RE and NERC in 
accordance with 
requirements specified 
in applicable NERC 
standards. 
 
Content of report 
consistent with Event 
Report Template 
included in Appendix 
A. 
 
Final event report 5 
business days or less. 

Event analysis plan to RE 
within 5 business days of 
occurrence of event. 
 
Event analysis report to RE 
within 15 business days for 
Category 2 event or 20 
business days for Category 3 
event following submittal of 
event analysis plan to RE, 
unless RE raises questions or 
agrees to alternative 
timeframe. 

Draft of suggested 
lessons learned to 
RE coincident with 
agreed upon 
completion of EAR.  
(Typically within 
15 business days of 
event occurrence 
for Category 2 
event and within 20 
business days for 
Category 3 event.) 

Regional 
Entity (RE) 

Request additional 
event information 
from registered entity 
as determined by RE 
or in collaboration 
with NERC. 

Request event analysis report 
if not initiated by registered 
entity.  Specify deadline. 
 
Follow progress of event 
analysis and report 
preparation with Entity. 
 
Review event analysis report 
for sufficiency and request 
additional analysis or 
information as deemed 
necessary.  Specify deadline 
and inform NERC. 
 
Notify registered entity that 
event analysis is closed unless 
NERC has additional 
questions. 

Review draft 
lessons learned 
from registered 
entity.  Request 
additional 
information as 
deemed necessary. 
 
Work with 
registered entity and 
NERC to prepare 
final lesson learned 
for review by 
EAWG. 

NERC Where warranted, 
coordinate with RE to 
determine whether 
additional event report 
information from 
registered entity 
should be provided. 

Review final version of event 
analysis report, as necessary, 
and provide comments to RE. 
 
Raise additional questions 
before RE closes event 
analysis if not satisfied with 
final event analysis report. 

Work with 
registered entity and 
RE to prepare final 
lessons learned for 
review by EAWG. 
 
Disseminate final 
lesson learned to 
industry. 
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Appendix E — Summary of Roles, Responsibilities, and Expectations for Event 
Reporting and Analysis 

Category 4 and 5 Events
Entity Event Report Event Analysis Report 

(EAR) 
Lessons Learned 

Registered 
Entity 

Initial event report to 
RE and NERC in 
accordance with 
requirements specified 
in applicable NERC 
standards. 
 
Content of report 
consistent with Event 
Report Template 
included in Appendix 
A. 
 
Final event report in 5 
business days or less. 

Suggestions for event 
analysis plan to RE within 5 
business days of final event 
report. 
 
Participate in event analysis 
as directed by RE and 
NERC. 

Draft of suggested 
lessons learned to 
RE within 60 
business days of 
event. 

Regional 
Entity (RE) 

Request additional 
event information from 
registered entity as 
determined by RE or 
requested by NERC. 

Conference call of affected 
registered entities, REs 
involved, and NERC within 
5 business days of 
occurrence of event to 
discuss approach for conduct 
of event analysis and 
agreement on composition 
and lead for event analysis 
team. 
 
Collaborate with NERC on 
request for information from 
affected registered entities. 
 
Lead event analysis for 
multi-entity events within 
RE.  (Category 4) 
 
Participate in multi-regional 
event analysis led by NERC.  
(Category 5) 
 
Follow progress of event 
analysis and report 
preparation. 
 
Notify registered entity that 
event analysis is closed with 

Review draft 
lessons learned 
from registered 
entity.  Request 
additional 
information as 
deemed necessary. 
 
Work with 
registered entity and 
NERC to prepare 
final lessons learned 
for review by 
EAWG. 
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agreement of NERC for 
Category 4 events. 

Category 4 and 5 Events
NERC Request RE to provide 

additional event report 
information from 
registered entity, as 
needed. 

Conference call of affected 
registered entities, REs 
involved, and NERC within 
5 business days of 
occurrence of event to 
discuss approach for conduct 
of event analysis and 
agreement on composition 
and lead for event analysis 
team. 
 
Collaborate with RE(s) 
involved on request for 
information from affected 
registered entities. 
 
Participate in multi-entity 
events within RE, led by RE.  
(Category 4)   
 
Lead multi-regional event 
analyses when determined by 
NERC president.  (Category 
4 or 5) 
 
Notify registered entity that 
event analysis is closed for 
Category 5 events, with 
agreement of involved REs. 

Work with 
registered entities 
and RE(s) to 
prepare final 
lessons learned for 
review by EAWG. 
 
Disseminate final 
lessons learned to 
industry. 
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Appendix F — Registered Entity Process Checklist 
 

1. Event Occurs 
2. Determine Category AND analysis/reporting requirements 
3. IF Category 1 THEN: 

a. Event Report: Report in accordance with NERC or Regional Reliability 
Standards requirements or as otherwise requested by Regional Entity.  Final Event 
Report in 5 business days or less. 

b. Event Analysis Report: Initiate and complete report within 10 business days of 
final Event Report, or by time agreed to with Regional Entity. 

c. Lessons Learned: Draft of suggested lessons learned to Regional Entity within 
15 business days of event occurrence if no Event Analysis Report required; within 
10 business days of final Event Analysis Report, if required. 

d. Compliance Review: Initiate concurrently with Event Analysis Report; complete 
within 30 days of final Event Analysis Report. 

e. Corrective Action Plan: File plan with Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
final Event Analysis Report. 

4. IF Category 2 THEN: 
a. Event Report: Report in accordance with NERC or Regional Reliability 

Standards requirements or as otherwise requested by Regional Entity.  Final Event 
Report in 5 business days or less. 

b. Event Analysis Plan: Submit to Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
occurrence of event. 

c. Event Analysis Report: Initiate and submit report to Regional Entity within 15 
business days of submittal of event analysis plan (or by time agreed to with 
Regional Entity). 

d. Lessons Learned: Draft of suggested lessons learned to Regional Entity 
coincident with agreed upon completion of Event Analysis Report.  (Typically 
within 15 business days of event occurrence.) 

e. Compliance Review: Initiate concurrently with Event Analysis Report; complete 
within 30 days of final Event Analysis Report. 

f. Corrective Action Plan: File plan with Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
final Event Analysis Report. 

5. IF Category 3 THEN: 
a. Event Report: Report in accordance with NERC or Regional Reliability 

Standards requirements or as otherwise requested by Regional Entity.  Final Event 
Report in 5 business days or less. 

b. Event Analysis Plan: Submit to Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
occurrence of event. 

c. Event Analysis Report: Initiate and submit report to Regional Entity within 20 
business days of submittal of event analysis plan (or by time agreed to with 
Regional Entity). 

d. Lessons Learned: Draft of suggested lessons learned to Regional Entity 
coincident with agreed upon completion of Event Analysis Report.  (Typically 
within 20 business days of event occurrence.) 

e. Compliance Review: Initiate concurrently with Event Analysis Report; complete 
within 30 days of final Event Analysis Report. 

f. Corrective Action Plan: File plan with Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
final Event Analysis Report. 
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6. IF Category 4 THEN: 
a. Event Report: Report in accordance with NERC or Regional Reliability 

Standards requirements or as otherwise requested by Regional Entity.  Final Event 
Report in 5 business days or less. 

b. Event Analysis Plan: Submit suggestions for event analysis plan to Regional 
Entity within 5 business days of occurrence of event.   

c. Event Analysis Report: Participate in event analysis and development of event 
analysis report as directed by Regional Entity and NERC. 

d. Lessons Learned: Draft of suggested lessons learned to Regional Entity within 
60 business days of event occurrence. 

e. Compliance Review: Initiate concurrently with Event Analysis Report; complete 
within 30 days of final Event Analysis Report. 

f. Corrective Action Plan: File plan with Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
final Event Analysis Report. 

7. IF Category 5 THEN: 
a. Event Report: Report in accordance with NERC or Regional Reliability 

Standards requirements or as otherwise requested by Regional Entity.  Final Event 
Report in 5 business days or less. 

b. Event Analysis Plan: Submit suggestions for event analysis plan to Regional 
Entity within 5 business days of occurrence of event.   

c. Event Analysis Report: Participate in event analysis and development of event 
analysis report as directed by Regional Entity and NERC. 

d. Lessons Learned: Draft of suggested lessons learned to Regional Entity within 
60 business days of event occurrence. 

e. Compliance Review: Initiate concurrently with Event Analysis Report; complete 
within 30 days of final Event Analysis Report. 

f. Corrective Action Plan: File plan with Regional Entity within 5 business days of 
final Event Analysis Report. 
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Appendix G — Compliance Assessment Template 
 
The registered entity’s compliance function is expected to perform an initial compliance assessment, 
concurrent with the registered entity’s event analysis process.   
 
A systematic, methodical compliance assessment process might include the following steps:  
 

1. Refer to the causes and contributing factors of the event as determined by the registered entity’s 
event analysis process. 

2. Identify any applicable Reliability Standards requirements that may have been implicated by the 
causes and contributing factors of the event. 

3. Develop conclusions after reviewing the facts and circumstances of the event that are relevant to 
step 2 above as they apply to the applicable Reliability Standards requirements. 

4. On request by the RE, or on its own motion, the registered entity’s compliance function will 
provide a copy of their compliance assessment report to the Regional Entity Compliance Group.  
Such report should reference the separate event analysis report provided to the RE. 

5. Self-report any findings of non-compliance to the Regional Entity per the CMEP procedures. 
 

Sample Template for Compliance Assessment Summary 
 

Event causes or 
contributing 
factors 

Applicable NERC 
Reliability Standards 
 

Details of Compliance 
Assessment Effort 

Findings 

Cause  AAA-000-0 Requirement 1 Identify the process 
used to assess 
compliance with this 
requirement.   
 
Identify any evidence 
that demonstrates 
compliance. 
 
Identify any evidence 
that suggests non-
compliance? 

Findings of possible 
violations should be 
identified.   
 
If there are no 
findings of non 
compliance, that 
should be noted.   

 AAA-000-0 Requirement 2 
 
 

  

Contributing 
factor  

BBB-000-0 Requirement 1 
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SPP Aggregate 
Value Proposition

January 12, 2011
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SPP Stakeholder Value Creation

Components:

• Collaborative effort ‐‐Members and SPP

• Member resource pooling

• SPP unbiased, Region‐wide optimization 

• Provision of leveraged, centralized services

2
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Sources of SPP Value

3

Regional Optimization

SPP is able to optimize 
current operations and 

future plans at the Regional 
level versus at an individual 

member level.
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Sources of Value – Economies of Scale

4

Leveraged, Centralized 
Services

SPP provides services centrally 
for the entire SPP region so each 
Balancing Authority can avoid like 
costs.  SPP invests in specialized 
resources, leveraging scale 
economies, to provide services at 
lower cost (and greater 
effectiveness) than could be 
done on a distributed basis. 
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Valuation Estimation Premise

If SPP, or a similar RTO did not exist ‐‐

A)   What current sources of VALUE would not be 
available to the members of SPP?  

B) What costs would each BA/TO/member 
organization need to add to support SPP 
centralized functions?

5

XYZ
Energy

Region vs. Stand Alone
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SPP Aggregate Value Categories

6

Leveraged, Centralized 
Services

Reliability Services

Region‐Wide 
Transmission 
Planning

Energy Market 
Operation
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Reliability Services

• Reliability Coordination

• Reserve Sharing  – A process 
whereby members can minimize 
reserve costs by sharing pro‐
rata in a larger resource pool

7

Annual Value

$ 280 – $ 590 M

Total $ 465 – $ 870 M

$ 185 – $ 280 M
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Region‐Wide Transmission Planning

• Net value (projected benefits –
amortized cost estimates) of optimized 
Region‐wide transmission 

– Region‐wide projects before BP/PP

– Projects for which NTC’s have been 
issued  

Balanced Portfolio (BP) 
Priority Projects (PP) 

• SPP provided engineering studies

8

Annual Value

$   20 M

Total* Represents average 10‐year value
starting in 2012 for BP and 2015 for PP

$ 165 M *
$ 315 M *

$ 505 M

$      5 M
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Operate Open, Transparent 
Energy Markets

• Operation of the Energy 
Imbalance Market (EIS)

• Operation of the Integrated 
Marketplace Gross Benefit    
(Net Benefit = $100 M/yr)

• Consolidated Balancing 
Authority (CBA) staff cost 
avoidance

9

Annual Value

$ 100 M

$ 150 M *

*  Represents Value Beginning in 2014

Total $ 260 ‐ $ 265 M

$   10 ‐ $ 15 M *
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Leveraged, Centralized Services

The SPP Leveraged, Centralized Services include:

• Centralized Training

• Tariff Administration and Scheduling Services

• Regulatory and Legal Services

• Compliance

• Settlements (Transmission and Markets)

• Contract Services

10

Annual Value:      $ 100 ‐ $ 125 M 
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SPP Aggregate Value ‐ Summary

SPP Value Components

Reliability Services

Region‐Wide Transmission 
Planning

Operate Open, Transparent 
Energy Markets

Leveraged, Centralized Services

(Less FERC RTO “penalty”)

11

Annual Value

$   465 – $ 870 M

$ 505 M

$   260 – $ 265 M

$   100 – $ 125 M

( $  5 – $    0 M )

Total Estimated Gross Value

Less Tariff Fees

Net Estimated SPP Value

$ 1,325  – $ 1,765 M
(  $ 65 M  )

$ 1,260  – $ 1,700 M
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Current Value

Reliability Services, Reserve Sharing Group, Engineering Studies, 
Energy Imbalance Market, Leveraged/Centralized Services

Balanced Portfolio *

Priority Projects *

Fee to Value 
Comparison

$ 
M
ill
io
ns
/y
ea
r

2010           2011               2012               2013                 2014                2015              2016          2017              2018            2019  

SPP Aggregate Value Proposition (Mid Range Values & Ramped Future Values)

Integrated Marketplace

Administrative Fee (Assessment/Tariff Fees Only)

* Projected net benefit by year used for 
Balanced Portfolio/Priority Projects.

1179 of 1245



Comparison of RTO Estimated Value Propositions

13

RTO/
ISO

Value Range
(in $ Million)

Estimated 
2010 Tariff 
Fees 1

Value 2,3
Multiple of 
Tariff Fees

SPP
Current   $  685  ‐ $  1120
Future $   640  ‐ $    645
Total      $ 1,325  ‐ $ 1,765

$ 65 M

$ 130 M (2015e)

13.9x

11.9x  (2015)

MISO $ 1,460  ‐ $ 1,808 $ 260 M 6.3x

PJM $ 1,585 ‐ $ 2,304 $ 228 M 8.5x

1 ‐‐ 2010 Tariff Fees for SPP exclude Contract Services and NERC/FERC fees;  MISO and PJM estimates reflect 2009 fees.

2 ‐‐ SPP Value Multiple of 13.9x  uses mid‐point Value Estimate  ($902 M) and latest SPP 2010 Tariff Fees forecast.  

3 – SPP 2015 Value Multiple estimate uses projected 2015 Tariff Fees ($130 M) and  midpoint of Total Value categories ($1,545 M).
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2010 Employee Engagement Survey Results - Markets & Operations (Reporting
under Carl Monroe)

This report presents the results of the 2010 Employee Engagement Survey specific to your internal
organization, IT. On this and the following pages, you'll find itemized, averaged scores for each of

the survey's 39 questions (categorized as they related to the three dimensions of engagement:
effectiveness, motivation, and satisfaction) as well as responses to four open-ended questions

provided by the employees in your area.
 

For more information about the survey's administration, the definition of engagement and its
dimensions, or help interpreting these results, as well as SPP's overall engagement scores, please

refer to the report "2010 Employee Engagement Survey Results and Analysis" published in
November 2010 by the Communications Department (available on The Circuit).

 
For other questions, or to request this data in another format, please contact the Communications

Department.
 

Your organization's overall engagement score is 6.95 (SPP's overall score is 7.08).

EffectivenessEffectiveness is a measure of how well-equipped employees are to perform their
jobs to the best of their ability.
Your organization's overall effectiveness score: 6.72
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SPP makes available the training I need to do my job. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

████ 5% 5

4
██ 3% 3

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5% 5

6
████████ 10.9% 11

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████ 36.6% 37

8
████████████████ 19.8% 20

Strongly agree
9

████████████████ 19.8% 20

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP makes available the training I need to do my job.

Mean
7.1
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I have the authority to do my job well. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

██ 3% 3

4
███ 4% 4

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5.9% 6

6
████ 5% 5

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████████ 41.6% 42

8
████████████████ 20.8% 21

Strongly agree
9

████████████████ 19.8% 20

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have the authority to do my job well.

Mean
7.2
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I have the tools and resources I need to do my job. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
████ 5% 5

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5.9% 6

6
████████ 9.9% 10

Agree
7

██████████████████████████████████ 42.6% 43

8
██████████████████ 22.8% 23

Strongly agree
9

█████████ 11.9% 12

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have the tools and resources I need to do my job.

Mean
7.0
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My supervisor routinely gives me feedback regarding the quality of my work. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 2% 2

Disagree
3

████ 6% 6

4
███████ 9% 9

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 11% 11

6
████████████ 15% 15

Agree
7

█████████████████████████ 32% 32

8
████████ 11% 11

Strongly agree
9

██████████ 13% 13

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 278 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:My supervisor routinely gives me feedback regarding the quality of my work.

Mean
6.3
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My talents and abilities are being fully used. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

██ 3% 3

2
█ 2% 2

Disagree
3

████████ 10.9% 11

4
██████ 7.9% 8

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████ 8.9% 9

6
████████████████ 19.8% 20

Agree
7

████████████████████ 25.7% 26

8
████████████ 15.8% 16

Strongly agree
9

████ 5.9% 6

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:My talents and abilities are being fully used.

Mean
6.0
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I have the skills I need to do my job well. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███ 4% 4

6
█████ 6.9% 7

Agree
7

████████████████████████ 30.7% 31

8
█████████████████████████████ 36.6% 37

Strongly agree
9

████████████████ 19.8% 20

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 280 filtered; 0 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have the skills I need to do my job well.

Mean
7.5
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SPP has effective ways to communicate and share information across the
entire organization.

Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 2% 2

Disagree
3

████ 5.9% 6

4
███ 4% 4

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████████ 13.9% 14

6
██████████ 12.9% 13

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 34.7% 35

8
████████████████ 19.8% 20

Strongly agree
9

████ 5.9% 6

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP has effective ways to communicate and share information across the entire organization.

Mean
6.4
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At SPP, we work effectively across departments and functions. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 2% 2

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

██████████ 12.9% 13

4
█████ 6.9% 7

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████████ 13.9% 14

6
████████████████████ 25.7% 26

Agree
7

███████████████████ 23.8% 24

8
████████ 10.9% 11

Strongly agree
9

██ 3% 3

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 280 filtered; 0 skipped.

Statistics for question:At SPP, we work effectively across departments and functions.

Mean
5.7
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I clearly understand SPP’s mission. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
██ 3% 3

Neither disagree nor agree
5

██████ 8% 8

6
█████ 7% 7

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████ 37% 37

8
████████████████ 20% 20

Strongly agree
9

███████████████████ 24% 24

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 280 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:I clearly understand SPP’s mission.

Mean
7.3
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You may use this space to comment on any of the above questions or your responses. Response
Total

18

Operations training is needed specifically for Operations desk functions that is managed
by operations and resides in operations. Training should be divided into 4 catagories:
NERC Continuing Education, SPP Members, OIT, and Ops

Need project to facilitate inter department communication between operations and
planning. Determine what and when communication is needed. Determine how often
these files should be traded. Need some better way to get planning changes to operations
and when projects are completed in real life planning never hears about it.

Overall I am extremely pleased with the willingness of the company and my managers to
help expand my knowledge by offering multiple training opportunities.

With the Future markets on the fore front of most of the realtime Supervisors and
Managers the lack of time being spent with the employees on the teamwork aspect and
communication of such has been almost no existent.   Many of the Supervisors
are too busy to even set thier staff and talk about day today issues and relate in the team
aspects.  Some departments feel very alienated to whole process.

We also have had many suggestion to process upgrades and improvemnts that just have
not had time to be heard.

I have seen a decrease in moral SPP wide in the last 4 to 6  months.

Although I agree that SPP has effective ways to communicate and share information
accross the entire organization, I do not believe that SPP takes advantage of them.  The
circuit is useful for nonessential information, but communication across departments is
terrible.  There is always a "Thats not my job or department" attitude everywhere.  Never
a "let me make sure this gets taken care of."

Operators should be allowed to go to operators conferences regardless of budget. we
spend money on things that are not usefell in operatins but sacrifice on sending operators
to get training that will be beneficial, esp. when it will give one on one interaction with
there customers.

Operations training is offered on a limited time basis. There is little to no operations
training offered during the summer months. For those who have to recertify, this could
lead to a potential problem if for some unforseen reason someone needs training during
these months in order to recertify during this period. As for the tools to do the job, some of
the tools we use are way outdated and direct access to data is very limited. Concerning
skills to do the job, there are some basic programming skills that we should have training
made available in order for those skills to be acquired. From an operations stand point,
communication between the different sub-departments/desk is very effective. And as far
as having the complete authority to do my job, we do not have the full authority
proclaimed to us by NERC.

Since the last engagement survey, SPP has taken significant measures to increase
communication across the entire organization.

Having multiple locations inhibits effective working across functions in some respects.

There seems to be a communication gap between the people in IT.

My authority is sometime second guessed by management before they know all the facts.
I don't have a problem with my actions being anaylized and informing me of a better way
to resolve an issue, but to jump on me before you know what the situation was, NO.

1. My supervisor routinely gives me feedback regarding the quality of my work.
 - Shift work schedule provides little opportunity for my supervisor to provide feedback.

2. At SPP, we work effectively across departments and functions.
 - While improvements have been made, I think there is still a significant communication
divide between IT, Engineering, and Operations.

3. I clearly understand SPP’s mission.
 - I feel like I understand the company's mission, but not always the actions taken to
achieve that mission.

There is a disconnect between the different functional areas, while one group may be
trying to implement a new tool that will work effectively for the users, other groups are
only interested in the end product, even if that means creating a tool that will need work-
arounds for normal business.

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN IT and Real time Operations needs to be improved. A
magic ticket! for an essental real time operation?????? What planet are you from!
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The training calendar is created with regards to a 6-week rotation making it very difficult to
schedule training while on a 5-week rotation.

.

x

Little or no training availalbe for my job - brought the skills with me or learned them on my
own.
Some resources (that would enhance productivity) are not available - so I acquire them on
my own nickel.
Rarely get feedback from manager - than usually only on a "water cooler" visit format.

I hope the common campus helps resolve some of the silos between ops and planning.

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 18 respondents; 42 filtered; 321 skipped.

Motivation

Motivation is a measure of how compelled employees are to do their best work for the good of the
organization.

Your organization's overall motivation score: 7.03

I am regularly given opportunities to develop and improve my skills. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

████ 5.9% 6

4
████ 5% 5

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████ 8.9% 9

6
███████████ 13.9% 14

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 35.6% 36

8
████████████████ 19.8% 20

Strongly agree
9

███████ 8.9% 9

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:I am regularly given opportunities to develop and improve my skills.

Mean
6.6
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I clearly see how my work is important to SPP’s mission. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5.9% 6

6
█████████ 11.9% 12

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 35.6% 36

8
███████████████ 18.8% 19

Strongly agree
9

████████████████████ 25.7% 26

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 280 filtered; 0 skipped.

Statistics for question:I clearly see how my work is important to SPP’s mission.

Mean
7.4
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I clearly understand what my immediate supervisor expects of me. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

██ 3% 3

4
██ 3% 3

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5% 5

6
███████ 8.9% 9

Agree
7

██████████████████████████████ 37.6% 38

8
████████████████ 19.8% 20

Strongly agree
9

█████████████████ 21.8% 22

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:I clearly understand what my immediate supervisor expects of me.

Mean
7.2
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I think SPP will be successful in the future. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5% 5

6
██████ 7.9% 8

Agree
7

████████████████████████ 30.7% 31

8
█████████████████ 21.8% 22

Strongly agree
9

████████████████████████ 30.7% 31

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 280 filtered; 0 skipped.

Statistics for question:I think SPP will be successful in the future.

Mean
7.5
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I have clear goals and priorities for my job. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
███ 4% 4

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 9.9% 10

6
█████████ 11.9% 12

Agree
7

██████████████████████████ 32.7% 33

8
████████████████████ 25.7% 26

Strongly agree
9

██████████ 12.9% 13

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 276 filtered; 4 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have clear goals and priorities for my job.

Mean
6.9
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My job requires me to maintain a high level of productivity. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 9.9% 10

6
████ 5.9% 6

Agree
7

███████████████████ 23.8% 24

8
██████████████████████ 27.7% 28

Strongly agree
9

████████████████████████ 30.7% 31

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:My job requires me to maintain a high level of productivity.

Mean
7.6
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SPP strives to continuously improve. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████████ 13.9% 14

6
█████████████ 16.8% 17

Agree
7

████████████████████████ 30.7% 31

8
████████████ 15.8% 16

Strongly agree
9

███████████████ 18.8% 19

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP strives to continuously improve.

Mean
7.0
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SPP is evolving to meet our members’ needs. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████ 8.9% 9

6
████ 5.9% 6

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 34.7% 35

8
███████████████████ 23.8% 24

Strongly agree
9

████████████████ 20.8% 21

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP is evolving to meet our members’ needs.

Mean
7.2
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SPP values me as a person. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3 0% 0

4
██████ 7.9% 8

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█████████████ 16.8% 17

6
██████ 7.9% 8

Agree
7

████████████████████████ 29.7% 30

8
██████████████████ 22.8% 23

Strongly agree
9

██████████ 12.9% 13

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP values me as a person.

Mean
6.7
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SPP values me as an employee. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
████ 6.1% 6

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█████████████ 16.2% 16

6
█████████ 12.1% 12

Agree
7

███████████████████████ 29.3% 29

8
█████████████████ 21.2% 21

Strongly agree
9

█████████ 12.1% 12

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 99 respondents; 277 filtered; 5 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP values me as an employee.

Mean
6.7
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SPP’s senior leaders provide a clear vision of where we are going. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 2% 2

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

███ 4% 4

4
█████ 7% 7

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 11% 11

6
████████ 11% 11

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████ 37% 37

8
████████████████ 20% 20

Strongly agree
9

█████ 7% 7

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 278 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP’s senior leaders provide a clear vision of where we are going.

Mean
6.5
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I have a good understanding of my role in SPP’s strategic direction. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2
█ 2% 2

Disagree
3

████ 6% 6

4
██ 3% 3

Neither disagree nor agree
5

██████████ 13% 13

6
████████████ 16% 16

Agree
7

████████████████████████ 30% 30

8
████████████████ 20% 20

Strongly agree
9

████████ 10% 10

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 278 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have a good understanding of my role in SPP’s strategic direction.

Mean
6.6
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I can voice my concerns openly with my supervisor. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

██ 3% 3

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5.9% 6

6
███ 4% 4

Agree
7

█████████████████████████ 31.7% 32

8
█████████████████ 21.8% 22

Strongly agree
9

██████████████████████████ 32.7% 33

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:I can voice my concerns openly with my supervisor.

Mean
7.6
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SPP provides opportunities for personal and professional development. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2
█ 2% 2

Disagree
3

██ 3% 3

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

██████ 8% 8

6
████████████ 15% 15

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████ 36% 36

8
█████████████████ 21% 21

Strongly agree
9

███████████ 14% 14

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 279 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP provides opportunities for personal and professional development.

Mean
6.9

Page 25 of 581205 of 1245



You may use this space to comment on any of the above questions or your responses. Response
Total

12

SPP upper mgmnt has a core of individuals that will tell them what they think is happening
instead of what is actually occuring. If someone paints a true picture mgmt scoffs at the
idea that someone is disagreeing with what they see

Within the last 4- 6 months communication has almost stopped in our department frrom
employee to Supervisor, it seems as though the Supervisors are so busy that they do not
have time to spend with the employees.    I have seen moral dropping as of late.

I am in a group that has almost no supervision currently which is why i put disagree for
clearly know what is expected of me.  That supervisor is being replaced with a new guy
who shows promise.  I do not believe SPP will succeed in the future for two main reasons.
1.  We have grown too fast in staff size and complexity

2.  SPP lacks the infrastructure to meet the demanding goals it has set.

I say this respectfully, but SPP needs to make a huge move to improve in overall
expertise and skill.  With the slow promotion process it is hard to get younger people to
stay that are just becoming experts in their respected areas.

When people feel that the company they work for values them as a person and as an
employee, that motivates them to do better and work harder for the company.

I also think that it could be beneficial if management had some regular classes on how to
be a source of encouragement, motivation, and appreciation.  I believe that these traits
will aslo trickle down to the rest of the company and improve morale, and ultimately
improve productivity.

Do I think SPP will be successfull in tn the future? If TOP and MIDDLE management that
are "YES" people are removed. You set yourself up for failure when top management has
the "EMPORE" with no clothes on, infliction.
SPP value me as a person? No because everything aroud here is poltics; promotions
have no rim or reason.
Supersior only: the only one on higher.
It is not wrong in our line of work to tell the members they are wrong. They can't have
everything.

1. I am regularly given opportunities to develop and improve my skills.
 - The real-time nature of my job provides little opportunity to participate in activities
beyond the desk's daily functions.

2. I clearly understand what my immediate supervisor expects of me.
 - My supervisor does a great job of letting me know what he expects of me.

3. My job requires me to maintain a high level of productivity.
 - My job requires accuracy and integrity, but I don't think productivity is accurate. The
very nature of this job requires more watching and waiting than doing.

4. SPP values me as a(n) person/employee.
 - I believe the mid-level managers value their staffs, but my limited interaction with the
company's executives makes me feel that there is a growing disconnect between those at
the top of our company and those in lower and mid-level positions. There have been a
couple of complaints made publicly by unhappy employees that seems to have created a
divide in our company.

The practice of a supervisor signing up for scheduled classes using more than 1 entry
keeps some classes from operators that need the classes

Membership and Board expects too many additional functions without adding support.
Current job functions are either ignored or quality degraded to accomplish added
responsibilities.

.

Striving to continuously improve without establishing a benchmark of where you are and
where your are going is worthless.  Always looking to improve should be based on
measuring the value of the effort with a measure of what has been improved.

x

Goals and priorities?  Do whatever it takes to address the manager's requirements.
I think the higher level opinion is that we are always trying to improve - and great ideas
are initiated - but seldom followed up on to see they looked good only on paper.
Opportunties for personal and professional development?  Hear these buzz words oftern -
but have yet to see much in the way of tangible examples - but perhaps I'm not smart
enough to recognize them.  (But if that's the case - isn't there a potential problem there?)
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Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 12 respondents; 24 filtered; 345 skipped.

Satisfaction

Satisfaction is a measure of how happy employees are with their role at SPP.
Your organization's overall satisfaction score: 7.09

I am proud to tell others I work at SPP. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█ 2% 2

6
████ 5% 5

Agree
7

███████████████████████ 29% 29

8
█████████████████ 22% 22

Strongly agree
9

██████████████████████████████████ 42% 42

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 280 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:I am proud to tell others I work at SPP.

Mean
8.0
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I have confidence that the people I work with will do what they say they will do. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 10.9% 11

6
█████ 6.9% 7

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████████████ 46.5% 47

8
█████████████████ 21.8% 22

Strongly agree
9

████████ 10.9% 11

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:I have confidence that the people I work with will do what they say they will do.

Mean
7.0
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I like my job. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███ 4% 4

6
████ 5.9% 6

Agree
7

███████████████████████ 28.7% 29

8
██████████████████████ 27.7% 28

Strongly agree
9

███████████████████████████ 33.7% 34

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:I like my job.

Mean
7.8
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People in my department consistently deliver high quality in their work and
service.

Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█ 2% 2

6
████ 6.1% 6

Agree
7

█████████████████████████ 31.6% 31

8
████████████████████████ 30.6% 30

Strongly agree
9

██████████████████████ 27.6% 27

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 98 respondents; 278 filtered; 5 skipped.

Statistics for question:People in my department consistently deliver high quality in their work and service.

Mean
7.7
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I receive regular appreciation from my supervisor for doing good work. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 2% 2

2
█ 1% 1

Disagree
3

████ 5.9% 6

4
█████ 6.9% 7

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 10.9% 11

6
███████████ 13.9% 14

Agree
7

████████████████████ 25.7% 26

8
████████████████ 20.8% 21

Strongly agree
9

██████████ 12.9% 13

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:I receive regular appreciation from my supervisor for doing good work.

Mean
6.5

Page 31 of 581211 of 1245



My supervisor is open and honest with me regarding issues impacting SPP
and my job.

Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 11% 11

6
█████████ 12% 12

Agree
7

███████████████████████ 29% 29

8
██████████████████ 23% 23

Strongly agree
9

██████████████████ 23% 23

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 277 filtered; 4 skipped.

Statistics for question:My supervisor is open and honest with me regarding issues impacting SPP and my job.

Mean
7.3
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My supervisor maintains a professional relationship with all team members. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 5.9% 6

6
████ 5.9% 6

Agree
7

███████████████████████████████ 38.6% 39

8
███████████████████ 23.8% 24

Strongly agree
9

████████████████████ 25.7% 26

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:My supervisor maintains a professional relationship with all team members.

Mean
7.6
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My supervisor communicates effectively with my team. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

██ 3% 3

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 9.9% 10

6
████████ 9.9% 10

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 34.7% 35

8
███████████████ 18.8% 19

Strongly agree
9

█████████████████ 21.8% 22

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 278 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:My supervisor communicates effectively with my team.

Mean
7.1
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My supervisor takes timely action to correct unsatisfactory performance. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█████████████ 16.2% 16

6
████████████ 15.2% 15

Agree
7

█████████████████████ 26.3% 26

8
██████████████████ 23.2% 23

Strongly agree
9

███████████ 14.1% 14

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 99 respondents; 266 filtered; 16 skipped.

Statistics for question:My supervisor takes timely action to correct unsatisfactory performance.

Mean
6.8
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SPP engages its members and customers in an honest and ethical manner. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4 0% 0

Neither disagree nor agree
5

██ 3% 3

6
███████ 8.9% 9

Agree
7

████████████████████████████ 35.6% 36

8
██████████████████ 22.8% 23

Strongly agree
9

████████████████████████ 29.7% 30

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 277 filtered; 3 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP engages its members and customers in an honest and ethical manner.

Mean
7.7
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Overall, I feel I am compensated fairly for the work I do. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

██ 3% 3

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

███ 4% 4

4
█████ 6.9% 7

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████████ 13.9% 14

6
█████████████ 16.8% 17

Agree
7

████████████████████ 25.7% 26

8
████████████████ 20.8% 21

Strongly agree
9

███████ 8.9% 9

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 280 filtered; 0 skipped.

Statistics for question:Overall, I feel I am compensated fairly for the work I do.

Mean
6.4

Page 37 of 581217 of 1245



I feel I can openly express my thoughts, suggestions, and concerns. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 2% 2

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

████ 5% 5

4
████ 6% 6

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 11% 11

6
████████ 10% 10

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████████ 41% 41

8
███████████████ 19% 19

Strongly agree
9

████ 6% 6

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 280 filtered; 1 skipped.

Statistics for question:I feel I can openly express my thoughts, suggestions, and concerns.

Mean
6.5
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At SPP, people collaborate effectively. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

██ 3.1% 3

4
███ 4.1% 4

Neither disagree nor agree
5

█████████ 12.2% 12

6
████████████ 15.3% 15

Agree
7

█████████████████████████████████ 40.8% 40

8
███████████████ 19.4% 19

Strongly agree
9

███ 4.1% 4

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 98 respondents; 279 filtered; 4 skipped.

Statistics for question:At SPP, people collaborate effectively.

Mean
6.6
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The people I work with strive to serve others. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

█ 1% 1

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 1% 1

4
█ 1% 1

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████ 6.1% 6

6
█████████ 12.2% 12

Agree
7

████████████████████████████████ 39.8% 39

8
█████████████████████ 26.5% 26

Strongly agree
9

█████████ 12.2% 12

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 98 respondents; 277 filtered; 6 skipped.

Statistics for question:The people I work with strive to serve others.

Mean
7.1
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SPP’s senior leaders are open and honest with employees. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1

██ 3% 3

2 0% 0

Disagree
3

█ 2% 2

4
████ 6% 6

Neither disagree nor agree
5

███████████████ 19% 19

6
█████████ 12% 12

Agree
7

██████████████████████████ 33% 33

8
█████████████ 17% 17

Strongly agree
9

██████ 8% 8

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 279 filtered; 2 skipped.

Statistics for question:SPP’s senior leaders are open and honest with employees.

Mean
6.4
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Others listen to my ideas and value my opinions. Response
Percent

Response
Total

Strongly disagree
1 0% 0

2 0% 0

Disagree
3 0% 0

4
█ 2% 2

Neither disagree nor agree
5

████████ 11% 11

6
███████████ 14% 14

Agree
7

██████████████████████████████████████ 48% 48

8
██████████████ 18% 18

Strongly agree
9

█████ 7% 7

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 100 respondents; 277 filtered; 4 skipped.

Statistics for question:Others listen to my ideas and value my opinions.

Mean
6.9
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You may use this space to comment on any of the above questions or your responses. Response
Total

10

In the last 4 - 6 months Ihave seen a defintite decrease in Supervisor communication to
the team members and employees, interaction with the team has been almost non-
existent.   Moral has decreased.  Very little communication about the new building and the
types of markets we are headed for, we have some SUpervisors that even have found it
hard to speak in passing in the hallways and or meetings.

My supervisor is not activly involved in my department.  I feel this is not the norm at SPP
and as previously stated, there is a transition in that position and there is hope for the
future of my department.

I recieve a yearly review from a person who has never actually watched me work.  I work
on a real-time desk so this is troublesome to me.  Raises and bonuses are based on a
review that a man has made for me who has no knowledge how I or anyone else on the
desk has performed his job.

As far as senior leaders being open and honest. I will admit that it was nice to hear Nick
read a question I submitted verbatim in a staff meeting, but I have a problem with too
much Spin with the answers.

The promotion conversation that is going on now is a great example.  Promotions only
happen when there is a need in SPP.  So why is it that when an employee feels their
promotion is past due they can go out and get an offer elsewhere and blackmail the
company for a promotion.  I have seen this happen multiple times in the last few years
and every time a promotion is just a week or two after the blackmail.  So did a need just
pop up magically?

I am fine with my compensation, i just believe that certain jobs with higher associated
risks should be compensated on a higher scale than others.

My supervisor is not the problem.

1. My supervisor takes timely action to correct unsatisfactory performance.
 - I have a great supervisor who values his team, takes care of us, works hard for us, and
does a great job. The one constructive criticism I have to offer is that he seems to try to
delegate dealing with matters of poor work performance.

2. Overall, this is a great company with great people, salaries, and benefits. I genuinely
value working here.

The organization is mixed in regards to committing and performing to a shared vision.

There is a perception that the information from senior leaders is not the whole story.  At
times we see things differently in the real world than what we are told in meetings.

.

x

I feel blessed to work for SPP - but have quit encouraging others to apply.  Why you ask -
after Mr. Brown continually encourages us to do so? - it's because once the resume is
submitted - it ends up in a black hole.  No contact whatsoever from SPP.  Makes me look
bad.  I realize that no everyone I recommend will work out - but would it be appropriate to
at least let them know?
I have confidence that the people I work with will do what is best for them - not
necessarily the company ( that that really chaps!)

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 10 respondents; 19 filtered; 352 skipped.

Strengths and Weaknesses
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What do you like most about working at SPP? Response
Total

77

Freedom to perform my job without being micromanaged. Employee friendly atmosphere.

I like the atmosphere.

Easy going

Good pay, benefits, and work enviroment.

The atmosphere here is amazing.  Everyone I meet is friendly and willing to help you out
whenever they can.   This makes working here an enjoyable experience.

Security

SPP has a very unique culture that is family oriented, I certianly hope this stays this way.

We are in a growth period and sometime this culture can be forgotten, we must step back
and make sure that our first and most valued thing is our employeees.  This how we
became who we are and how we have gotten to where we are.  We must never forget
where we came from.......

Stability.

Fair wages, decent benefits.

I enjoy the work I do along with the people i work with.

Overall, the people at SPP seem to strive for successful outcomes. Senior leadership
seems to support employees in reaching those successful outcomes. In general, this feels
like a very stable work environment where I'll be able to have a long, satisfying career.

I like the way the job is exciting and always changing.  I really like the location and the
opportunity available in this industry.

Openly home like environment.

i love being an RC. it has taken many years of hard work and determination to get where i
am. i look forward to each days challenge.

The People and the work environment

being involved in real time operations

I enjoy the culture the relationships i've developed. I enjoy the challenges and problem
solving aspects of my current role.

My coworkers are great to work with.

I have a great boss and fellow employees and I enjoy the job that I do and the
environment that I work in. I also appreciate the family type atmosphere that the company
tries to promote.

relaxed atmosphere, family oriented

I feel like our mission is important, and I get opportunities to utilize lots of different talents
and abilities in contributing to SPP's mission.

I know my job well and I feel I can contribute effectively to SPP's success.  This gives me
a sense of worth.

The enviroment, the people, and the job security.

The atmosphere is great.  My co-workers and manager are awesome.

The people and the culture

My co-workers
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Great people to work with and excellent job security.  Feel confident that I can continue to
improve my skills.

My manager

Informal enviroment.  Co-workers.  Challenging work.

The atmosphere here, and the job security that is felt here.

I like my co-workers and the industry.

the people and knowing that SPP's role truly makes a difference in the industry.

The people I work with.

The people that work at SPP.

The sense of community, the salary and benefits, and the security that this industry offers
over many others.

SP provides a very nice environment.

I enjoy being challenged almost every day at work, and my superiors here provide an
environment that encourages ingenuity and collaboration with my coworkers.

The People. Everybody is so nice and dont mind helping others.

I believe we serve a higher good and we're not out to profit on or exploit others.

I really enjoy the analytical nature of the job and greatly value those working around me.
The employees I work with are fantastic.

The People

I enjoy working with my co-workers to meet real-time challenges.

The continual challenges.

The people and being part of a "learning" organization.

I really appreciate the transparancy with which we operate.  At very few companies would
employees have the kind of access we have to important information.

I like the people and the work environment.  I work with professionals and I have always
valued that in an organization.

I enjoy working with all of the SPP empoyees.

The job I do, and my co-workers.

Shift schedule

SPP Culture and people.  I do not dread waking up and coming to work.  On the contrary,
I have good friends I work with daily that make work not seem so much like work.

Freedom to do my job effectively without being micromanaged.

The challenging work and feeling that I can make a difference in where things are going in
the future.

Serveing the Electric Service Ind, and thus my fellow man.

I like the people I work with.  I like the expertise of many of the individuals in Operations.  I
like that SPP is providing value for its members, and that my job is directly contributing to
that.

The people. We have qualified professionals working together to get the job done.

What I like most are my co-workers.
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SPP provides an employee the opportunity to develop as an individual through various
training opportunities, working groups and Leadership conferences. Lately there have
been opportunities for employees to serve on internal employee committees such as the
OIG and the newly created Employee Investment group. SPP continues developing
strong relationships with its members by working together on projects essential and
important within the electric utility industry.

The Staff and loyalty to its employees

Exciting and ever-changing

The people I work with.

Working with people that have the same goals.

The opportunity to see us be successful in the future markets program

x

The people and the experiences and talent they bring to the company

The immediate impact to our members regarding keeping the lights on and saving them
money.

Opportunities for growth. Flexibility to move among departments to achieve professional
and personal growth. The attempt by upper management to promote and maintain a
unique culture. The constant push to do the best we can. The quality of personnel I work
with both professionally and personally.

the Teams

There are many good things. Perhaps it would be that the company is so considerate of
the employees.

I like the people I work with on a daily basis.

Security of Employment in the future

The culture

The area and department I am in.

As of now, that there is no rush to complete my NERC certification.

SPP provides good opportunities for employees to grow.

The atmosphere.

People I work with

Relationships with coworkers & job satisfaction

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 77 respondents; 207 filtered; 97 skipped.
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What do you like the least about working at SPP? Response
Total

70

Jobs within the company appear to be assigned to employees before a job is posted or a
job not posted at all. Anyone should have an equal opportunity for a position.

I struggle with inefficiencies due to outdated computers.

The whole promotional issues

The amount of time it takes to get hired or promoted.

Due to the small cubes and limited conference room time, it is difficult for the entire group
to get together and tackle a large problem at one time.  This should take care of itself
once we move into our new building though.

SILO's -   We still have several silo's to break down accorss departments,  one major silo
that comes to mind is the Silo between Reliability Operations and most all other functions,
we still seem to have a culture that nutures the Reliability cooordiantor desks and King of
the hill.  We need to break that culture, Yes reliability is our one of our most important
goals, but holding attitudes that displays disrespectfullness and rudeness
degrades teamwork and realationships across departments.

Always concerned with the cost more than the quality or usefulness. Cost should be a
factor but not always the limiting factor.

One can not apply for a promotion. If a job is posted that a person is qualified to fill, SPP
will not let that person get the promotion, they can fill the postion but a lateral move.  That
is just wrong!

How some managers(redacted)are able to get away with being horrible to their staff with
out any consequences.

In general, the pace of progress seems slow. I understand this is probably the norm for
the industry, but I'd like to see SPP push to move projects and initiatives forward at a
quicker pace.

I dislike the poor infrastructure and how SPP will say one thing and do another.  I know
there is a coorporate way to answer things and then what actually happens.

The promotion process is a prime example.

SPP is also top heavy.  I saw that we are something like 30% management now.  How is
that sustainable.  I have something like six supervisors that have input on my job.  Why?

Being on shift other than our desk there is very little interaction with the rest of the
company

Promotions

the year with no raises

Overall, I'm very pleased to work at SPP. As the SPP staff has grown I feel that staff
authority has slowly declined.

I don't feel as if I am used to my full potential.

That some types of training that are geared more towards individuals aspiring to be in
management positions is overly encouraged for all to participate in. If everyone in a
company aspires to be in management positions, then you end up having a revolving
door in the lower ranks and losing quality individuals. Also, everyone can't be a manager.
And just because you don't aspire to be in a managerial postion does not mean that you
don't have a strong desire to be successful and advance. One persons idea of success or
faliilure can be another persons idea of perfect harmony and personal satisfaction.
Without quality highly efficient employees at the lower ranks, there is little chance of
overall success at the higher ranks and for the company as a whole.

the drive to maumelle

This is a minor quibble, but sometimes the general tools we have for office productivity
are frustrating to use. For example, nearly every time I make photocopies I find that the
copier isn't functioning due to paper jams, lack of paper, etc.
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I sense a separation developing between departments and rolls.  When I first came to
SPP, it was very appealing to be involved with a company where the staff worked so well
together and took such a sincere interest in one another.  That seems to be changing.  I
guess this could be growing pains or the result of become a big business.

I really don't have anything that I dislike about SPP.

The drive in.

The demand of the job requires long hours sometimes.  It is difficult to maintain balance at
times

The atmosphere of secrecy.  The unwillingness to speak openly to employees about
sensitive subjects.  "Need to know basis".

Promotions are based on time served rather than skills or work ethic.  This is a dis-
incentive to work hard.

Not enough rest room facilities

The difficulty in being noticed for what I can bring to the table to help SPP.

The large number of contractors on staff sometimes makes for a strange culture among
those groups that are heavily infiltrated by consultants.

the growing pains and seemingly not saying no to customers when needed.

The "YES" men attitude.

The company is going through some growing pains right now as we work through
developing processes to accommodate at growing staff, but overall, I enjoy working for
this company.

Constant meetings. There is not a lot of opportunity to work.

The coffee in the Maumelle break room tastes awful and my chair squeaks and this
cubicle is just too small.

That we are growing too fast

The working conditions (cubicles) are noisy and lack privacy.  I hope the new building
doesn't make matters worse.

I do not feel that SPP has a clear vision or goal for my future.

The Promotion policy

Sometimes I feel like we are getting too big, but then I remember that if we weren't getting
bigger, I wouldn't have a job here.

The number of people that refuse to commit and prefer to be negative in word and
actions, making the entire concept of continual improvement tough to accomplish.

Trying to cover current tasks and duties while developing future initiatives

N/A

promotion process, and compensation of new employees.

Shift schedule

Hitting collisions, not getting enough done, being strapped between requests from
Members, FERC, other SPP departments, attempting to train employees, enhance
systems, work with peers to improve processes, & generally not completing everything
that needs/should get done.

Most of SPP's top leadership seems to be more concerned with maintaining appearances
than being honest and providing true leadership.

There isn't a clear line of authority, at times when decisions are being made, the whole
story or reason for people's actions or recommendations are not given tot he authority
approving (or denying) the project OR it's unclear who should make the decision.
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The little sales gimmicks that we come up with from time to time to pump ourselves up
about what we're doing or what we should be doing. Powerball and the holiday olympics
are a couple of examples. Sometimes I think that given the amount of time and effort that
goes into something like this that we might be just as well off giving everyone a $50-100
gift card to Wal-Mart.

The non responsive nature of IT

I wish SPP had more control over budgetary decisions.  Even if we do an outstanding job,
we are 100% at the mercy of our membership when it comes to employee compensation.

The promotion process.  I understand that SPP will promote based on the need, but when
I see employees seeking outside offers to push their promotion and get it.  It makes me
question the loyalty people have to the company and the direction we are going as a
company if we continue to let this happen.

I believe that the SPP process for promoting employees needs improvement. For
example in operations when there is a higher level opening a current employee can not
apply for a promotion but SPP can hire from outside the company and the lower level
employee will assist in training the higher level/higher paid new employee. I believe that
this hurts morale and also discourages employee retention.

Listening to the needs of the employees during the planning and design process of the
new campus facilities.

nothing

Too many additional responsibilities are added without enough planning. Quality of
current functions will degrade with too many additional responsibilities.
Outside factors that dictate direction (FERC, NERC, NAESB, "loudest" member(s))
Inability to say "no" throughout ALL of the organization because of the mentioned outside
factors (if it doesn't line up with Strategic Initiatives, how do we justify dedicating
resources?)

n/a

.

Micromanagement in certain ares of our company. The executive level seems to spend
extra time in trying to "manage" areas of our company that should be taken care of by the
mid-management staff. (an example is the promotion and staffing processes.) Directors
and VP's should be allowed the make most decisions on their staffing programs.

x

Bureaucracy - the length of time it takes to get an anwers from a manager;  the length of
time it takes to hire a new employee, the red tape in filling an internal position.

The bueracracy of getting other work done that involves other departments.  It's very hard
to collaborate with other groups.

Inability to get all my vacation in during the year due to workload, which is at odds with
upper management's strong promotion of the use of vacation. Work does not end at the
start of vacation and pick up at the end of vacation if indeed we have reached unity
between expectations and deliverables.

the inacurate info stated by some management

So many passwords to remember

N/A

The lack of clarity as to how they plan to utilize my skills and abilities.

The imbalance of employs between work groups

The separation of the operations group from the rest of the company.

I don't understand my true role and have no idea whether I am doing a good job and am
on the right track.

The daily routine that is my job.
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sometime information can be slow in coming from management

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 70 respondents; 156 filtered; 155 skipped.
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What are SPP's greatest strengths? Response
Total

75

Openess to employee staff.

I think the culture is the greatest draw that SPP has.

They are part of the electrical industry

Work enviroment.

By far it is its culture.  It is a good feeling to tell someone where you work and even
though they have no idea what we do, they know how great of a company it is to work for.

Looking out for the future of the industry, company, and employees

In its employees when we maintain open, honest communication across all levels and
departments this is one of the best places a person could ever ask to work for.   But again
in the last 4 - 6 months thishas degraded.

It's very diverse employees.

I can not think of one thing that jumps in my mind taht I see is a strength - unless it is the
gift of gab!

The employees and the family focused atmosphere.

SPP's people are its greatest strength. I think SPP puts a lot of effort into hiring the right
people, and that effort pays off by creating a workforce with the right skills and attitudes to
continue SPP's successful track record.

The employees.  The quality of work we can produce with subpar systems is amazing.
SPP has some of the best workers around.

SPP cares and values it memebers concern.

its ability to continue to grow

The encouragement of employees involvement in all aspects in the work environment

years of experience in operations

The open policy company structure. The working group facilitation SPP provides to the
member companies.

its people.

Evolution and not revolution! SPP seems to always be trying to stay ahead of the curve
and anticipate what they need to do in order to be successful in the future.

flexibility

SPP's employees are smart, ethical and motivated to help.

I sense a separation developing between departments and rolls.  When I first came to
SPP, it was very appealing to be involved with a company where the staff worked so well
together and took such a sincere interest in one another.  That seems to be changing.  I
guess this could be growing pains or the result of become a big business.

The integrity of our organization is its greatest strength.

The people!!!

There are a lot of smart people here with a lot of potential.

The culture and the commitment to the members

Its employees.

Great job security and benefits.  I feel well taken care of.
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People

Corporate emphasis on serving our members.

Member driven.

The people. SPP seems to hire sharp, motivated, friendly, dependable people.

camaraderie, importance of work, security

It's people if management will get out of the way.

It's people.

The common person or regular non management employees.

I can't speak for the company as a whole, but the operations department has a number of
managers who are exceedingly skilled at both the technical aspects of their jobs, as well
as inspiring their subordinates to work hard and solve difficult problems.

Diversity

SPP attracts talented individuals.

Definately the caliber of individuals' SPP hires.

The diversity of Knowledge

Some strengths:
Challenging technical work to be done
Better job stability than most
Countless internal job opportunities

The staff.

Our people and company culture

SPP's greatest strength is its culture.  Its staff and members have come to recognize the
value of SPP's culture.  It is truly what sets SPP apart.

The proactive way they strive to serve the customers.

It's commitment to the members

teamwork and knowlege.

Knowledge of employees

The people.  The majority of the SPP employee base is eager to learn and motivated to
get the job done.

Culture

1) It's employees
2) Their dedication to their work and the members/customers.

It's people who tirelessly work directly with the Members in order to provide for our
customers Now, and in the Future

SPP is dedicated to doing the job right.  SPP is very conservative, which ends up
providing more value to our membership.

The people.

The diverse culture.

SPP's greatest strengths:
Continuing to be a leader in the Electric Utility Industry.

The way SPP takes care of their employees and the work environment

People always willing to get the job done. SPP cares greatly about its staff.
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Motivation

Their Employee's

Its core values and culture

x

Again - it's people.....if we can keep 'em!

Employees who are willing to do what it takes to get things done the right way.

Reputation among members and employees for doing it right, or at least giving it our very
best.

desire to be forthright

SPP has very bright employees

Their people

Flexability to serve it's costumers and members

Well, for my group , it is the camaraderie between of of us.  The is the best group of
people I have ever worked alongside.

Stability

I like that the CEO, Officers, and Directors will participate and "mingle" often with staff.
When you hear about corporations where the top management uses separate elevators,
etc. it makes you really appreciate the SPP Culture.

Doing the work that is needed for the members.

staff, employees and their work ethic

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 75 respondents; 189 filtered; 117 skipped.
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What would you change about SPP if you had the opportunity to do so? Response
Total

64

Restructure the training department to better meet the needs of the organization and
individual departments.

I can't think of anything that I would change regarding SPP as a whole.

Senior level managment

I would reconize the merits of employees that work harder than others.

I would expand the cross training of engineers throughout different departments.  I have
firsthand experience of seeing the advantages of working in multiple groups throughout
the company and it has been extremely beneficial when I needed to work with one of
these groups that I used to be a part of.

More open and honest communication from the top down, Allow our Supervisors to regain
and nurture thier relationships with the front line employee.

We as individuals must never forget where we came from.   Thier is no place for thinking
anyone is better than anyone else we are a united team and must culture that consistently
especially with the major cahnges that we are getting ready to experience.

More open to what the employees need rather than what it cost. We should not have an
open checkbook but SPP does reduce quality to save money.

I would remove Nick Brown not that he is real bad but it is time for a change.  This
socialized transmission he is promoting will be the death of SPP.

A little more push back with the members.

I would like to see SPP strive to develop a more diverse workplace by encouraging more
women and minorities to seek employment here.

I would also like to see SPP develop some policies that would make it somewhat easier
for employees to balance work and family. These policies might include things like flex-
time, part-time or work from home policies.

I would change the performance review process.  I believe that we should have 360
reviews for everyone.  It would raise accountablity company wide and would actually
provide the employee with useful feedback.  The current review process is terrible.  I have
a person reviewing me that has no idea what I do on my job.  The people that work with
me have no input.

i would make sure that the people that have put the time and hard work in and have been
deadicated are rewared and those who do not are not compensated. I also belive that
people that have not put there time in should not have the opportunities of those who
have.

Promotions

reliability and economics would be separable.

I would adjust the management structure. I feel that certain management members are
too overloaded to effectively manage there team.

Quit trying to out grow itself.

More consistency concerning self deveolpment and the ability to move within the
company. There should be more diverse and yet specific training made available in order
for employees to do their jobs more effectively.

post retirement insurance cutoff dates!

The big thing, which is obviously underway, is to have a common campus to help us
collaborate more efficiently. Some weeks I spend more than 4 hours just commuting
between locations, and the time spend commuting makes me feel less effective because
it takes so much time.

A little more honesty, understanding and openness would be good a start.

Nothing
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At times we need a greater sense of urgency about projects that are required to meet the
demands of our members

The management team, several of whom appear to have no reason to be in their position.

idk..

The way promotions are handled.  I do not think that it is right for me to train someone to
do the same job I am doing, and get paid considerably less, because I have not been in
the industry as long.

I would implement a rotational program for young employees.  For example, if somebody
hires on as Analyst I in a deparment, enable them to rotate to different departments on a
6 month to 1 year rotation.  At the end of a two year period (where the employee may
have rotated up to 4 times) enable them to apply to the department that interests them or
have the possibility of being promoted.  I think SPP is big enough now where a program
like this could work and be beneficial if the details could be worked out.

not try and do some much at the same time (i.e. new campus, move, cba, fm)

Several top managers.

1. I would like to see the perceived tension between our company's executives and staff
remedied.

2.I would also like to see the company refine some of it's HR processes to make them
more accessible and streamlined to accommodate a larger staff.

Make sure supervision is always available for the employees.  Our Supervisors are
always attending meetings and rarely available to the employees they "supervise".

Starbucks.  On site.  Nuff said...

Otherwise I really enjoy working for SPP.

Nothing

I would bring more focus on the work Operations performs,as they are often
underappreciated.

The promotion policy

I would construct a large campus like office complex and get everyone working at the
same loca...oh wait, nevermind.  I wouldn't change a thing and simply let what we have
age and mature.

NA

At times there are side issues I wish were addressed more promptly, but I don't think
anything comes to mind as far as the overall professionalism or direction.

I would Free up some of the managers a little bit by spreading out there load among
others.  My boss is so tied up in meetings, it is hard to find time to speak with him about
things that arise.

not much.

not sure

Having a more forceful hand to complete SPP improvement plans.  The strategic plan is a
great roadmap, however part of SPP internal and stakeholder process lends itself to
prioritize only those items that are mandated by FERC or requested by the BOD &
membership.  There is no room for employee initiated plans.

Provide much greater compensation for the employees who carry the majority of the
workload.  Remove employees that have little or no value to the company.

The salary structure among real-time desks in operations. Ensure that pay is
commensurate with responsibility and risk.

The nature of Operations is 24 hr service. Real time operations! Where is IT??

I would make changes in certain areas of the company to provide more efficient and
effective IT solutions.
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The promotion process.

Move SPP Kansas City or Denver.

nothing

Ensure ALL leaders in SPP understood work should enhance Strategic Initiatives

n/a

.

We have instituted a project management program that appears to be based upon
examples from outside the electric utility industry. Not all  types or sizes of SPP projects
need "project managers". Many "projects" can be comleted with less time, effort and
expense without full project management intervention. The project management team
says they are streched to thin or short on resources. They should rethink their strategy.
Trust the SME's to get the jobs done and get them help as necessary.

x

Maintain the mission - examine the processes for efficency and waste - use common
sense for the "given" decisions - assure that once a process is adopted, all (including the
executive branch) follow it.  How else can you get complete buy-in?

Be more proactive in identifying upcoming problems like resource limitations.  Stress
more collaboration between the engineering and operations groups.

As "against the grain" as this appears, increase our "bench" so that we aren't living on the
ragged edge. Help ensure that vacation can be taken without quilt that those days now
have to be made up for when employees return (thus negating the relaxation a vacation
portends).

employee communications

Brighter lights in the control room

Maybe a bit more clarity in individual career path development.

More focus on operations and training and less on the IT group.

The pay scale: for the jobs in the control room evironment are not scaled correctly for the
responsiblities of the job. (This needs to be addressed period.) Whether it is
accomplished through salaries or bonues, is up to management, but this does need to be
addressed.

Construct a more efficient way to keep operators up to date on the requirements and
training we are to do.  Mass emails, in my opinion, aren't effective considering the job
requirements we have.

More strict supervisors.

nothing comes to mind at this time

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 64 respondents; 135 filtered; 182 skipped.

About You
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How long have you worked at SPP?
Please indicate only your tenure at SPP, not including years transferred from
other organizations.

Response
Percent

Response
Total

Less than 1 year ████ 5.9% 6

1 - 2 years ████████████ 15.8% 16

2 - 3 years ████████████████ 19.8% 20

3 - 5 years ███████████████████████ 28.7% 29

6 - 9 years ████████████ 15.8% 16

10 or more years ███████████ 13.9% 14

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

Do you supervise other staff? (Are you a supervisor, manager, director, or
executive?)

Response
Percent

Response
Total

Yes ████████████ 15.8% 16

No ████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 84.2% 85

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 279 filtered; 1 skipped.

In which of the following did you participate during the last year? Response
Percent

Response
Total

Staff meetings ███████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 87.9% 87

Powerball softball
tournament and core value

celebration
███████████████ 19.2% 19

Fall Family Picnic █████████████████████████████████ 41.4% 41

Training opportunities
(other than required

Continuing Education
Hours)

███████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 83.8% 83

Family Night at the Travs ██████████████████████████████ 37.4% 37

Holiday Luncheon █████████████████████████████████████████████████ 61.6% 61

Leadership Conference ███████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 73.7% 73

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 99 respondents; 275 filtered; 7 skipped.
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In which of the following programs/offerings have you participated? Response
Percent

Response
Total

SPP's tuition
reimbursement program

███████████████ 19.2% 15

Tickets to the Travelers,
Arkansas Symphony

Orchestra, or the Rep
█████████████████████████████████████████████████ 61.5% 48

Matched contributions to
charitable organizations

███████████████ 19.2% 15

Volunteer and/or charitable
activities such as United
Way, Race for the Cure,

Dove Tree, Cereal Drive,
etc.

████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 74.4% 58

Other (please specify) ██████ 7.7% 6

SPP Golf

NONE

SPP golf tournament

Tickets to the UALR basketball games

Outside of work activities with the rest of my team, organized by our supervisor
and partially funded by SPP.

x

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 78 respondents; 225 filtered; 78 skipped.

What is your age? Response
Percent

Response
Total

24 or younger ████ 5% 5

25 - 34 █████████████████████████████ 36.6% 37

35 - 44 ████████████████ 20.8% 21

45 - 64 █████████████████████████████ 36.6% 37

65 or older █ 1% 1

Total # of respondents 381. Statistics based on 101 respondents; 274 filtered; 6 skipped.
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Southwest Power Pool MOPC Meeting 
January 11, 12, 2011 

 
NERC NAESB ISO/RTO Council Report 

 
 
R10012 - Request for Initiation or Enhancement of an Existing NAESB Business Practice 
Standard, Model Business Practice or Electronic Transaction  
 
This request is intended to establish business standards around third party access to consumer 
data related to Smart Grid technologies.  Such data is regarded confidential by Load Serving 
Entities and marketers but need to be shared with third parties in order to facilitate Smart Grid 
devices and Smart Grid related products and services. 
 

Title: Model Business Practices for Third Party Access to Consumer Smart Grid data 
 
Description: The deployment of Smart Grid technologies and the standardization of 
energy usage information syntax and transport, enable new parties to gain access to 
consumer usage data. By enabling third parties access to consumer usage data 
innovative consumer products will be developed which will give consumers more 
insight and control over their energy usage. Some states are considering or have 
allowed third parties to access consumer usage data. The model business practices 
will set forth best practices on the release of consumer information to third parties 
and recommendations on the privacy policies and practices those third parties 
should employ. 

 
Data produced by Smart Grid activities invites questions about ownership custody, 
liability, and security. 
 
The introduction of new unaffiliated commercial third parties challenges data owners and 
custodians with risk management and compels examination of trustworthiness of 
partners. 

 
Members with specific needs regarding data confidentiality should comment and/or participate in 
this effort.  SPP staff continues to monitor this Request.  Contact Charles Yeung, Executive 
Director of Interregional Affairs if you need assistance in getting involved.  Cyeung @spp.org 
 
NAESB Smart Grid Standards Development Efforts 
 
OASIS Standards are being developed with representation through web services.  The purpose 
of these standards is to define what is communicated related to smart grid operation.  While the 
standard uses web services and xml to represent what is communicated, it is not necessary that 
to be compliant with the standard xml be used. 
 
Of note that should be explained to members is only members of OASIS may participate on the 
calls and voting that shape the standard.  However, anyone may submit comments and members 
should be aware of these standards.  The comments will be reviewed and documented 
electronically.  These records are public so the disposition of a comment can be reviewed after 
the OASIS groups have addressed the issue. 
 
Currently, there is a minimal amount of utility entities participating in this effort at OASIS. All 
members are urged to begin participation in the SGIP hosted by NIST.  This is the highest level of 
the standard hierarchy before the standard is sent to FERC.  The SGIP reviews the standard and 
evaluates OASIS standard to determine if it meets the NIST goals of the Priority Action Plan.   
Membership is free, and all meetings are public.  It is important more utilities participate in this 
effort, as the standards are being represented as able to meet the needs of all utilities. Without 
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broad participation, these standards may not actually meet the needs of differing programs 
around the country.  
 
All of the OASIS standards have been through phase one comment period, and SPP has 
participated in the comments except for energy interoperability. It ended on Dec. 27th.  The 
OASIS group expected most comments to arrive late due to the holidays and will accept 
comments after that date.   
 
NERC Standards Activities 
 
NERC has posted six new reports under “Events Analysis – Lessons Learned”  
http://www.nerc.com/page.php?cid=1|83 
 
These include: 

• Protection Shields for Generator Step-Up Transformers 
• Loss of Station Observability 
• Generating Station Auxiliary Power Bus Undervoltage 
• Reclosing Configurations on Tie-Lines 
• Training for Local Control Center System Operators 
• Protective Relay Directional Issues 

 
These reports provided details of real system events that were analyzed and include corrective 
actions that entities with similar circumstances may want to take. All NERC registered entities are 
encouraged to review these reports. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS & OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 

Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

 January 11-12, 2011 

 

 Action Item Date 
Originated Status Comments 

50. Staff to review how 
intermittent resources 
on manual would be 
curtailed before firm 
transmission service 
curtailments. 

January 15-16, 
2008 

MOPC 

Complete 
Lanny Nickell  

ORWG 
MWG 
RTWG 

 MWG has approved the PRR 211, waiting on 
ORWG and RTWG. Will have an update at the 
January MOPC meeting. 
Approved at MOPC & Board and is in process of 
FERC 

118 The MOPC directs 
MWG to provide an 
update by the July 
2010 meeting 
regarding the cost in 
the Cost Benefits 
Analysis for Future 
Markets.  

October 13-14, 
2009 MOPC 

 

In Meeting 
Richard 
Dillon 

If assessment is made, there should be some 
band of accuracy around it – a nonbinding 
estimate at this time. update in January 2011 
MOPC 

125 The MOPC directs all 
Work Groups 
receiving 
recommendations to 
review them, 
determine which are 
being considered, and 
which may merit 
further work. Report 
to MOPC in October 
as to future work and 
timing. 

January 12-13, 
2010 

Complete 
 

Working groups to provide a plan of action in 
October 2010 meeting. 
MWG has provided plan of action – Bill Dowling 
asked that working group Chairs let Carl Monroe 
and Bill know if plan of action has been 
provided. 

134 MOPC directs BPWG 
to take TOSP, TO, & 
NTC Whitepaper and 
convert them into a 
business practice. 

July 13-14, 
2010 MOPC 

In Progress 
BPWG 

Will report on TOSP and NTC Whitepaper at the 
January 2011 Meeting. 
Will report on TO at the April 2011 MOPC 
Meeting. 

135 MOPC directs RTWG 
and SPP staff to bring 
an update on Non-
Tariff facilities to the 
October MOPC 
meeting. 

July 13-14, 
2010 MOPC 

In Progress 
RTWG 

SPP Staff 

SPP Staff will determine if this action item is the 
same as action item 122 and will report back. 
Update: Will report at the January 2011 MOPC 
meeting. 
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136 MOPC directs ORWG 
to report on current 
and next day TOP 
Standards and report 
at the October MOPC 
meeting. 

July 13-14, 
2010 MOPC 

In Meeting 
ORWG 

Working on what SPP will needs to act as 
contractor on TOP 002. Whatever is required of 
SPP RE they will still be responsible for 
feedback/review in reference to TOP 
Will report at January MOPC meeting. 
The draft is out, making progress. 

137 MOPC directsSPP 
Staff to report on 
SPP/Criteria at the 
October MOPC 
meeting. 

July 13-14, 
2010 MOPC 

In Progress 
Michael 
Desselle 

This is a clean-up effort within the criteria to 
determine which working group is with which 
criteria. The Compliance Department has 
conducted a gap analysis of the SPP Criteria. 
We are currently drafting some proposed 
changes to specific sections of the criteria which 
will be forwarded to the appropriate WG. This 
will be accomplished one section at a time. 
Update: A.I. 83 to be combined with this A.I.  
Will report at the October meeting. 

138 MOPC directs Carl 
Monroe (SPP) to 
bring a scope of the 
Event Analysis 
Working Group to the 
October MOPC 
meeting. 

July 13-14, 
2010 MOPC 

In Meeting 
Carl Monroe 

Drafting is underway. Will bring a report at the 
January MOPC meeting. 

140 Update on EIPC September 22 In Progress 
Bruce Rew 

Will bring a report at the January MOPC 
meeting  

141 SPP Staff to estimate 
the natural gas 
prices to the 
benefits of Future 
Markets and update 
the administrative 
cost of SPP 
including personnel 
and Market 
participants that 
want to update their 
cost. 

 

Oct 12-13 
2010 MOPC 

In Meeting 
SPP Staff 
Richard 
Dillon 

Will update in January 2011 MOPC meeting 

142 Lanny Nickell (SPP) 
to send out an email 
to the MOPC for 
interest in the 
service of TOP 022. 
Interested 
companies to send 
a point of contact to 
Lanny. 

Oct 12-13 
2010 MOPC 

Complete  
Lanny Nickell 
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143 ORWG to provide 
leadership to 
respond to the 
NERC alert for 
facility ratings. 

 

Oct 12-13 
2010 MOPC 

In Progress 
ORWG 

Compliance calls and webinars have been 
ongoing.  Carl Monroe will check with Michael 
Desselle and Compliance to get an update.  
Jason Smith said there are no takers yet. 

144 MOPC members to 
send Carl Monroe 
(SPP) comments on 
EAWG. 

 

Oct 12-13 
2010 MOPC 

Complete  

145 MWG to re-examine 
the Must Offer 
Requirement for 
Resources that are 
not designated 
resources, along 
with an opinion for 
the SPP legal 
department 
regarding the ability 
to require an un-
contracted resource 
to offer into the Day 
Ahead Market. 

Oct 12-13 
2010 MOPC 

In Progress 
MWG 

Will report to MOPC at the January 2011 
meeting. 

146 The MWG should 
revisit whether or 
not the first stage of 
the allocation of 
annual ARRs 
should be restricted 
to base-load 
generation with 
capacity factors 
>50% and long-
term firm PTP with 
a loading factors 
>50%.  

Oct 25,2010 
RSC 

In Meeting 
MWG 

MWG discussed but did not support changing 
the current design. 

147 MWG should 
evaluate the issue 
of TCs not able to 
get ARRs for base-
load requirements.  

Oct 25,2010 
RSC 

In Progress 
MWG 

MWG decided to evaluate this after the 
implementation of the market, in approximately 
2015. 

148 In the future 
consideration of 
long-term firm 

Oct 25, 2010 
RSC 

In Progress 
MWG 

MWG discussed and determined it will consider 
Long-Term Transmission Congestion Rights 
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transmission rights 
(LTFTRs), the MWG 
should make 
recommendations 
on LTFTRs in time 
to implement 
LTFTRs one year 
after the start of the 
Day-Ahead Market. 

starting in January 2012. 

149 SPP Staff, ORWG, 
TWG, and SPCWG 
to work on Special 
Protection Schemes 
policy implemented 
within criteria to 
assess and insure 
the operational and 
policy perspective. 
The staff will report 
back to MOPC in 
April or July 2011 
meeting. 

Dec 17, 2010 
MOPC 

In Progress 
SPP Staff 

 

150 ORWG, RTWG, & 
TWG to resolve the 
conflict between the 
Tariff and criteria 
about CBM 

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

ORWG, 
RTWG & 

TWG 

 

151 Staff to develop a 
business practice to 
outline the ATP 
process and 
present to the April 
MOPC meeting. 

 

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

SPP Staff  

152 BPWG to redline 
BPR014-Abnormal 
conditions 
procedure. 

 

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

BPWG  

153 CBASC to discuss 
the feasibility to 
begin a region wide 
black start plan 
under the balancing 
authority.   

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

CBASC  

1244 of 1245



 

5 

 

154 Staff to draft a 
standard 
confidentiality 
agreement to use 
with the Event 
Analysis Working 
Group. 

 

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

SPP Staff  

155 Staff to add to April 
MOPC agenda a 
discussion on the 
Reliability Compliance 
Working Group 

 

January 11-12, 
2011 

MOPC 

SPP Staff  
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