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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
December 19, 2013
AEP Offices, Dallas, TX

* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



‘Z’SPP Southwest
Power Pool

Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
December 19, 2013
AEP Offices, Dallas, TX

* MINUTES -

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative ltems

Agenda Iltem 1a - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda Iltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

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

Agenda ltem 2 — Review of Past Action Items

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

Agenda Iltem 3 — Consent Agenda

The Consent Agenda included the following items:
a. Approval of Meeting Minutes — November 21%, 2013 (Attachment 5 - ESWG 11.21.13
Minutes & Attachments)

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes — December 4" 2013 (Attachment 6 - ESWG 12.4.13 Minutes
& Attachments)

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

Agenda ltem 4 — 2015 ITP10 Schedule

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

Agenda Iltem 5 — Order 1000 Business Practice

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda Iltem 6 — 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology

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

Agenda ltem 7 — 2014 ESWG Meeting Schedule

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda Iltem 9 — New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts

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

Agenda Iltem 10 - Closing ltems

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

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

Respectfully Submitted,
Kelsey Allen,
SPP Staff



Name
Adam McKinnie

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains)

Amber Greb (SPP)
Antoine Lucas (SPP)
Barry Huddleston
Barry Warren (Empire)

Ben Robique (PWR Solutions)

Bennie Weeks (XCEL/SPS)
Bernie Liu

Bill Leung (NPRB)

Brett Hooton

Bruce Walkup (AECC)
Clayton Elwood Mayfield
Don Le

Jason Shook (GDS/ETEC)
Jeremy Harris

Jim Jacoby

Jim Sanderson (KCC)

Joe Lang (LES)

John Allen

Jon Iverson (OPPD)

Jon Shipman (OPPD)
Josh Ross (SPP)

Kelsey Allen (SPP)

Kip Fox (AEP - Transource)
Kirk hall

Kurt Stradley (LES)

L Brown

Leon Howell (OGE)

Liz Coffield (SPP)

Lloyd Kolb (GSEC)

Matt Lind (BMcD)
Michael Odom (SPP)
Michael Watt - OMPA
Mike Collins

Mike Knapp (OCC)

Mike Proctor

mitch williams (WFEC)
Nathan McNeil

Pat McCool (KCPL)

Paul Dietz

Randy Collier (CUS)
Rosemary Mittal

Sharma

Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition)
Ted Bell, SPP

Attendance
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
In Person
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
In Person
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
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Tim Owens (NPPD)
Tim Soles (Occidental)
Todd Tadych (DATC)
Tom DeBaun
Wayman Smith (AEP)

Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
In Person
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AEP — Kip Fox proxy to Wayman Smith
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From: Kip M Fax [kmfox @aep. com]
To: ‘® Juliano Freitas; ~ Myers, Alan
c Smith, Wayman
Subject: ESWG Proxy for December 19th meeting

Sent: Thu 11,/7/201310:46 .

Thank you, Kip

Kip Fox
Director, Transmission Asset Strategy and Grid Development

office: 214-777-1063
cell: 972-400-1384

Empire — Greg Sweet proxy to Bary Warren

Message
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&Junkv Delete | Reply Reply Forward Move < Mark Categorize Follow | Translate Zoom
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Delete | Respond Move Tags T | Editing | Zoom |

I will be unable to attend the ESWG meeting on December 19", Please allow this email to have Wayman Smith from AEP as my proxy for this meeting. Any questions, please advise.

> @

@ You replied to this message on 12/17/2013 9:12 AM.

12/19/2013.
Thank you!

Greg Sweet
(417) 625-4244
ESWG member
Empire District

NPPD — Tim Owens proxy to Kurt Stradley

From: | Greg Sweet <G3weet@empiredistrict,com= Sent; Tue 12/17/2013 9:11 AM
To: Myers, Alan; |/ Juliano Freitas
Co Antoine Lucas; | Warren, Bary
Subject: ESWG 12/19/2013
All,

Please accept this email as notification that | give proxy and all member voting rights to Bary Warren of Empire District for the ESWG meeting in Dallas on
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@ You replied to this message on 12/47,/2013 2:59 PM.

From: | Owens, Timothy J. <tjowens@nppd.com> Sent: Tue12/17/2013 Z:56 PM
To: "I Juliano Freitas; | Myers, Alan

Cc Stradley, Kurt

Subject: December 19 ESWG meeting

Juliano & Allen,

Thanks,

S me

Tim Owens

Resource Planning and Risk
Mebraska Public Power District

Ph: 402-563-5528; FAX: 402-563-5511
E-mail: tiowens@npod.com

I've had a change of plans regarding or meeting on Thursday. My mother had some complications related to outpatient surgery and we ended up taking her to
the emergency room early this morning. Thankfully she is doing much better after some IV fluids and medication to control her nausea. However, with all this
going on, | don’t feel comfortable flying to Dallas this week, so will not be there in person on Thursday. Assuming that things continue to go well here, | do still
plan to attend the meeting via webex. In the unlikely event that | am unable to participate, Kurt Stradely has my proxy for the meeting.

>
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP

December 19", 2013
AEP Offices, Dallas, TX

- AGENDA -
9:30 pm — 3:30 pm

1. Administrative items

a. Callto Order, INtrodUCHIONS.........ccocciiiiiireee e Alan Myers (5 minutes)
b. RECEIPt Of PrOXI€S ...oueviiiiiii et e Kelsey Allen (1 minute)
C. ReVIEW Of AQENAA ... Alan Myers (1 minute)
2. Review of Past ACtON IIEMS.......ooiiiiiii e Kelsey Allen (10 minutes)
3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes)
a. Approval of Meeting Minutes — November 21%, 2013
b. Approval of Meeting Minutes — December 4™ 2013
4, 2015 ITPL10 SCheAUIE ......co e Antoine Lucas (10 minutes)
5. Order 1000 Business Practice (Approval ltem) ......ccccccoevvcvvvieereeeiininnns Brett Hooton/Ben Bright (1 Hour)
a. BPR-048 — QRP
b. BPR-049 — DPP Submission Draft
c. BPR-050 — DPP Project Correlation
6. 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology ........cccuvuviieeeeiiiiiiiee e SPP Staff (1 Hour)
7. 2014 ESWG Meeting Schedule (Approval ltem) ..o Kelsey Allen (30 minutes)
8. 2015 ITP10 MELrCS REVIEW....cciieiiiiiiiiiiee e e e ettt e e s a e ee e e e ESWG Members (2 Hours)
9. New Interconnection Local/Regional IMpPacts ............occcuuieeiieaiiiiiiiiieeeeeeens Antoine Lucas (30 Minutes)
O @ o 1= o To TN =0 RSP PTPPRI All

" Background Materials Included
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Southwest Power Pool

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP

Pending Action Items Status Report

November 21%, 2013

ID Action Item Date Status Comments
Originated
057 | SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or | Aug 23, 2012 In Progress Staff will provide a
portion of the ITP manual that deals with ESWG Staff draft report in
conventional and wind generation planning November 2014.
and siting within the ITP process. The Staff recommends a
process should be in place by the Spring of discussion during
2013. the ESWG meetings
in the previous
months.
076| | ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies May 16, 2013 | In Progress ESWG | Iltem on hold, wait
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for Members for Agaregate
transmission service request Studies new results
082 | SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff | Staff will review
between SPP and 1* tier RTOs using MISO hurdle rates during
data the benchmarking
process scheduled
‘ for end-of-
yearJanuary 2014
completion.
083 | SPP Staff will propose a methodology to July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff | Needed by 1%
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 quarter 2014.
Study (Must Run units — Economic Aspect)
086| | SPP Staff will update the 2015 ITP10 August 13, In Progress
schedule to differentiate between data 2013
collection and member review periods with
each study milestone.
087 | ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare August 13 In Progress
the generation resources in the different 2013
models used in the SPP studies processes
ESWC and TWC schedules.
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affected-by drought based-on-1934-and-2012 2013
MW-and-hydro-units-with-20%-output
reduction

095 I rovi I ’ bined witl

) Y . . SeptemberS

nenekits-for-reliabllity-and-public-paliey

096| | Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) will-provide-a September5; Complete
REW e_aplta SQSEI.IS' wind-—This FGGSt wilbe

i |

097| | SPP-Staff will provide more details regarding | September5; Complete

he diff Ldati :
. | lictati F o

098 | SPP staff will provide more details about the September In progress
needs and projects assessment timeline 17,2013
the baseleadwhitreduetionstor Future 2 2013

100| | ESWG members will re-evaluate the November 4, n
benchmarking process 2013 progressComplete

101 | ESWG to provide wording for Solutions October 15- In progress
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 16, 2013
MoPC MOPC

102 | ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & October 15- In progress
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 16, 2013
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC MOPC

103| | SPP Staff will refine the methodology November i}
proposed for the Increased Input Prices 21 2013 progressComplete
sensitivity analysis

104{ | ESWG members will provide feedback November In progress
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 21 2013

2014
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
November 21, 2013
SPP Campus
Little Rock, AR

* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

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

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

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

SPP Staff will develop a “useful information data set” regarding the Increased Input
Prices.

SPP members will provide feedback regarding the Siting/Resource Plan by November
26". The approval date is December 4"
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
November 21, 2013
SPP Campus
Little Rock, AR

* MINUTES »

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative Iltems

Agenda ltem la - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda Iltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

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

Agenda ltem 2 — Review of Past Action Items

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

Agenda Iltem 3 — Consent Agenda

The Consent Agenda included the following requested Actions:
a. Approval of Meeting Minutes — October 2, 2013 (Attachment 5 — ESWG 10.2.2013 Minutes)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda Iltem 4 — 2015 ITP10 Schedule

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

Agenda ltem 5 — 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan

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

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

Agenda ltem 6 — 2015 ITP10 External Resource/Siting Plan

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

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

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

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

Agenda ltem 7 — Regional Review Methodology

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

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

Agenda Iltem 8 — Increased Prices Input Sensitivities

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

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

Agenda Iltem 9 — 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology
This item was moved to our next conference call, date to be decided.
Agenda Iltem 10 — 2010 Strategic Plan

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda ltem 11 — 2015 ITP10 Metrics Review

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

- Match RCAR metrics with ITP10 metrics

- Develop Task Force or handle in ESWG

- Review all previously utilized metrics or most notable only

- Review all metrics including those developed by MTF, but not used in the RCAR

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

Agenda ltem 12 — 2015 ITP10 Benchmark

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

Agenda Iltem 13 — New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts

This item was moved to our next conference call, date to be decided.
Closing ltems
Chair Alan Myers ((ITC Great Plains, LLC) requested if any other items merited discussion.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Juliano Freitas,

Secretary
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NAME

Adam McKinnie
Alan Myers

Amber Greb
Antoine Lucas

Ben Roubique
Bennie Weeks

Bill Leung

Bruce Walkup
Cindy Ireland
Clayton Mayfield
David Kidd

Don Le

english cook

G Sweet (EDE)
Gimod Olapurayil
James Sanderson
Jason Shook

Jason Speer

Jay Caspary

Jenell Katheiser
Jeremy Harris (Westar)
Jim Jacoby

John Allen

John Kopinski

Jon lverson

Jon Shipman (OPPD)
Josh Ross

Juliano Freitas
Katherine Prewitt
Kaustubh Deshmukh
Kelsey Allen

Kenny Hale CU
Kevin Demeny

Kip Fox

Kurt Stradley

Leon Howell

Liz Coffield

Meena Thomas
Michael Odom
Michael Watt - OMPA
Mike Knapp (OCC)
Nathan McNeil
Noumvi Ghoms
Pat McCool

Paul Dietz

Randy Collier (CUS)

ATTENDANCE
In Person
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
In Person
In Person
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
In Person
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
In Person
In Person
In Person
Webex
In Person
In Person
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
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Roy Boyer

Sharma

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto
Tim Owens

Tim Soles

Wayman Smith

In Person
Webex
Webex
In Person
Webex
In Person
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Message

S e XD G e B WO 8

2 Related ~
Reply Reply Forward G caji~ | Delete Moveto Create Other
to Al

Elock [ Mot Junk Categorize Follow Mark as

Send to
Folder~ Rule Actions= | Sender - Up™ Unread || & Select~ OneMote
Respond Actions Junk E-mail Tl Options M Find OneNote

Click here to download pictures. To help protect your privacy, Qutlook prevented automatic download of some pictures in this message.
From: Randy Collier [Randy.Collier @cityutiities.net] Sent: Mon 11/18/2013 9:16 4
To: ® Juliano Freitas
e Hale, Kenny;  Myers, Alan
Subject: Proxy for ESWG Meeting 11/21/13

Juliano,

Kenny Hale has my proxy for the ESWG meeting on 11/21/13. I plant to be back in the office around midday on 11/21/13 and will sign on to the meeting at that time.
Thanks,

Randy Collier

Contract Mgr - Electric Supply

City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri
417-831-8323

Are you connected? Follow us! E E E

Proxy from Randy Collier (City Utilities of Springfield).
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP

November 21°%, 2013
SPP Campus, Little Rock, AR

- AGENDA -

8:30 pm — 2:30 pm

1. Administrative items

a. Callto Order, INtrodUCHIONS.........ccocciiiiiireee e Alan Myers (5 minutes)

b. ReCEIPt Of PrOXI€S ...cocvviiiiiee e Juliano Freitas (1 minute)

C. ReVIEW Of AQENAA ... Alan Myers (1 minute)
2. Review of Past ACtION IIEMS.......cooiiiiiiiiie e Juliano Freitas (10 minutes)
3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item)i ..................................................................... Alan Myers (10 minutes)

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes — October 2" 2013

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes — October 10™, 2013

c. Approval of Meetings Minutes — November 4™ 2013
4, 2015 ITPL10 SCheAUIE ... Antoine Lucas (10 minutes)
5. 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan (Approval Item) .........cccvvieveeeiiiiieeecee e Juliano Freitas (30 minutes)
6. 2015 ITP10 External Resource/Siting Plan (Approval Item) ...........ccccceeee. Juliano Freitas (45 minutes)
7. Regional Review Methodology (Approval Item) ..........ccccueeiiiiiiniiiiiiiieeeeeees Brett Hooton (15 Minutes)
8. Increased INPUt Prices SENSItIVILY.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e SPP Staff (30 minutes)
9. 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology ............eeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e Kelsey Allen (30 minutes)
10. 2010 StrategiC Plan ..........coiiioiiiiiiieee e Michael Desselle (30 minutes)
11. 2015 ITP10 MELrCS REVIEW.......ueiiiiiieiee ettt ESWG Members (30 Minutes)
12. 2015 ITP10 BENCAMAIK.....cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt Antoine Lucas (30 Minutes)
13. New Interconnection Local/Regional IMPacts ...........ccccuvvieiiieeiiiiiiiiiieeeeees Antoine Lucas (45 Minutes)
I @4 (o1 o To I 1 (=1 0T O PP TR PRI All

" Background Materials Included
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Southwest Power Pool

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP

Pending Action Items Status Report

November 21%, 2013

ID Action Item Date Status Comments
Originated
057 | SPP staff will write a straw-man procedure or | Aug 23, 2012 In Progress Staff will provide a
portion of the ITP manual that deals with ESWG Staff draft report in
conventional and wind generation planning November 2014.
and siting within the ITP process. The Staff recommends a
process should be in place by the Spring of discussion during
2013. the ESWG meetings
in the previous
months.
076| | ESWG will analyze the aggregate studies May 16, 2013 | In Progress ESWG | Iltem on hold, wait
impact on the 2015 ITP10 study for Members for Agaregate
transmission service request Studies new results
082 | SPP Staff will review the hurdle rates July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff | Staff will review
between SPP and 1* tier RTOs using MISO hurdle rates during
data the benchmarking
process scheduled
for end-of-year
completion.
083 | SPP Staff will propose a methodology to July 11, 2013 In Progress Staff | Needed by 1%
model Must Run units in the 2015 ITP10 quarter 2014.
Study (Must Run units — Economic Aspect)
086| | SPP Staff will update the 2015 ITP10 August 13, In Progress
schedule to differentiate between data 2013
collection and member review periods with
each study milestone.
087| | ESWG members and SPP Staff will compare August 13 In Progress
the generation resources in the different 2013
models used in the SPP studies processes
091 | SPP Staff will setup a meeting with Alan August 13, Complete
Myers and Noman Williams to coordinate 2013
ESWG and TWG schedules.
094 | Send members a list of generators being September 5, Complete

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

2013
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095 | ESWG members will review the RCAR September 5, Combined with
benefits for reliability and public policy 2013 Item 102
projects

096 | Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) will provide a September 5, Complete
new capital cost for wind. This cost will be 2013
used in the levelized cost list of resource
prototypes in the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan

097 | SPP Staff will provide more details regarding | September 5, Complete
the difference between consolidation of 2013
projects and consolidation of needs.

098 | SPP staff will provide more details about the September In progress
needs and projects assessment timeline 17,2013

099 | SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including October 2, Complete
the base load unit reductions for Future 2 2013

100 | ESWG members will re-evaluate the November 4, In progress
benchmarking process 2013

101 | ESWG to provide wording for Solutions October 15- In progress
recommendation of the Scope by April 2014 16, 2013
MOPC MOPC

102 | ESWG/TWG finalize the benefits metrics & October 15- In progress
allocation methods for 2015 ITP10 Portfolio 16, 2013
analysis and bring back to April 2014 MOPC MOPC

103| | SPP Staff will refine the methodology November In progress
proposed for the Increased Input Prices 21 2013
sensitivity analysis

104| | ESWG members will provide feedback November In progress
regarding the 2010 Strategic Plan by March 21 2013

2014
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
October 2, 2013

Web Conference
* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

SPP Staff will post the spreadsheet including the base load unit reductions for Future 2.
SPP Staff will add a new column to the Post-Approval edits tab (check 4b. 20131002
2015 ITP10 Resource Plan Reference.xlsx in the background materials) showing who
suggested the resource plan modifications.

The new deadline to submit Resource Plan feedback is 12PM October 7", SPP Staff will
seek for approval by October 10™.
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
October 2, 2013

Web Conference

* MINUTES »

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative ltems

Agenda Iltem 1a - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda Iltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

Agenda ltem 2 — 2015 ITP10 Schedule

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

Agenda ltem 3 — 2015 ITP10 Scope

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

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

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

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

Agenda ltem 4 — 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan

Juliano Freitas and Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) presented the 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan results. The
presentation was divided in two parts: Renewable and Conventional Resource Plan. The Renewable
Resource Plan is based on the 2015 Policy Survey approved by the ESWG on 08/20/2013; the plan was
developed to address unmet renewable policy survey requirements. The Conventional Resource Plan is
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based on the 2015 Load and Generation Review as well the Renewable Resource Plan. The
Conventional Resource Plan was developed to address the zonal capacity margin requirement of 12%.
The alternatives to meet the Conventional Resource Plan requirements are based on the EIA 2013
Prototypes, with an exception for wind. The wind prototype was modified per ESWG request to reflect
more appropriate capital and fixed O&M costs. Also, PTCs are included in the calculation, but phased out
over a ten year period by beginning at a value of 100% in 2015 and gradually reduced by 10% of the

without CCS at 1.3GW each According to members, this technology will not be feasible in the future due
to regulatory pressures and asked SPP Staff to not consider this prototype as an option. Members asked
for more time to review the results and provide feedback. The new deadline to submit feedback is 12PM
October 7. SPP Staff will seek approval by October 10™. (Attachment 5 — 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan)

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda Iltem 5 — HPILS Economic Load Assumptions

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

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

The meeting was adjourned at 12:14 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Juliano Freitas,

Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
October 10, 2013

Web Conference

* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

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

transactions.
Staff will propose new dates for next meetings in October (web conference) and the face-
to-face meeting in December. The members will vote via email.
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
October 10, 2013

Web Conference

* MINUTES »

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative ltems

Agenda Iltem 1a - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda Iltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

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

Agenda Iltem 2 — 2015 ITP10 Schedule

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

Agenda Iltem 3 — 2015 ITP10 Resource Plan

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

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

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

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

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

- F1KsSMO
o Pass1l: 8CTs,3CCs
o Pass2: 14 CTs, no CCs
o0 Pass 1 simulations had setup error limiting the number of CTs that could be added
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- F3 KSMO and South
0 Minor decrease in CTs
0 Minor increase in CCs
o Significant increase in wind
o Driven by correct implementation of carbon tax

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

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

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

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

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

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

Agenda Iltem 4 — 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan

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

- Utilized siting plans from the following studies:
o HPILS
o 20131TP20
- Resource additions matched to the aforementioned siting plans by:
0 Technology
o Zone
o Capacity
- If capacity was the binding factor, ITP20 capacities were increased
- If no matches, resource additions were sited with an available site from a geographically
adjacent zone
- HPILS Resources sited below 100kV were stepped up to the higher kV bus
- Future 3 wind siting based on ITP20 Future 2 wind sites

The members will provide feedback by October 17", Final approval date will be at October 23"
(Attachment 6 — 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan)

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

- Moving to a Consolidated Balancing Authority in 2014
0 Look at demand from an SPP CBA perspective
- Capacity Margin will be based on demand level at SPP peak
o Could lower the amount of capacity necessary to meet the Capacity Margin requirement
in the SPP Criteria
- NERC prefers Coincident peak forecasts for assessments

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

Agenda ltem 6 — Transmission Project Classification, Assignment of Benefits

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

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

The meeting was adjourned at 11:19 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Juliano Freitas,

Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
November 4, 2013

Web Conference

* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

1. The ESWG members decided to start the next meeting on November 21 at 8:30 AM and
finish at 2:30 PM. SPP Staff will updated the website.
2. ESWG members will re-evaluate the benchmarking process.
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
November 4, 2013

Web Conference

* MINUTES »

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative Iltems

Agenda Iltem 1a - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda Iltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

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

Agenda ltem 2 — 2015 ITP10 Schedule

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

Agenda ltem 3 — 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan Futures 1 & 2

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

Agenda Iltem 5 — Interregional Process: Regional Review Whitepaper

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

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

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

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Juliano Freitas,

Secretary
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013)
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-may 2014)
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014)
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary

Task Name Member Feedback ESWG Approval
Scoping April October 17 weeks 10/2
—Policy Survey May August 9 weeks 8/20
——Load and Generation Review May September 10 weeks 9/5
—>Resource Plan August October 3 weeks 10/15 2
I:}Siting Plan <€— September  October 2 weeks 11/21 8
[ Economic Model development June December 4 weeks Mid-Jan ‘14
—':}Benchmarking November January '14
Constraint assessment - TWG Approval — November January '14 2 weeks
—> DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours January April 2 weeks
Reliability Assessment < March April
. ,;Reliability Solutions April May 30 days
Economic assessment € February April
— Economic Solutions April May 30 days
Policy Assessment <« February April
— Policy Solutions April May 30 days <
Stability Assessment € April June 8
>Project Grouping June June 1 week N
Consolidate Projects <«—— June July TBD
Project Staging ———— July August TBD
Draft Report July October 3 weeks TBD
Final Assessment July September
Benefit Calculation €—— July September 3 weeks TBD
Refinements and MOPC Presentation October January '15
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2015 ITP10 Siting Plan

Juliano Freitas
11/21/2013
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2015 ITP10 Siting Plan

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

Serves as input to the economic model used for
transmission analysis

Siting plan for Futures 1 & 2
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Methodology

e Utilized siting plans from the following studies:
— HPILS
— 2013 1TP20
— Member feedback

e Resource additions matched to the aforementioned siting
plans by:

— Technology
— Zone
— Capacity

 |If capacity was the binding factor, ITP20 capacities were
increased “erBopp
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Methodology

If no matches, resource additions were sited with an
available site from a geographically adjacent zone

HPILS Resources sited below 100kV were stepped up to
the higher kV bus
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2024 CONVENTIONAL AND RENEWABLE
SITING PLANS
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MW of Generation
@ 1-300
@ 301-800

) 601-900
.‘ 901 - 1200

. 1201 - 1500

2015 1TP10
Siting Plan Future 2

November 2013

Additional CC
Additional CT
Additional WD

Additional SL
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External Resource Planning

e Regions Included:
— AECI
-  MISO
— WAPA
— TVA

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

e MISO
— @Generation and load data from current MTEP13 model

— No information for Entergy or CLECO
e AEC]

— Generation and load updates as requested

— Includes new units and updated retirement dates
 WAPA
— Generation for Basin, Heartland, and WAPA

— Load data for Heartland and WAPA

=  MRO powerflow models used for updating load for Basin,
47of1i;‘.)SPP
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Additional Generation and Load Data

 Ventyx MarketVision data used for recent generation
additions

— Entergy

— CLECO

- TVA

— Small WAPA entities

e Entergy 2012 Annual Report used to calculate load
 EIA data from CLECO used to calculate load
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Future 2 Assumptions

e Future 2 ESWG approved criteria:
— 20% capacity reduction for all hydro units
— Retirement of all coal units under 200 MW

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

 Arequest for resource plan and/or assumptions to use
was sent to all Tier 1 regions

— WAPA, AECI each sent their capacity margin assumption

— MISO sent resource plan for MTEP13
e TVA uses 13.05% capacity margin
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Selection of Prototypes

* WAPA, AECI, TVA

— Added CC and CT prototype units that are based on EIA
data to meet reserve margin requirements

e MISO
— Utilized MTEP13 resource plan provided by MISO
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Future 1 Results

2019

2024

CcC
Capacity
Added
AECI 0
MISO* 0
TVA 0
WAPA 400
Total 400
CcC
Region Capacity
Added
AECI 400
MISO* 1,600
TVA 2,000
WAPA 800
Total 4,800

o)

Capacity
Added

420
3,000

420
3,840

o)

Capacity
Added

420
7,410
1,470

630
9,930

Note: 2024 results are cumulative.
*Additions based on MISO prototypes

Solar
Capacity
Added

Solar
Capacity
Added

Wind
Capacity
Added

Wind
Capacity
Added

Total
Capacity
Added

420
6,850

820
8,090

Total
Capacity
Added

820
14,610
3,470
1,430
20,330

o000
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Accredited
Capacity
Added

420
3,467

820
4,707

Accredited
Capacity
Added

820
9,665
3,470
1,430

15,385
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Future 2 Results

2019

2024

Solar
Capacity | Capacity | Capacity
Added
AECI 400 630 0
MISO* 2,400 8,400 1,700
TVA 2,800 3,150 0
WAPA 1,200 840 0
Total 6,800 13,020 1,700
Solar
Region Capacity | Capacity | Capacity
Added
AECI 800 630 0
MISO* 5,200 15,690 3,400
TVA 6,400 4,410 0
WAPA 1,600 840 0
Total 14,000 21,570 3,400

Note: 2024 results are cumulative.
*Additions based on MISO prototypes

Wind

Capacity
Added

Wind

Capacity
Added

Total
Capacity
Added

1,030
20,300
5,950
2,040
29,320

Total
Capacity
Added

1,430
32,090
10,810

2,440
46,770

o000
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Accredited
Capacity
Added

1,030
11,973
5,950
2,040
20,993

Accredited
Capacity
Added

1,430
22,199
10,810

2,440
36,879
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Siting
e AECI, TVA, WAPA, and Entergy

— 2013 ITP20 sites as starting point
— Additional sites at high voltage buses

e MISO
— Utilized sites provided by MISO
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Approval

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

Introduction

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

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

Overview of the Interregional Compliance with Order 1000

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

MISO

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

SPP and MISO filed interregional coordination and cost allocation procedures with FERC on July 10,
2013.% While SPP and MISO were not in complete agreement on what kind of projects can qualify as an
interregional project or on the allocation of costs for an interregional project, there was agreement on
interregional coordination and the evaluation of an interregional project.

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

1 .
www.misoenergy.org

% SPP FERC filing docket numbers ER13-1939 & ER13-1937. MISO FERC filing docket numbers ER13-1945 & ER13-
1938

 Field Code Changed
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MAPP

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

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

SERTP

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

SPP and SERTP filed interregional coordination and cost allocation procedures on July 10, 2013.** SPP
and SERTP are not in complete agreement on what projects can be considered as an interregional
project.

Interregional Project Description

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

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

3
WWW.Mmappcor.org

* http://www.basinelectric.com/Electricity/Transmission/Integrated System/index.html

® http://www.wapa.gov/ugp/

® http://www.basinelectric.com/

7 http://www.heartland-rec.com/

® FERC docket number RM10-23-000

® http://www.southeasternrtp.com/

' http://www.aeci.or

"spp filing FERC docket number ER13-1939. SERTP filing FERC docket numbers ER13-1928, ER13-1930, ER13-1940,
ER13-1941.

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

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

Regional Review Objectives

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

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

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

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

e Models

e Analyses

e Stakeholder process

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

Determining Transmission Project Objective(s)

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

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

Projects Addressing Reliability Issues

Criteria

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

Analyses

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

Study Assumptions

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

Model Development

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

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

Stakeholder Process

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

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

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

Projects Addressing Economic Issues

Criteria

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

Description of Analyses

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

Assumptions Development

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

The planning horizon for an interregional transmission project will not exceed 10 years. It is a Tariff
requirement that an interregional transmission project have an in-service date within 10 years.
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Stakeholder Process

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

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

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

Projects Addressing Public Policy Issues

Criteria

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

Description of Analyses

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

Assumptions Development

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

The planning horizon for an interregional transmission project will not exceed 10 years. It is a Tariff
requirement that an interregional transmission project have an in-service date within 10 years.

61 of 154



Stakeholder Process

The ESWG, TWG, and the SSC will be the primary stakeholder groups that will direct the regional review
of interregional transmission projects addressing public policy issues. These groups will receive updates
at their normal stakeholder meetings. Additionally the ESWG and TWG are both responsible for
approving the study scope. The ESWG, TWG, and SSC will be asked to make a recommendation to the
Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) on approval of the interregional transmission
project.

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

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

Projects Addressing Multiple Issues

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

Timing

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

Deliverable

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

November 19th, 2013

‘Z’SPP Southwest
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work together to

keep the lights on...
today and in the future
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State of 2015 ITP10 Futures

e Staff completed resource plans for three futures
— Business as Usual (Future 1)
— Decreased Base Load Capacity (Future 2)

— Increased Input Prices (Future 3)

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

e BOD Direction

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

 Increased Input Prices as a Sensitivity

— Include Future 3 assumptions in the BAU model
= High gas price, carbon tax, load growth reduction

= |dentify wind additions as a proxy for Future 3 resource plan
results

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

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

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

 Allow Staff and Members more time for analysis of
expected Futures

e |dentify system maximum wind capability

e Determine flexibility and value of the final portfolio
under assumptions of Increased Input Prices
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Our Vision of the Future
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Three Foundational Strategies

BUILD A ROBUST
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM

CREATE MEMBER
VALUE
DEVELOP EFFICIENT
MARKET PROCESSES
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Three Foundational Strategies

Initiatives
 Implement Priority Projects

BUILD A ,
 Develop and implement Integrated
ROBUST Transmission Plan

* Regional cost recovery

TRANSMISSION

SYSTEM | e Operational optimization

* Inter-regional optimization
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Three Foundational Strategies

Initiatives

Implement Day Ahead market with
transmission congestion rights

DEVELOP Implement reliability unit commitment
EFFICIENT process
Incorporate operating reserves into Real
MARKET Time Balancing and
PROCESSES Day Ahead markets

Implement Consolidated Balancing
Authority

Demand Response Integration

Manage implementation
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Three Foundational Strategies

CREATE
MEMBER

VALUE

Initiatives

e Reliability excellence
 Benchmarking and measurement
 Enhance market monitoring tools
e Continuous process improvement
e Strategic membership expansion
e Communication and education
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Strategic Initiative Overview
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FOUNDATIONAL STRATEGIES
ACCOUNTABLE
INITIATIVES BUILD A ROBUST PARTIES
TRAMSMISSION
SYSTEM
Fmplemerl Prionty Projedts
= =
g E E Transmissicn Planning Process Planning and
; f‘; g Regional Cost Recovery PRIMARY SUPPORTIVE SECOMDARY ﬁummg.
=#-8 InterRegional Opfimization
= -
C Il d G II " i'
Implement Doy Ahead Market with
3
E E Implement Reliability Unit Commitment Process
: . Planning and
E Incorporate Operating Reserves into Real Time , de
- § Balancing and Day Ahead Markets SUPPORTIVE PRIMARY SECOMDARY ﬁr&?ﬂmg
5 ket Development;
E " implement Consolidoted Balancing Authority Project Mhmgennt
i Demand Response Integrafion
Manoge Implementation
i Reliability Excellence
3
g Benchmarking and Measurement Hnrming p—
N Ehonce Market Mosioring Todls it s
E SUPPORTIVE SUPPORTIVE PRIMARY R 9
= Confinvous Process Improvement A
w I 'mmhegﬂ'h
ﬁ Strategic Membership Expansion Office
&
= Communication and Education
PRIMARY These initiatves provide primary support for this sirafegy.

SECOMDARY These initatives also provide enhonced member volue.
SUPPORTIVE  These inibatees help support, enable, or increase the effectivensss of this srategy.
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Strategic Initiative Timelines

BUILD A ROBUST TRANSMISSION SYSTEM
Implement Priority Projects

Develop/Implement Integrated Transmission —
Planning Process

Regional Cost Recovery
Inter-Regional Opfimizafion * - . P - q
DEVELOP EFFICIENT MARKET PROCESSES
CREATE MEMBER YALUE

ST IRSCTRE | PE—— L + = * = q
Enhance Market Monitoring Tools L + = * =n -|
—— == ===
Strategic Membership Expansion = |— = 1— = + = -+ = -|
Communication and Educalion L |- - # - + - + - q
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Establishing the use of scenarios

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

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

Benefit to communicating scenarios to key external
constituencies

760f1[§.)SPP



O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Action Items

e Deliberative Approach
e Engaging now
e Seeking WG input by March/April

e To be consolidated with other input from WGs,
stakeholders and the Board
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MOPC Action Item

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

e ESWG formed MTF to develop metrics for use in RCAR
e MTF developed report on metrics

e MTF report approved
— ESWG September 13, 2012
— MOPC October 16-17, 2012
— BOD October 30, 2012
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Metrics

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

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

 Eight (8) were benefit metrics newly developed by the
MTF
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Metrics
. Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings
. Reduction of Emission Rates and Values
. Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and Production Costs
. Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects
. Capacity Cost Savings due to Reduced On- Peak Transmission Losses
. Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs
. Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects
. Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals
. Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues
. Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’ Minimum Required Margin
. Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events

. Reduced Loss of Load Probability

. Marginal Energy Losses Benefits
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Most Notable Metrics

e Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects
— Benefits assumed equal to costs

— Benefits allocated same way costs were allocated to the
zone

 Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals
— Benefits assumed equal to costs

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

e Match RCAR metrics with ITP10 metrics
e Develop Task Force or handle in ESWG

e Review all previously utilized metrics or most notable
only

 Review all metrics including those developed by MTF,
but not used in the RCAR
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
December 4, 2013

Web Conference

* SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN -

1. SPP Staff will take the proposed methodology to identify local/regional issues caused by
new generation/load to the TWG.
2. SPP Staff will take the proposed consolidation methodology to the TWG.
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Southwest Power Pool
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP
December 4, 2013

Web Conference

* MINUTES »

Agenda ltem 1 — Administrative ltems

Agenda Iltem 1a - Call to Order, Introductions

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

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

Agenda Iltem 1b — Receipt of Proxies

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

Agenda ltem 1c — Review of Agenda

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

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

Agenda ltem 2 — 2015 ITP10 Policy Survey/Resource Plan/Siting Plan

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

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

Agenda Iltem 3 — 2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology

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

Agenda ltem 4 — 2015 ITP10 Benchmarking

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

Agenda Iltem 5 — 2015 ITP10 Siting Plan Local-Regional Impact

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

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

The meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Juliano Freitas,

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

Boyer Roy roy.d.boyer@xcelenergy.com
Baidwan Sandeep sbaidwan@Ispower.com
Gaw Steve RSGawl@gmail.com

Owens Tim tjowens@nppd.com

Soles Tim tim_soles@oxy.com

Smith Wayman wlsmithl@aep.com

Leung William bleung@bjleung.com

Ross Josh jross@spp.or

Allen Kelsey kallen@spp.org
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ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP

December 4", 2013
Web Conference

- AGENDA -
9:00 am — 12:00 pm

Administrative items

a. Callto Order, INtrodUCHIONS.........ccocciiiiiireee e Alan Myers (5 minutes)
D.  ReCEIPt Of PrOXI€S ..oovvieiiiiiiei et Juliano Freitas (1 minute)
C. ReVIEW Of AQENAA ... Alan Myers (1 minute)
2015 ITP10 Policy Survey/Resource Plan/Siting Plan (Approval Item) ...... Juliano Freitas (10 minutes)
2015 ITP10 Consolidation Methodology ..o Kelsey Allen (1 hour)
2015 ITP10 BENCAMAIK .....ciiiieiiiiiiiiii ettt e e Antoine Lucas (1 hour)
New Interconnection Local/Regional Impacts ..........cceeeeeeeiiiiiiiiieniee e Antoine Lucas (45 minutes)
L0401 o T 1 1= 0 0 =S All
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Proxy
Kansas #1
Kansas #2
Kansas #4
Kansas #8
Missouri #5
Missouri #6

New Mexico #1
New Mexico #4
Oklahoma #1
Oklahoma #5
Oklahoma #6
Oklahoma #7
Oklahoma #9
Oklahoma #10
Oklahoma #11
Oklahoma #12
Nebraska #2
Nebraska #5
Texas #6
Solar #1
Solar #2

Bus
531469
530583
531451
560178
560666
541197
524875
560729
515375
514901
560722
515407
599800

560286, 560287
560371
515407

1 - Holt 345 kV (4(

640500
562020
527325
527325

NREL Study NREL Site CF

EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
WWSIS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
EWITS
N/A
N/A

62
444
1330
295
4217
3504
30757
1664
632
2342
2027
2029
2404
764
2351
2029
143
111
365
N/A
N/A

55.9%
53.2%
50.4%
51.5%
42.0%
44.6%
42.4%
48.1%
50.9%
45.3%
46.1%
46.5%
45.9%
50.7%
46.6%
46.6%
52.9%
53.5%
52.4%
27.0%
27.0%

2024 Capacity 2019 Capacity

125.00
26.4
100.00
147.48
191.91
191.97
131.69
250
139.49
156.83
100.0
199
200.00
299.80
200.00
198.9
400
69.68
249
10.25
10.25

125.00
3.5
100.00
62.21
0.00
101.80
97.27
250
84.85
95.40
100.0
199
200.00
299.80
200.00
198.9
400
54.80
249
10.25
10.25
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2024 Energy 2019 Energy Owner

613,672
123,474
442,450
666,744
708,524
752,351
490,598
1,055,361
624,205
624,205
404,600
813,240
806,108
1,335,551
818,230
813,729
1,858,694
327,317
1,146,976
24,243
24,243

611,996 WERE
16,092 MIDW
441,241 WERE
280,461 KCPL
0 KCPL
397,867 KCPL
361,379 WFEC
1,052,477 SPS
378,647 OGE
378,647 OGE
403,494 LES
811,018 SPS
803,905 WERE
1,331,902 PSO
815,994 PSO
811,506 PSO
1,853,616 OPPD
256,720 NPPD
1,143,842 SPS
24,243 SPS
24,243 SPS

2024
80.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
37.43%
37.43%
59.76%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
66.64%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
90.55%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

2019 Owner
80.00% BPU

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

N/A GMO
10.42% GMO
54.90% COOP

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%
66.64% WEFEC

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%
89.38% GRIS

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

2024
20.00%

62.57%

62.57%

40.24%

33.36%

9.45%

2019
20.00%

N/A

89.58%

45.10%

33.36%

10.62%
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Changes made to the ITP10 Siting Plan Posted for the 21 Nov ESWG meeting.

Proxy Bus 2024 Capacity Previous 2024 Cap (2019 Capacity Previous 2019 Cap
Kansas #1 531469 125.0 150.0 125.0 150.0
KensasH#3

Kansas #4 531451 100.0 125.0 100.0 125.0
New Mexico #1 524875 131.7 152.1 97.3 130.4
Sklahema#2

Oklahema#3

Sklahema#e

Oklahoma #9 599800 200.0 N/A 200.0 N/A
Oklahoma #10 [560286, 560287 299.8 N/A 299.8 N/A
Oklahoma #11 560371 200.0 N/A 200.0 N/A
Oklahoma #12 515407 198.9 N/A 198.9 N/A
Nebraska #2 Tap Ft Thompson 400.0 N/A 400.0 N/A

Blue header indicates data current with 29 Nov ESWG posting

Orange highlight indicates site was removed.

93 of 154




2024 Energy Previous 2024 Energy |[2019 Energy Previous 2019 Energy |Owner 2024%
613,672.2 736,406.6 611,995.5 734,394.6(WERE 0.8
442,450.1 553,062.6 441,241.2 551,551.5(WERE 1.0
490,598.0 566,745.1 361,379.3 484,310.2|WFEC 0.6
806,107.7 N/A 803,905.2 N/A[WERE 1.0

1,335,550.7 N/A[ 1,331,901.7 N/A[PSO 0.7
818,229.6 N/A 815,994.0 N/A[PSO 1.0
813,729.3 N/A 811,506.0 N/A[PSO 1.0

1,858,694.4 N/A[ 1,853,616.0 N/A[OPPD 1.0
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Previous 2024% 2019% Previous 2019% |Owner Previous Owner 2024%
1.0 0.8 1.0({BPU N/A 0.2
0.8 1.0 0.8 BPU
0.7 0.5 0.7|COOP COOP 0.4
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 0.7 N/A|WFEC N/A 0.3
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
N/A 1.0 N/A N/A
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Previous 2024%

2019% Previous 2019%

N/A

0.2
0.3

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.2

0.5

0.3

N/A

0.2
0.3

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

November 215, 2013

‘Z’SPP Southwest
Power Pool

Helping our members
work together to

keep the lights on...
today and in the future




O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Overview — Next Steps

e MOPC Recommendation to the BOD:

— Delete Future 3 and Staff move forward with Futures 1
and 2; Delete the Final Portfolio Consolidation Section.

e Next Steps — Staff Proposal

— Utilize engineering criteria to consolidate projects from
only 2 futures

— Define criteria by project type
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History — 2012 ITP10 Methodology

0O-0-0-0-0-0

e Reliability projects:

— Included if the mitigated thermal violation exceeded
100% in one future and exceeded 95% in the other
future.

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

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

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

e Economic - Include if:

— The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the
Future 1 portfolio

— The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the

Future 2 portfolio and greater than 0.7 in the Future 1
portfolio

e Policy = Include if:

— The project addresses a policy need in either Future 1 or
Future 2
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Consolidation by Project Type

e Reliability — Include if:

The project mitigates a thermal/voltage violation in
Future 1

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

— 80%

— 95%

— Difference less than 40% between the two futures

The project mitigates a voltage violation in Future 2 and
voltage below 0.92 pu in Future 1
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2015 ITP10
Benchmarking
Update

November 21, 2013
Antoine Lucas

ogpp
Southwest

Power Pool
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0O-0-0-0-0-0

Benchmarking

e Previous ITP studies

— Compared historical EIS market data vs. simulated
Integrated Marketplace data

— Not apples to apples comparison

e We are looking into obtaining simulated CBA model
data from operations
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Hurdle Rates

 Plan to obtain interchange data from CBA simulations
conducted by Operations

o Staff will test the model with different hurdle rates to
determine which result in the historical interchange
levels

— These hurdle rates will be used in the model going
forward

104of1¢;)8PP



O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Proposed Model Outputs for Member Review

e Average system LMPs by area

e Annual generation by area

— In comparison to SPP Operations CBA simulations
e Annual generation cost by area
* Average energy costs by unit type (S/MWh)

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

Antoine Lucas
11/21/2013

) SPS‘Putbwest

Power Pool

000

(o X o]

000
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Siting Plan Impacts

e Potential overloading of generator outlet facilities near
the Point of Interconnection

— Creates reliability needs when connecting new generation
— Potentially increases congestion in the region

— Skews B/C ratio of economic projects
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Proposed Methodology

e Phasel

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

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

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

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

Run full N-1

Add generation outlet facilities to economic model

1080f1¢;)8PP |
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Value Added

Identify local issues caused by proposed generation

Mitigate generation interconnection related problems
before needs assessment

Avoid regional cost allocation for generation outlet
facilities
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Delivery Point Interconnection Facilities

 |dentify local issues caused by proposed High Priority
Loads

e Alternative solutions
— Leverage HPILS Study
— ESWG to develop a new methodology
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2015 ITP10
Schedule

December 19t |, 2013

ogpp
Southwest

Power Pool




2013

O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Apr-Oct 2013)

APR MAY

JUN JUL

AUG SEP OCT

2

20

Above
Milestones -

5
Pl N
10 wks

— mlp

S | 12/04
2w |

ESWG Approval

- Member Review/Feedback Period

[ Milestone Period Ofﬂ”z)SPP |



2013

O-0-0
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Nov 2013-may 2014)

NOV

DEC | JAN FEB

MAR

APR MAY

!

[

—

>

v 2014

Above

Milestones ‘ Stability Assessment

—> Reliability Assessment

.
oo p—

EZm

ESWG Approval

- Member Review/Feedback Period

D Milestone Peri1o13 of 1%SPP




2014

. 00O
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ITP10 Milestone Schedule (Jun-Dec 2014)

JUN JUL AUG SEP

OoCT

NOV DEC

Stability Analysis

Praoject Grouping

1 [ .
“Consolidate Projects

L{ __: Project Staging

— |

ALL  _]
Milestones 1
.
- Refinements & MOPC Approval
ESWG Approval B Vember Review/Feedback Period [ Milestone Period 1%SPP
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0O-0-0-0-0-0

ITP10 Milestone Schedule - Summary

Task Name Member Feedback ESWG Approval
Scoping April October 17 weeks 10/2
—Policy Survey May August 9 weeks 12/04
——Load and Generation Review May September 10 weeks 9/5
—>Resource Plan August October 3 weeks 12/04 2
I:}Siting Plan <€— September  October 2 weeks 12/04 8
[ Economic Model development June December 4 weeks Mid-Jan ‘14
—':}Benchmarking November January '14
Constraint assessment - TWG Approval — November January '14 2 weeks
—> DC to AC Conversion of Peak Hours January April 2 weeks
Reliability Assessment < March April
. ,;Reliability Solutions April May 30 days
Economic assessment € February April
— Economic Solutions April May 30 days
Policy Assessment <« February April
— Policy Solutions April May 30 days <
Stability Assessment € April June 8
>Project Grouping June June 1 week N
Consolidate Projects <«—— June July TBD
Project Staging ———— July August TBD
Draft Report July October 3 weeks TBD
Final Assessment July September
Benefit Calculation €—— July September 3 weeks TBD
Refinements and MOPC Presentation October January '15
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ﬁmber BPR048 .'?iFt’IE Qualified RFP Participant (QRP)
Business Practice

Section(s) Requiring N/A

Revision (include Section

No., Title, and Protocol Version)

Impact Analysis

Required Yes

(Yes or No)

MMU Report Required | o

(Yes or No)

Requested Resolution
(Normal or Urgent)

Urgent. Expected process start date in April 1, 2014.

Revision Description

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

Reason for Revision

New process.

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

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

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

No.

Credit Implications
(Yes or No, and
summary of impact)

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

Working
Group/Committee
Review and Results

BPWG —
ORWG —
RTWG —
TWG -

MOPC —
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Sponsor

Name Michael Desselle

E-mail Address mdesselle@spp.org

Company SPP

Company Address 201 Worthen Drive Little Rock, AR 72223

Phone Number

501-614-3206

Fax Number

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision

Transmission Owner Selection Process

The process and timeline for application and qualification for the Transmission Owner
Selection Process (“TOSP”) for Competitive Upgrades is detailed in Attachment Y, Section 11l.1
of the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”).

Application / Recertification Process

For an entity to qualify to participate in the TOSP, it must submit to the Southwest Power Pool
a Qualified Request For Proposal (“REP”) Participant (“QRP”) Application no later than June
30" of the year prior to period the entity wishes to participate (“Applicant”). The Southwest
Power Pool Qualified RFP Participant Application will be available on www.spp.org.
Completed applications must be emailed to SPP along with any support information at the
following address: QRPApplications@spp.org.

By July 15 of each year, SPP shall post the names of the entities that submitted applications.
SPP shall complete its review of the submitted QRP applications no later than September 30"
of each year. By no later than September 30, SPP will notify each Applicant whether it has
met the qualifications to participate in the TOSP or if its application is deficient. If SPP
determines there are deficiencies in the QRP application, the Applicant shall have thirty (30)
calendar days to submit the missing information. SPP will have up to forty-five (45) calendar
days following the receipt of the additional information to determine if the Applicant satisfies
the qualification criteria. If, after attempting to cure the deficiency, the Applicant still has not
satisfied the qualification criteria, SPP will consider the application withdrawn and the entity will
not be eligible to participate in the RFP process for the next year.

Once SPP has determined that an Applicant has met the qualification criteria, it will notify the
Applicant that it has determined the Applicant to be a Qualified RFP Participant and is eligible
to participate for any Competitive Upgrade authorized starting January 1 of the next calendar
year. SPP will post on its website all QRPs for the next calendar year no later than December
31.

All QRP related communications, including responses to deficiencies and disputes by entities,
must be made to the QRPApplications@spp.org email address.
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Once an entity becomes a QRP, it is not required to submit the detailed qualification criteria for
the next four years; however each QRP is required to submit a notarized letter that no material
changes have occurred to the information submitted in the QRP Application by June 30% of
each year.

Should any material changes to the information supplied by a QRP occur at any time, the QRP
is required to notify SPP within 7 days. SPP will make a determination of their QRP status as
required by theAttachment Y of the tarHTariff.

Application Fee

The application fee as specified in Attachment Y of the Tariff is required to be paid prior to the
application package being accepted. Application fees are required to be paid by check.
Applications will not be reviewed until the fee is paid.

Qualification Criteria

Each application will be reviewed by SPP Staff to determine QRP qualification status. Specific
gualification criteria are listed in Attachment Y of the tTariff.

Important Dates for the ORP Process

QRP Applications Due June 30
QRP Recertification Letters Due June 30
QRP Determinations Completed September 30
Final QRP List Posted December 31
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(Normal or Urgent)

BPR Number | BPR 049 BPR Title Betalled Project Proposal (DPP) Submission
rocess

Business Practice
Section(s) Requiring
Revision (include Section | TBD
No., Title, and Protocol
Version)
Impact Analysis Required

Yes
(Yes or No)
MMU Report Required N

o]

(Yes or No)
Requested Resolution Urgent

Revision Description

This business practice describes the submission and treatment of
Detailed Project Proposals outlined in Section 111.8.b of Attachment
O of the Tariff during the ITP study process.

Reason for Revision

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

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

No

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

No

Credit Implications (Yes
or No, and summary of
impact)

No
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Working
Group/Committee Review
and Results

BPWG — Reviewed 11/19/2013
ORWG —

RTWG —

TWG —

MOPC —

SPCTF Order 1000

Sponsor

Name

Lanny Nickell

E-mail Address

Inickell@spp.or

Company

SPP

Company Address

201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223

Phone Number

501-614-3232

Fax Number

120 of 154


mailto:lnickell@spp.org

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision

Business Practice

‘ The purpose of this Business Practice is to describe the process for submission and treatment of a
Detailed Project Proposals (“DPP”s) during the Integrated Transmission Planning (“ITP”) study process
as outlined in Attachment O of the SPP Tariff. After the applicable ITP study scope has been approved,
and the needs assessment has been performed, SPP staff shall notify stakeholders of the identified
transmission needs and provide a transmission planning response window of thirty (30) days during

| which any stakeholder may submit a DPPetailed-ProjectPropesaH“BRR™}. The information supplied by
the stakeholder in the DPP must be sufficient to allow SPP staff to evaluate the project described by
the DPP pursuant to Section 111.8.b of Attachment O of the Tariff.

If the project described in a DPP is selected and approved for construction as a Competitive Upgrade,
the submitting stakeholder may be eligible to receive incentive points pursuant to the eligibility
requirements described in Section II1.2.f.iv of Attachment Y of the Tariff.

NOTIFICATION OF OPEN WINDOW FOR DPP SUBMITTAL

SPP will provide notification via the SPP website and email exploder when transmission needs have
been posted for a specific ITP study and the DPP 30-day transmission planning response window has
begun. Requirements for the submission of a DPP are contained in Section I11.8.b of Attachment O of
the Tariff.

DPP SuBMITTAL

To submit a DPP, stakeholder(s), hereinafter referred to as “Submitter,” shall submit the necessary
information to SPP via an email link provided by SPP. The BRP-necessary information must be
submitted within the prescribed 30-day transmission planning response window ferBPP-submittakin

order to qualify as a DPPte-be-evaluated-as-a-petentiatsolutionto-the-pested-needs. The information
required for a DPP submittal is included in the DPP Submittal Form that is found in Exhibit A. The DPP

Submlttal Form must be used when submlttlng the DPP to SPP staff}—SPP—shaJ-l—tFeat—DPP—m#e%mahen—as

topic | suggest we not repeat it here...especially
since this issue is up in the air.

Fespense—w-i-ndeﬂ /‘ Comment [B1]: Since the OATT speaks on this
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DPP RECEIPT AND RESPONSE

Upon receipt of the DPP submittal, SPP will verify that the DPP was received within the 30-day DPP
transmission planning response window, based on the time and date of the email containing the DPP
submittal, and verify that the DPP is complete. If a DPP sSubmittal Form was-is received outside of the
30-day transmission planning response window, SPP staff will notify Submitter via email that its
submittal does not BPP-has-been-disqualifived forconsideratien-for incentive points.

NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF INCOMPLETE DPP
If SPP staff determines a DPP Ssubmittal Form is incomplete SPP staff wiII notify Submitter via email]

subm&tai iThe notlflcatlon W|II be sent to the Submltter no Iater than 10 business days after the close /‘ Comment [B2]: Matt points out that this is not

required by the OATT. However are we precluded
of the transmission planning response window. from leaving it in?

The Submitter is permitted to remedy the deficiencies by the latest date of the following:
e The end of the transmission planning response window; or
e 10 days after SPP issues the notification using the date stamp of the issued email.

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

NOTIFICATION TO SUBMITTER OF ACCEPTED OR DISQUALIFIED DPP

SPP will notify the Submitter via email of the acceptance of a DPP or the disqualification of a DPP.

% stakeholder that submits a DPP Submittal Form which is equivalent to an existing DPP or
Transmission Provider identified project in a later ITP assessment submitted-inan-assessment-during
the current three-year ITP planning cycle previeus-threerears-shall not be eligible for incentive points

unless the stakeholder is the original Submitter.i - {Comment [NW3]: Staff to finalize
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Exhibit A (Draft)
Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) DPP #

//{ Comment [NWA4]: Add ITP20 box

Submittal Form ’Study: O 1ITPNT [ 1TP10 \/

This form must be completed for each DPP that is submitted to SPP in accordance
with Section 111.8.b. of Attachment O of the SPP Tariff and SPP Business Practice

. Acompleted-DRP-isvalid-forthree (3)years:however,—tThe DPP must be
received within the 30-day DPP open window during the ITP process in order to be
eligible for the Transmission Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”) incentive points. If
previously submitted, the DPP would have to be resubmitted during the DPP open
window to remain eligible for TOSP Incentive Points.

Submitter Company:

Contact Name:

Contact Phone/Email:

DPP INFORMATION

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

General Project Information
Description of the Project:

Supporting Documentation | One-line diagram(s): ] vyes [ No
provided: Configuration(s): ] yes [ No
PSS/E version ## IDEV: ] ves [ No

Proposed line routing:

Preliminary transmission line
engineering and design data:

Preliminary substation
engineering and design data:
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ITP Need(s) Addressed

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

Proposed Project Schedule

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

environmental, engineering,
procurement, construction
activities, and expected in-
service date:

Risk(s) ldentification

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

[ None

For any risk listed, please
provide the recommended
mitigation plan:

[] None
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Environmental Impact(s)

Describe any known or ] None
anticipated environmental
impact(s):

Engineering and Modeling Data Required

Engineering and modeling data
required by SPP:

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

Changes to Modeling Assumptions

Were any modeling assumptions
modified from those used in the | [] Yes ] No
current ITP process?

For any modifications to
modeling assumptions made,
please provide the identification
and justification for the
change(s):
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Transmission Economic or Reliability Analysis

Provide the results of any | [] N/A [] Results provided (i.e., PSSE IDEV or PROMOD
transmission economic or analysis provided with accompanying narrative)
reliability analysis, if applicable:

Other Information

Other information provided
(please list):

Received by:

Date/Time Received:
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(Normal or Urgent)

BPR Number | BPR 050 BPR Title Detalled_PrOJect Proposal (DPP) Project Posting
Correlation

Business Practice
Section(s) Requiring
Revision (include Section | TBD
No., Title, and Protocol
Version)
Impact Analysis Required

Yes
(Yes or No)
MMU Report Required N

o]

(Yes or No)
Requested Resolution Urgent

Revision Description

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

Reason for Revision

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

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

No

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

No

Credit Implications (Yes
or No, and summary of
impact)

No
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Working
Group/Committee Review
and Results

BPWG — Reviewed 11/19/2013
ORWG —

RTWG —

TWG —

MOPC —

SPCTF Order 1000

Sponsor

Name

Lanny Nickell

E-mail Address

Inickell@spp.or

Company

SPP

Company Address

201 Worthen Dr. Little Rock, AR 72223

Phone Number

501-614-3232

Fax Number

Proposed Business Practice Language Revision

Business Practice

This revision will be a part of the Business Practiced created by BPR 049 and is being added to describe
the process that will be used to determine if a transmission project proposed in a DPP correlates to a

transmission project being proposed to the SPP Board of Directors.
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4»—7/’{ Formatted: Heading 2

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

e Transmission line voltage (same)
e Termination points including transformers (same or similar and electrically equivalent?)
e Equipment rating (within +50%)

e Impedance (range -50/+50%)

e (Placeholder for WG Input on other items)

2 Electrically equivalence determined by the listed range for impedance. Similar termination points determined if they are
located within 15 miles.
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2015 ITP10
Consolidation
Methodology

December 19th, 2013

‘Z’SPP Southwest
Power Pool

Helping our members
work together to

keep the lights on...
today and in the future




O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Overview — Next Steps

e MOPC Recommendation to the BOD:

— Delete Future 3 and Staff move forward with Futures 1
and 2; Delete the Final Portfolio Consolidation Section.

e Next Steps — Staff Proposal

— Utilize engineering criteria to consolidate projects from
only 2 futures

— Define criteria by project type
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History — 2012 ITP10 Methodology

0O-0-0-0-0-0

e Reliability projects:

— Included if the mitigated thermal violation exceeded
100% in one future and exceeded 95% in the other
future.

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

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

 Policy projects: Included if appears in either future
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Consolidation by Project Type

e Economic - Include if:

— The project has a 1-year B/C greater than 0.9 in the
Future 1 portfolio

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

e Policy = Include if:

— The project addresses a policy need in Future 1

— For Future 2 ESWG members recommended an
additional economic threshold to select projects
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Consolidation by Project Type

e Reliability — Include if:

The project mitigates a thermal/voltage violation in
Future 1

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

— 80%

— 95%

— Difference less than 40% between the two futures

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

December 19t |, 2013

‘Z’SPP Southwest
Power Pool

Helping our members
work together to

keep the lights on...
today and in the future




Endorsed Schedule

Date

Location

Jan 16th

Dallas

Feb 13th

Dallas

Mar 13th

Dallas

Apr 10th

Dallas

May 22nd

Kansas City

June 12th

Dallas

Jul 10th

Dallas

Aug 14th

Omaha

Sep 18th

Dallas

Oct 23rd

Dallas

Nov 13th

Little Rock

Dec 11th

Dallas

0O-0-0-0-0-0
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Allocation of Reliability Benefits



DFAX Analysis for Reliability Projects

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

e SPP will calculate distribution factors (DFAX) which
express the portion of a transfer of energy from a
defined source to a defined sink that will flow across a
specific transmission facility or group of transmission
facilities

— Expressed as decimal values or percentages

— Represent a measure of the use by the load of each
transmission zone of the required Reliability Project as
determined by power flow analysis
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DFAX Calculation

DFAX = (Post-shift power flow — Pre-shift power flow) / Total amount of power shifted

Total Amount of Power Shifted = Modeled incremental MW transfer to a given transmission
zone

Pre-shift Power Flow = MW flow over specified transmission enhancement before the
incremental MW transfer

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

When calculating DFAX:

—  All DFAX are calculated with respect to the specified transmission enhancement(s) that are subject to cost allocation
— Use of a specified transmission enhancement is based on the DFAX to the aggregate load within a transmission zone

—  The calculation of DFAX shall be determined using linear matrix algebra, such that DFAX represent the ratio of (i) a
change in MW flow on specified transmission enhancement to (ii) a change in MW transferred to aggregate load
within a transmission zone

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

December 19, 2013

‘Z’SPP Southwest
Power Pool

Helping our members
work together to

keep the lights on...
today and in the future




O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Overview

e ESWG has been tasked with reviewing the
calculation of metrics going forward

— ITP10
— RCAR 2

e Today - discuss metrics that have been developed
previously

— Focus will be on the calculation of metrics that have
received more attention from stakeholders during ITP
and the previous RCAR
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Approved Metrics for the RCAR

e Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings
e Reduction of Emission Rates and Values

e Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and
Production Costs

e Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects

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

 Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs
 Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects

« Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals S



O-0-O
OOOOOO

Other Metrics Developed by MTF (not used)

 Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues

e (Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’
Minimum Required Margin

e Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events
e Reduced Loss of Load Probability

e Marginal Energy Losses Benefits
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Metrics for the 2015 ITP10

e APC Savings

 Value of Replacing Previously Approved Projects
* Reduced Losses

e Reduced Capacity Costs

 Reduction of Emissions Rates and Values

e Public Policy Benefits

 Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects

e Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs
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Metrics to be Discussed Today

 Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects
e Public Policy Benefits

e Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs
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Calculation details

METRICS
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects

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

— Metric accounts for the reliability mandate

— Benefits equal to costs
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects

 Relatively significant benefit

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

e Production cost savings due to reliability upgrades are
additional to this benefit
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Public Policy Benefits

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

— Benefits equal to costs
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Public Policy Benefits

 Benefits allocated to zones in proportion to each
zone’s share of unmet renewable energy goals.

— Public Policy Benefit per zone = (% share of unmet
goals) x (cost of upgrade)

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

 Production cost savings due to policy upgrades are
additional to this benefit
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O-0-O

Public Policy Benefits — Example

e Policy Project Cost = $200 million
— Then Public Policy Benefit = $200 million

Unmet Renewable Goal | % Share of Unmet Public Policy Benefit
(GWh) Renewable Goal (millions S)
Zone A 20 29% S57
Zone B 40 57% S114
Zone C 10 14% $29
Zone D 0 0% SO
Total 70 100% $200

0O-0-0-0-0-0
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Mitigation of transmission outage costs

e MTF Report: “The
availability of new
transmission projects

decreases congestion and Typical
increases the operational Outages y |
. Additi
flexibility of the system to $|$|§ ne
mitigate the impacts of _ captured
< . ” Production
transmission outages. Cost

Simulations

e Metric improves
production cost simulations
by including typical
transmission outages
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O-0-0
0O-0-0-0-0-0

Mitigation of transmission outage costs

e Add set of historical transmission outages to
production cost simulations

* Benefit = APC Benefit,;,, outages— APC Benefityy, ..
Outages

— This metric is an adder to traditional APC Benefit

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