
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

Economic Studies Working Group 

June 14, 2018 

41st Floor AEP Office, Dallas, TX 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

1. Approved the May 16th Meeting Minutes 

The ESWG approved the following exceptions to the conventional siting plan posted on May 24th: 

2. GMO proposed exception: CT at Mullen Creek rather than at Sibley 
3. OG&E proposed exceptions:  

a. Future 1: CTs at Horseshow Lake rather than Sooner and Redbud 
b. Future 2: CT at Horseshow Lake rather than Redbud 

4. SPS Proposed exception: CT at Plant X rather than Gaines 
 
 
  



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

June 14, 2018 

AEP Office - Dallas, TX 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) to order at 
8:00 a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 23 in-person participants and 50 web conference participants, representing 17 of 17 ESWG 
members. (Attachment 1 – June 14, 2018 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers (ITC) asked for any proxy statements; one proxy was identified. (Attachment 2 – Proxy 
Statements) 

• Randy Collier (CUS) named John Boshears (CUS) as his proxy 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or corrections.   
(Attachment 3 – June 14, 2018 ESWG Agenda). 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Bradley Schwarz (Hunt) to adopt the agenda. 
The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 1d – Antitrust Reminder 

Amber Greb (SPP) provided an antitrust reminder to the group. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Amber Greb (SPP) reviewed the list of past action items and asked for any comments or questions.  
(Attachment 4 – Past Action Items) 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda included the following items: 

a. Meeting Minutes – May 23rd, 2018 (Attachment 5 - 20180523 ESWG Minutes) 

The Consent Agenda was approved unanimously. 

The minutes for May 16th, 2018 were removed from the consent agenda for a minor correction. (Attachment 
6 - 20180516 ESWG Minutes) 

Tim Owens (NPPD) made a motion; seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES) to approve the May 16th 
meeting minutes. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – APC Calculation Fundamentals 

James Bailey (SPP) presented on Adjusted Production Costs (APC) Calculation Fundamentals. This was 
the second in a series of presentation on this topic.  During this presentation, James focused on 
examples for calculating purchases and sales for APC. He then gave an overview of how Locational 
Marginal Prices (LMPs) are calculated at each bus in a network with and without constraints. James 
covered background on current the APC methodology and detailed components. Alan Myers (ITC) 



 
requested a call with staff to discuss the direction of the APC discussion for future meetings.  This item 
will stay on the agenda. (Attachment 7 - APC Calculation Fundamentals)   

Agenda Item 5 – 2019 ITP Items 

Agenda Item 5a – Schedule 

Juliano Freitas (SPP) reviewed a presentation on 2019 ITP schedule. Juliano reviewed on-going and up-
coming milestones through benchmarking.  Juliano informed the group that staff plans to bring the report 
card for the completed milestones to the joint call at the end of the month.   (Attachment 8a – 2019 ITP 
Schedule) 

Agenda Item 5b – Operational Project Evaluation (Scope/Manual) 

Will Tootle (SPP) reviewed a presentation on Operational Project Evaluation. Staff provided an overview 
of issues with the proposed solution analysis methodology for Persistent Operational Issues needs 
identified from flowgate congestion. Will informed the group that both the 2019 ITP Scope and the ITP 
Manual will need to be updated to due to staff inability to perform the proposed analysis.  Stakeholders 
gave direction on changes they would like to see to the Manual and requested that staff bring back a final 
revision to the ESWG in July.  The goal is to submit a Revision Request to take to the October MOPC.  
(Attachment 8b – Operational Project Evaluations)  

Agenda Item 5c – Benchmarking 

Nikki Roberts (SPP) provided the initial results of the Benchmarking milestone.  She showed the group 
variances in data points between the 2017 ITTIP10 and the current 2019 ITP study.  Some of the items she 
reviewed included capacity factors by unit type, renewable outputs, and generator outages.  Staff has not 
completed vetting all of the results and plans to post additional information on July 5th.  A request for an 
email vote will go out on July 12th.  (Attachment 8c – 2019 ITP Benchmarking) 

Agenda Item 5d – Economic Model Quality Assurance 

Chris Jamieson (SPP) provided an update to the ESWG to inform the group that staff has done some 
additional quality assurance of the Year 2 model to determine that modeling the Tolk seasonal operation 
has not resulted in the need for emergency generation.  Chris also pointed out that further analysis may be 
necessary for the year 5 and 10 models to account for load growth, retirement assumptions, and renewable 
additions.  (Attachment 8d – Economic Model QA) 

Agenda Item 5e – Siting Update 

Liz Gephardt (SPP) presented the 2019 ITP siting plan for policy wind resources. The top ranking wind 
site within each zone with a policy wind need was proposed for assignment.  (Attachment 8ei – 2019 ITP 
Policy Wind Siting) 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by John Olsen (Evergy) to approve the 
assignment of policy wind resources with respect to the approved siting plan. The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

 
-Natasha Henderson (GSEC) named Evan Racine-Johnson (GSEC) as her proxy 

 

The group reviewed maps displaying conventional siting locations for each. Staff reviewed siting schedule 
and upcoming deadlines. Stakeholders presented exceptions to the preliminary siting plan for ESWG 
approval. (Attachment 8eii – 2019 ITP Conventional Siting Plan) 

 The ESWG approved the following exceptions to the preliminary conventional siting plan posted 
on May 24th, these exceptions will be included as options to site conventional resources into the 2019 ITP 
Assessment: 

• GMO proposed exception: CT at Mullen Creek rather than at Sibley 



 

• OG&E proposed exceptions:  
o Future 1: CTs at Horseshow Lake rather than Sooner and Redbud 
o Future 2: CT at Horseshow Lake rather than Redbud 

• SPS Proposed exception: CT at Plant X rather than Gaines 
(Attachment 8eiii – KCPL_GMO Exception, OGE Exception, SPS Exception, SPS Exceptions) 

After the ESWG reviewed each of the exceptions Liz reminded them that staff will send out updated maps 
the following week including the approved exceptions and that the ESWG will have a conference call at the 
end of the month to approve the conventional siting plan.  Members felt comfortable with the information 
presented and felt ready to make a motion. 

Bethany King (EDE) made a motion; seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES) to approve the 
conventional siting plan with the inclusion of the exceptions that were approved during the June 
14th meeting. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 5f – AECI Resource & Siting Plan  

Nikki Roberts (SPP) presented the AECI resource and siting plan to the ESWG. Staff worked with AECI to 
develop the resource and siting plans.  Some stakeholders felt that we should be creating our own plan that 
is consistent with the scope of the ITP, others saw the value in allowing AECI to provide input, so that we 
can support potential seems projects that may come out of the study. In future 1, no renewable additions 
or age based retirements are being proposed, only conventional additions of CTs are being added to cover 
capacity shortfalls.  In Future 2, renewable additions are based on SPP Future 1 solar-to-load ratios and 
public wind announcements.  Age based retirements are consistent with the 2019 ITP scope for Future 2 
and conventional CT are added to meet capacity shortfalls. Nikki reviewed the siting locations by future 
with the group.  (Attachment 9 – AECI Resource & Siting Plan) 

John Olsen (Evergy) made a motion; seconded by Bethany King (EDE) to approve the resource 
and siting plan for AECI, as posted. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 5g – Lubbock Sensitivity 

Juliano Freitas (SPP) informed the group that staff is looking into a sensitivity to account for the Lubbock 
load leaving SPS, staff is following the ITP manual section 9.3 process.  We will schedule a conference 
call to discuss the scope and schedule.   

 

-Natasha Henderson (GSEC) returned to the meeting and resumed her proxy 

 

Agenda Item 6 – RR291 – RR Process Language Update 

Chris Cranford (SPP) reviewed Revision Request (RR) 291, which proposes a change to the RR process. 
The Current RR Process does not allow for an RR with normal status to move forward for Secondary 
Working Group review until an Impact Assessment has been completed and acted on by Primary WG.  
The current process can cause an undue delay in the approval process of an RR.  The proposed 
language change will allow an approved normal status RR to progress through the Stakeholder process 
while the Primary WG is waiting on the Impact Assessment. (Attachment 10 – RR 291-RR Process 
Language Update) 

Bennie Weeks (Xcel/SPS) made a motion; seconded by Leon Howell (OGE) to approve RR291 
as presented and posted in the RR Recommendation Report. The motion was approved with 
two no votes, Tim Owens (NPPD) and Kurt Stradley (LES). 

Rational for no votes: 

NPPD voted against RR 291 because we believe secondary working groups should be aware of the 
results from an Impact Analysis, if requested by the primary working group, before acting on a 



 
revision request. There is a process in place for expediting RR, when required, that seems to be 
working, so RR 291 seems unnecessary. 

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

Agenda Item 7 – July ESWG Agenda Items   

Amber Greb (SPP) opened a dialog to discuss preparations for upcoming meetings. Stakeholders agreed 
to add a half day to the July 26th meeting to allow time to discuss lessons learned from the 2019 ITP 
completed milestones before we begin the 2020 ITP.  (Attachment 10 – 2019 ITP Approvals Summary) 
Closing Items 

There were no action items from the meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:10 PM. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Amber Greb 

ESWG Secretary 



Name Email Attendance
Alan Myers ITC In Person
Amber Greb SPP In Person
Bennie Weeks Xcel In Person
Bethany King EDE In Person
Brad Shwarz Hunt In Person
Calvin Daniels (WFEC) WFEC In Person
Charlton Hill SPP In Person
Chris Jamieson SPP In Person
Don Frerking (KCP&L) KCPL In Person
Evan Racine-Johnson GSEC In Person
Jarrod Wolford NTEC In Person
Jason Chaplin (OCC) OCC In Person
Jason Davis SPP In Person
Jim Corbay jim@calvertadvisors.com In Person
Jim Jacoby AEP In Person
John Olsen Evergy In Person
Juliano Freitas SPP In Person
Kurt Stradley LES In Person
Leon Howell OGE In Person
Michael Wegner (ITC) ITC In Person
Ryan Yokley SUNC In Person
Steve Gaw Wind Coalition In Person
Tim Ownes NPPD In Person
Aaron Vander Vorst avandervorst@tradewindenergy.com Webex
Andy Berg (MRES) andrew.berg@mrenergy.com Webex
Anita Sharma (AEP) asharma@aep.com Webex
Antonio Barber - spp abarber@spp.org Webex
ashley gibbons Ashley.gibbons@xcelenergy.com Webex
Ben Elsey (SPS) ben.r.elsey@xcelenergy.com Webex
Bill Leung (NPRB) bleung@bjleung.com Webex
Brian Rounds (AESL) brian.rounds@aeslconsulting.com Webex
Chris Cranford (SPP) ccranford@spp.org Webex
Chris Giles CGiles@tcec.coop Webex
Chris Hagman (ATC) chagman@atcllc.com Webex
Clayton Mayfield (SPP) cmayfield@spp.org Webex
Clifford Franklin cfranklin@sunflower.net Webex
Derek Johnson (SPP) jjohnson@spp.org Webex
Ellen Bailey (SPP) ebailey@spp.org Webex
Gayle Nansel Nansel@wapa.gov Webex
Heather Starnes (MJMEUC/KMEA) heather@healylawoffices.com Webex
James Bailey (SPP) jbailey@spp.org Webex
Jason Mazigian (BEPC) jmazigian@bepc.com Webex
Jason Shook (GDS) jason.shook@gdsassociates.com Webex
Jeff Knottek jeff.knottek@cityutilities.net Webex
Jeremy Severson (BEPC) jseverson@bepc.com Webex
Jerry Bradshaw jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net Webex



Jody Holland jholland@gridliance.com Webex
Joe Fultz GRDA jfultz@grda.com Webex
John Boshears (SPRM) john.boshears@cityutilities.net Webex
Jon Iverson jiverson@oppd.com Webex
Jordan Schmick jordan.h.schmick@xcelenergy.com Webex
Josh Norton jnorton@spp.org Webex
Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org Webex
Kim Farris (SPP) kfarris@spp.org Webex
Kirk Hall khall@spp.org Webex
Liz Gephardt (SPP) lgephardt@spp.org Webex
matthew stoltz mstoltz@bepc.com Webex
Michael Watt (OMPA) mwatt@ompa.com Webex
Natasha Henderson (GSEC) nhenderson@gsec.coop Webex
Nikki Roberts nroberts@spp.org Webex
Robert Pick (NPPD) rjpick@nppd.com Webex
Robert Safuto (Customized Energy Solutions) rsafuto@ces-ltd.com Webex
Ross Hohlt dhohlt@ameren.com Webex
Ryan Baysinger ryan.baysinger@kcpl.com Webex
Serhat Guney (SPP MMU) eguney@spp.org Webex
Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto shawnee.claiborn-pinto@puc.texas.gov Webex
Sherri Maxey smaxey@spp.org Webex
Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com Webex
Tim Hall timhall@southernco.com Webex
Tom Hopkins jmandizha@mwenergy.com Webex
Will Tootle wtootle@spp.org Webex
Zac Hager hagerzc@oge.com Webex
Zachary Sharp zsharp@spp.org Webex



From: Randy Collier [mailto:Randy.Collier@cityutilities.net]  
Sent: Friday, June 08, 2018 3:31 PM 
To: Amber Greb <agreb@spp.org>; Myers, Alan K. <amyers@Itctransco.com> 
Cc: John Boshears <John.Boshears@cityutilities.net>; Jeff Knottek <Jeff.Knottek@cityutilities.net> 
Subject: [EXT] Proxy for 6/14 ESWG Meeting 
 
Caution - External Sender 
Do not click on links from unknown senders. 
Contact the ITC Helpdesk with any questions or concerns. 

 
Amber/Alan, 
John Boshears has my proxy for the June 14th ESWG meeting. 
 
Thanks, 
Randy Collier 
Contract Manager-Electric Supply 
O: 417.831.8323 
 

 
 

 
 
From: Henderson, Natasha  
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:52 PM 
To: Evan Racine-Johnson <ERacine-Johnson@gsec.coop>; Amber Greb <agreb@spp.org>; Myers, Alan 
<amyers@itctransco.com> 
Subject: **External Email** Evan has my proxy 
 
I had to step out for a bit 
 
Thanks! 
Natasha Henderson 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 
From: Henderson, Natasha  
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 2:05 PM 
To: Myers, Alan <amyers@itctransco.com> 
Cc: Evan Racine-Johnson <ERacine-Johnson@gsec.coop>; Amber Greb <agreb@spp.org> 
Subject: **External Email** Re: [EXT] Evan has my proxy 
 
I’m back on and voting ;) 
 
Thanks! 
Natasha Henderson 

mailto:Randy.Collier@cityutilities.net
mailto:agreb@spp.org
mailto:amyers@Itctransco.com
mailto:John.Boshears@cityutilities.net
mailto:Jeff.Knottek@cityutilities.net
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http://www.cityutilities.net&data=02|01|amyers@Itctransco.com|a7e31dec0b5e4490b22e08d5cd764fa8|579de82f6a464bff92cdbf4459fc16cd|0|0|636640830383815763&sdata=j9C7zJDU2ED5fGJ//oH2fNh2RWhnu34kTW93jP8TsfY%3D&reserved=0


 

Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 

violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 

not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 

design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP MEETING 

June 14th, 2018 

41st Floor AEP office – Dallas, TX 

•  A G E N D A  •  

1. Administrative Items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .................................................................................. Amber Greb (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda1 ................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

d. Antitrust Reminder .................................................................................. Amber Greb (1 minute) 

2. Review of Past Action Items1 .......................................................................... Amber Greb (15 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda1 ................................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

a. Meeting Minutes – May 16-17th, 2018 

b. Meeting Minutes – May 23rd, 2018 

4. APC Calculation Fundamentals-Examples1 .................................................. James Bailey (60 minutes) 

5. 2019 ITP Items .................................................................................................. SPP Staff (235 minutes) 

a. Schedule1 ....................................................................................... Juliano Freitas (15 minutes) 

b. Operational Project Evaluation (Scope/Manual)1 (Approval Item) ......... Will Tootle (45 minutes) 

c. Benchmarking1 ................................................................................. Nikki Roberts (45 minutes) 

d. Economic Model QA ...................................................................... Chris Jamieson (10 minutes) 

e. Siting Update1  ................................................................................... Liz Gephardt (60 minutes) 

i. Policy Wind Siting1 (Approval Item) 

ii. Conventional Siting Update1 

iii. Conventional Siting Exceptions1 (Approval Item) 

f. AECI Resource and Siting Plan1 (Approval Item) ............................. Nikki Roberts (30 minutes) 

g. Lubbock Sensitivity1........................................................................ Juliano Freitas (30 minutes) 

6. RR291 - RR Process Language Update1 (Approval Item) .......................... Chris Cranford (15 minutes) 

                                                 
1 Background Material Included 



 

Antitrust:  SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that 

violate the antitrust laws.  Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but 

not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product 

design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition. 

7. July ESWG Agenda Items1 .............................................................................. Amber Greb (10 minutes) 

8. Closing Items ..................................................................................................................... All (5 minutes) 

a. Summary of Action Items (Amber Greb) 

b. Future Meetings 

i. July 26th, 2018: 2CC Milan-ITC Office, 27175 Energy Way, Novi, Michigan 

ii. August 15-16th, 2018: Doubletree-Grand Ballrm A, 27 North 27th St., Billings, MT 

iii. September 13th, 2018: 41st floor AEP Office, Dallas Texas 

iv. October 11th, 2018: 41st floor AEP Office, Dallas Texas 

v. November 14-15th, 2018: SPP Offices, Little Rock, AR 

vi. December 3rd, 2018: 41st floor AEP Office, Dallas Texas 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

June 14, 2018 

 

 Action Item Date 
Originated Status Comments 

151 SPP staff to look into optional 
software tools for use in ITP studies. 

May 20th, 
2015 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

February, 2017: 
Presentation on EGEAS.  
Hold on investigation of 
alternatives until EGEAS 
and ABB’s new Capacity 
Expansion tool are able to 
be fully tested and 
compared. 

183 SPP staff to perform transmission 
outage analysis in the first part of 
2017 to determine the appropriate 
APC benefit percentage to utilize for 
the mitigation of transmission 
outages benefit metric. 

September 
15th, 2016 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

ESWG Approved the 
methodology and staff to 
begin analysis 

185 ESWG to continue working on and 
finalize the Resource Siting Manual 

June 29th, 
2017 

In Progress 
ESWG 

Staff intends to finalize in 
September 2018 

186 Formalize the economic model data 
guidelines and submission process 

July 20th, 
2017 

In Progress 
SPP staff 

Include the load updates 
for resource planning 

187 Address the objections raised to the 
approved renewable VOM modeling 
detailed in the ITP manual 

July 20th, 
2017 

In Progress 
SPP 

staff/ESWG 

 

190 SPP staff to perform a full 
transmission outage analysis before 
the next RCAR 

October 12th, 
2017 

SPP Staff  

193 Discuss separate load forecasts for 
resource planning purposes, and 
how to incorporate into the ITP 
process 

January 22nd, 
2018 

SPP Staff Included in action Item 186 

194 Continue researching/discussing 
curtailment pricing for future studies 

April 25th, 
2018 

SPP Staff  

195 Provide an APC education Session, 
including VOM and PPAs and how 
they impact 

April 25th, 
2018 

SPP Staff In Progress 

196 Schedule a Lessons Learned 
meeting prior to scope milestone for 
each Study 

April 25th, 
2018 

SPP Staff Scheduled for July 26-27th 



     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

Economic Studies Working Group 

May 23, 2018 

Webex / Conference Call 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

1. Approved the conventional resource plan units and ownership. 
  



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

May 23, 2018 

Webex / Conference Call 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Vice-Chair Tim Owens (NPPD) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) to 
order at 2:30 p.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 40 web conference participants, representing 13 of 17 ESWG members. (Attachment 1 – May 
16, 2018 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Tim Owens (NPPD) asked for any proxy statements; four proxies were identified: 

• Kurt Stradley (LES) named Tim Owens (NPPD) as his proxy 
• Leon Howell (OGE) named Zac Hager (OGE) as his proxy 
• Natasha Henderson (GSEC) named Evan Racine-Johnson (GSEC) as her proxy 
• John Olsen (Westar) named Jeremy Harris (Westar) as his proxy. 

(Attachment 1a – Proxy Statements) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Tim Owens (NPPD) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or corrections. It was 
noted that Resource Planning Phase 2 was not listed as an approval item in the posted agenda.  Amber 
Greb (SPP) reminded the group that during the May 16th face to face meeting, they discussed having a 
conference call this week for the sole purpose of approving the resource plan. Amber apologized for the 
confusion and reminded the group that to remain on the schedule that Juliano Freitas (SPP) has been 
presenting at each meeting, approval is needed during this call. (Attachment 2 – May 23, 2018 ESWG 
Agenda). 

Jon Iverson (OPPD) made a motion; seconded by Anita Sharma (AEP) to adopt the agenda. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 1d – Antitrust Reminder 

Amber Greb (SPP) provided an antitrust reminder to the group. 

Agenda Item 2 – Resource Planning Phase 2 

Amber Greb (SPP) began by reminding the group that during the May 16-17th face to face meeting, the 
ESWG reviewed and discussed phase 2 of the resource plan, members requested an opportunity to request 
potential changes to the resource plan.  During the meeting, a call was set up for May 23rd to discuss any 
member feedback and to approve the resource plan. Jeremy Harris pointed out that he was given John 
Olsen’s proxy with the intention of listening in and providing information for John to vote at a future meeting.  
Tim Owens (NPPD) asked if anyone was uncomfortable continuing the resource planning discussion with 
the intention of requesting a vote.  There were no objections.  Amber reviewed the resource planning 
process, inputs, and results.  The group discussed the conventional additions and their ownership. Amber 
explained that the combustion turbine units selected are running at a very small capacity factor in the 
strategist model (less than 2%), with all the available wind and solar the model is only selecting peaking 
units for economic reasons.  There was discussion on the Lubbock load being included in the model and 



 
how it could affect the resource planning results.  SPS said that this load would be out of SPP by 2020.  
SPP is under a tariff obligation to plan for the load until it has officially left, but Staff is researching how to 
include a sensitivity during the needs assessment to identify any needs that result from the inclusion of the 
Lubbock load. (Attachment 3 – Resource Plan Phase 2) 

Randy Collier (CUS) made a motion; seconded by Zac Hager (OGE) to approve the conventional 
resource plan units and ownership. The motion was approved with one abstention.  Evan 
Racine-Johnson (GSEC) abstained. 

GSEC Reason for abstention: “GSEC abstained as we believe that running a sensitivity to address 
Lubbock’s move out of SPP is neither ideal from a technical nor efficiency standpoint, but necessary given 
that adequate time was not provided to consider other options.  GSEC understands that transmission 
service is required up until Lubbock leaves SPP, but building economic transmission for periods beyond 
that move date is impractical.  SPP had previously stated that there would be impacts to the APC in the 
ITP, yet the solution to Lubbock’s move was presented during the same meeting in which they required 
approval of the resource plan.  This in turn gave ESWG Members very limited time to discuss and agree 
on this one particular solution, so as not to delay the entire ITP timeline.  In the future, ESWG Members 
should be given options much sooner in the process to allow for efficient solutions.” 

Closing Items 

There were no action items from the meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 PM on May 23rd. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Amber Greb 

ESWG Secretary 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

Economic Studies Working Group 

May 16-17, 2018 

Xcel Energy Offices, Denver, CO 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

The ESWG approved the following exceptions to the preliminary siting plan posted on April 27th: 

1. Invenergy proposed wind exception: Upstream Wind (202.5 MW) 
2. Basin proposed wind exceptions: GI-2016-151 (202MW), GI-2016-152 (102)MW, and GI-2015-089 

(200MW) 
3. Empire proposed wind exceptions: King’s Point - GEN-2017-060 (250 MW) and North Fork Ridge - 

GEN-2017-082 (250 MW) 
4. SPS Proposed wind exceptions: Bonita Wind I (80 MW), Bonita Wind II (150 MW), and Sagamore 

Wind (522 MW) 
5. Sunflower proposed solar exception: Johnson Corner (20 MW) 
6. Tradewind proposed solar exception: Snyder (120 MW to be included in F1),  
7. Tradewind proposed wind exceptions: Rosehill-Sooner, GEN-2015-046 (300 MW), GEN-2016-037 

(300 W), GEN-2016-118 (288 MW)  



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

May 16, 2018 

Energy Offices, 3rd Floor, 3C Conference Room 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) to order at 
1:00 p.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 31 in-person participants and 44 web conference participants, representing 17 of 17 ESWG 
members. (Attachment 1 – May 16, 2018 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers (ITC) asked for any proxy statements; no proxies were identified.  

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or corrections. Trade 
Wind amended agenda to include Tradewinds exceptions. (Attachment 2 – May 16, 2018 ESWG Agenda). 

Jeremy Severson (BEPC) made a motion; seconded by Bradley Schwarz (Hunt) to adopt the 
agenda. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 1d – Antitrust Reminder 

Amber Greb (SPP) provided an antitrust reminder to the group. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Amber Greb (SPP) reviewed the list of past action items and asked for any comments or questions.  
(Attachment 3 – Past Action Items) 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda included the following items: 

a. Meeting Minutes – April 15th, 2018 (Attachment 4 - 20180415 ESWG Minutes) 

The Consent Agenda was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – APC Calculation Fundamentals 

James Bailey (SPP) presented on Adjusted Production Costs (APC) Calculation Fundamentals. James 
covered background on current the APC methodology and detailed components. The group continued the 
discussion of the components of APC calculation. There were questions about emergency energy and 
dump energy, staff explained that these were included to show all of the components, but are a very small 
part of the calculation. Staff will bring back a presentation with specific examples to illustrate the 
components and how they are calculated in different situations. (Attachment 5 - APC Calculation 
Fundamentals)   

Agenda Item 5 – 2019 ITP Items 

Agenda Item 5a – Schedule 

Juliano Freitas (SPP) reviewed a presentation on 2019 ITP schedule. Juliano reviewed on-going and up-
coming milestones through benchmarking.   (Attachment 6a – 2019 ITP Schedule) 



 
Agenda Item 5b – Operational Project Evaluation (Scope/Manual) 

Zachary Sharp (SPP) reviewed a presentation on Operational Project Evaluation. Staff provided an 
overview of issues with the proposed solution analysis methodology for Persistent Operational Issues 
needs identified from flowgate congestion. Staff provided two options for the group to discuss. The group 
reviewed the options in detailed. Staff was directed to come back with a proposal and recommendation 
with Scope/Manual language, if needed. The group expressed the urgency of submitting Revision 
Request before Julyne’s MOPC.  (Attachment 6b – Operational Project Evaluations)  

Agenda Item 5d - Renewable Siting Update 

Liz Gephardt (SPP) presented on 2019 ITP siting plan. Liz reviewed preliminary wind and utility solar 
siting plans. The group reviewed maps displaying siting locations for each future by utility type (wind and 
solar). Staff reviewed siting schedule and upcoming deadlines. Stakeholders presented exceptions to the 
preliminary siting plan for ESWG approval. (Attachment 6c – 2019 ITP Siting Plan) 

 The ESWG approved the following exceptions to the preliminary siting plan posted on April 27th, 
these exceptions will be included as options to site renewable resources into the 2019 ITP Assessment: 

• Invenergy proposed wind exception: Upstream Wind (202.5 MW) 
o Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC) 

• Basin proposed wind exceptions:  
o GI-2016-151 (202MW) & GI-2016-152 (102)MW 

 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), Anita Sharma (AEP), 
John Olsen (Westar) 

o GI-2015-089 (200MW) 
 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), Anita Sharma (AEP), 

John Olsen (Westar) 
• Empire proposed wind exceptions:  

o King’s Point - GEN-2017-060 (250 MW) 
 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar), 

Tim Owens (NPPD), Kurt Stradley (LES) 
o North Fork Ridge - GEN-2017-082 (250 MW) 

 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar), 
Tim Owens (NPPD), Kurt Stradley (LES) 

• SPS Proposed wind exceptions:  
o Bonita Wind I (80 MW) 

 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC) 
o Bonita Wind II (150 MW) 

 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC) 
o Sagamore Wind (522 MW) 

 Abstained - Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar), 
Tim Owens (NPPD), Kurt Stradley (LES) 

 Opposed – Jon Iverson (OPPD) 
• Sunflower proposed solar exception: 

o  Johnson Corner (20 MW) 
 Approved, No abstentions 

• Tradewind proposed solar exception:  
o Snyder (120 MW to be included in F1) 

 Abstained - Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar), 
Tim Owens (NPPD), Al Tamimi (SUNC) 



 

 
• Tradewind proposed wind exceptions:  

o Rosehill-Sooner 
 Abstained - Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar), 

Tim Owens (NPPD), Kurt Stradley (LES), Jeremy Severson (BEPC), Al Tamimi 
(SUNC) 

o GEN-2015-046 (300 MW) 
 Abstained - Alan Myers (ITC), Tim Owens (NPPD), Kurt Stradley (LES), Al Tamimi 

(SUNC), Bennie Weeks (Xcel), Anita Sharma (AEP) 
 No – Jeremy Severson (BEPC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), John Olsen (Westar) 

o GEN-2016-037 (300 W) 
 Abstained - Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), Tim Owens (NPPD), Al 

Tamimi (SUNC), Bennie Weeks (Xcel), Jeremy Severson (BEPC), Anita Sharma 
(AEP), Kurt Stradley (LES) 

 No - John Olsen (Westar) 
o GEN-2016-118 (288 MW) 

 Abstained – Alan Myers (ITC), Natasha Henderson (GSEC), Tim Owens (NPPD), Al 
Tamimi (SUNC), Bennie Weeks (Xcel), Jeremy Severson (BEPC), Anita Sharma 
(AEP), Kurt Stradley (LES) 

 No - John Olsen (Westar), Jon Iverson (OPPD) 

(Attachment 6ci – Basin Wind Exceptions, Empire Wind Exceptions, Invenergy Exception, SPS 
Exceptions, Sunflower Exception, Tradewind Energy Exceptions) 
Voting Comments: 

Natasha Henderson (GSEC) - GSEC Reasons for Abstentions and No votes related to Renewable 
Siting: 
GSEC saw these votes as inclusions of projects that effectively pushed those on the bottom of the siting 
list out.  GSEC voted yes to those projects that had a GI and a contracted off-taker as there was reason 
to believe these projects were more likely than others on the list.  GSEC voted no on the projects that 
discussion noted issues with (GOF room, pushing out of projects with GI/off taker, etc.).  GSEC abstained 
on the remainder as there was not enough justification provided to show that the proposed projects were 
more likely than those in the process. 

GSEC suggested (others supported, and SPP noted) more structure on the list of questions for 
those requesting exceptions/inclusion.  These questions should be consistent with the process of 
ranking sites (GOF room, $/MW GOF, availability of fuel), and probability of those projects being 
built (GI, off taker, etc.). 

 
John Olsen (Westar Energy, Inc) - I abstained from all resource exception request when the new request 
did not have both an identified owner and a signed GIA.  I voted against those that had neither.  Based on 
the information provided for the votes, I had no way to determine if the requested exception was a better 
proxy than the resource selected following the approved process. 

Agenda Item 5e – Resource Planning Phase 2  

Amber Greb (SPP) presented resource planning-phase 2. Amber reviewed inputs, shortfalls, allocation of 
projected wind and solar and preliminary allocation of conventional resources. Amber reminded the group 
that approval is needed for the resource planning milestone by the following week (5/23/2018), otherwise 
it would impact the schedule that Juliano Freitas has been presenting at each meeting.  The ESWG agreed 
to set up a call for the following week to look at any stakeholder proposed changes to the conventional 
resource plan and to approve on the final resource plan. Some members expressed some concerns with 
Lubbock load model inclusion. Bennie Weeks (SPS) mentioned that would like to add a Combined Cycle 



 
unit at Lubbock to minimize the effect of the load, avoiding possible needs in that area. SPP Staff, will 
analyze the situation and provide a recommendation to the ESWG during the call next week in order to 
address this issue. (Attachment 7 – Resource Planning Phase 2) 

Agenda Item 5c – Benchmarking 

Nikki Roberts presented benchmarking updates by covering the benchmarking process for the 2019 ITP 
and informed the group of upcoming stakeholder touch points. (Attachment 8 – 2019 ITP Benchmarking)  

Agenda Item 6 – ITP Manual Section 9.3 

Juliano Freitas (SPP) reviewed Section 9.3 from the ITP manual covering schedule impacts and 
mitigation. Juliano reviewed the manual language and explained how the process flows. Juliano also 
showed examples of where Staff had to follow the Section 9.3 process. Staff pointed out that in our 
current study, the impacts of late adjustments have been minimal. In future studies, we will have multiple 
cycles going on at one time, and we may not be able to accommodate late data without a schedule or 
cost impact. The intention of the presentation is to facilitate the process and communication between SPP 
Staff and SPP Members to minimize study costs and schedule impacts. (Attachment 9 – ITP Manual 
Section 9.3) 

Agenda Item 7 – 2020 ITP Prep   

Amber Greb (SPP) opened a dialog to discuss preparations for the upcoming 2020 ITP Assessment. 
Amber covered timelines and ideas for meetings covering both the 2019 & 2020 ITP Assessments. Staff 
and Stakeholders will need to be prepared potentially more meetings or longer meeting durations.  Staff is 
committed to making every effort to always post materials on time, and has asked stakeholders to come 
to the meetings prepared.  It will be easy to get lost when we are discussing more than one study during a 
meeting. Staff will also set up a lessons learned meeting with the ESWG to discuss the completed 2019 
ITP milestones, so we can improve for the 2020 Assessment. (Attachment 10 – 2019 ITP Approvals 
Summary) 

Closing Items 

There were no action items from the meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 PM on May 17th. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Amber Greb 

ESWG Secretary 





APC Calculation 
Fundamentals: 
Examples
James Bailey

June 14, 2018
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Objective
• Provide examples of APC calculation

3



Recap
• Generators and load may reside in a zone but can be 

assigned to a different zone for APC calculation purposes

• Purchases come from net deficiency in generation 
assigned to a zone compared to load assigned to the 
same zone

• Purchases are subject to load-weighted average of the 
LMPs at load buses assigned to the zone

• Sales come from net surplus in generation assigned to a 
zone compared to load assigned to the same zone

• Sales are subject to generation-weighted average of the 
LMPs at the generator buses assigned to the zone
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Purchase Example
• Assume emergency generation, dump energy, and pumped 

hydro load are zero for this hour

• All load and generation values are for load and generation 
assigned to, but not necessarily residing within, the zone

• LLMP provided by PROMOD for load-weighted hub for zone

• Purchases (MWh) = Area Native Load – Unit Generation –
Contract Participation Energy
 600 MWh = 5,600 MWh – 3,500 MWh – 1,500 MWh

• Purchases ($) = Purchases (MWh) * LLMP ($/MWh)
 $24,000 = 600 MWh * 40 $/MWh
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Sale Example
• Assume emergency generation, dump energy, and pumped 

hydro load are zero for this hour

• All load and generation values are for load and generation 
assigned to, but not necessarily residing within, the zone

• GLMP = Generation Revenues ($) + Transaction Market Value ($)
Unit Generation Output (MWh) + Contract Participation Energy (MWh)


$180,000 + $20,000

3,500 MWh + 1,500 MWh = $200,000
5,000 MWh = 40 $/MWh

• Sales (MWh) = Unit Generation + Contract Participation 
Energy – Area Native Load
 600 MWh = 3,500 MWh + 1,500 MWh – 4,400 MWh 

• Sales ($) = Sales (MWh) * GLMP ($/MWh)
 $24,000 = 600 MWh * 40 $/MWh
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APC Calculation 
Fundamentals: 
Locational 
Marginal Prices
James Bailey

June 14, 2018
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Objective
• Provide background on how LMPs are calculated at each 

bus in a network with and without constraints

8
LMP network example used by permission from 
PowerAnalyticsSoftware.net



Example Network
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2

200 MW load

4

300 MW load

3

100 MW load

1

5

Pmax:   200 MW
Cost:  $70/MW

Pmax:     400 MW 
Cost:   $40/MW

G1

G5



Economic Dispatch Example
(No Constraints)

Need to dispatch to meet 600 MW of load

 Dispatch G1 to maximum
 400 MW @ $40/MW

 Dispatch G5 to meet remaining load
 200 MW @ $70/MW (Marginal Unit)

G1 dispatch cost: 400 MW * $40/MW = $16,000
G5 dispatch cost: 200 MW * $70/MW = $14,000

Total dispatch cost:  $30,000

10



Branch Flow Calculation
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a

f

e

d

c

b

2

200 MW load

4

300 MW load

3

100 MW load

1

5

200 MW

400 MW     

Flow on d from load:

-200 * 0.3636  +

-100 *  0 +

-300 * -0.1818 = -18.18 MW

Flow on d from gen:

400 * 0.1818  +

200 * 0.0909 = +90.91 MW

Shift Factors for “d”

Bus 1   0.1818

Bus 2   0.3636

Bus 3   0

Bus 4  -0.1818

Bus 5   0.0909

Shift Factors tell us the 
portion of bus injection that 
flows on our branch.

Bus 3 absorbs the injection 
inserted at any bus.

They are calculated from 
the branch topology and 
impedance data.



Branch Flow Calculation
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Flow on Line d = -18.18 + .1818 G1 + .0909 G5

= -18.18 + .1818 400 + .0909 200

= -18.18 + 72.73 + 18.18

= 72.73 MW total flow

Load Component Shift Factors



Transmission Constraint
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If dmax = 60 MW, the dispatch is not acceptable

Flow: d = -18.18 +.1818 G1 + .0909 G5    =  60

Load Balance: G1 +  G5 = 600

G1 = 260  (was 400)

G5 = 340  (was 200)

Cost = $34,200

Both Marginal



Shadow Price
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• What if the constraint were 61 mw?

• The increase in cost is the shadow price

Flow: d = -18.18 +.1818 G1 + .0909 G5    =  61

Load Balance: G1 +  G5 = 600

G1 = 271  G5 = 329 Cost = $33,870

Shadow Price = 33,870 - 34,200 = -330 $/MW



Incremental Flow Calculation
• Used to calculate the LMP at a bus

• Procedure:
 Add 1 MW of load to the bus of interest
 Do not allow flow on binding constraint to change
 Calculate the change in dispatch of the marginal unit(s)
 Calculate the change in production cost to determine LMP

15



Example Network (Incremental)
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1 2

5

43
1 MW

g1

g5



Incremental Flow Calculation
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• The change in generation must result in zero flow change

• Power changes at the marginal units, and at the load bus

• The sum of generation change must be 1 MW

Bus 4:  Add 1 MW Demand.
New flow equation...

.1818 g1 + .0909 g5 - .1818 (-1) = 0



Marginal Cost at Bus 4
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Flow “d” : .1818 g1 + .0909 g5 - .1818 (-1) = 0

Load Balance: g1 +            g5 = 1 

Solution: g1 = -3

g5 = +4

LMP4 =  -3  *  $40  + 4 *  $70  = 160 $/MW



Marginal Cost at Bus 2

19

Flow “d” : .1818 g1 + .0909 g5 - .3636 (-1) = 0

Load Balance: g1 +            g5 = 1 

Solution: g1 = +3

g5 = -2

LMP2 =  3  *  $40  + -2 *  $70  = -20 $/MW



Marginal Cost at Buses 1 and 5
• These are the “price setting buses”

• LMP at these buses will be the generation price

LMP1 = $40

LMP5 = $70

20



Marginal Costs
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2

200 MW load

4

300 MW load

3

100 MW load

1

5

340 MW@ $70/MW

260 MW @ $40/MW

-$20$40

$70$160$100





2019 ITP
Schedule
Juliano Freitas

June 14, 2018
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Powerflow Model
• Start: 7/17/2017

• End: 3/1/2018 (Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Pass 0 – Trial 1: 7/21/2017 – 8/4/2017 (10 days)
 Pass 0 – Trial 2: 8/11/2017 – 8/25/2017 (10 days)
 Pass 0 – Trial 3: 9/1/2017 – 9/15/2017 (10 days)
 Pass 1 – Trial 1: 9/22/2017 – 10/6/2017 (10 days)
 Pass 1 – Trial 2: 10/13/2017 – 10/20/2017 (5 days)
 Pass 2: 11/7/2017 – 11/20/2017 (9 days)
 Pass 3: 12/5/2017 – 12/22/2017 (13 days)
 Pass 4:  1/19/2018 – 2/1/2018 (10 days)
 Pass 5:  2/23/2018 – 3/1/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 5a: Critical idevs approved 3/9/2018 by TWG; updated models 

posted 3/30/2018 and updated posting 4/02/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 5b: 157 idev changes; 2 critical updates; updated models posted 

5/08/2018 (5 days); Pass 5b approved by TWG 6/1/2018
 ITP Final Approval with Model Updates in August 2018

• Staff Leader: Moses Rotich (mrotich@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG 5

mailto:mrotich@spp.org


Short Circuit Model
• Start: 11/20/2017

• End: 3/9/2018

• Member Review Time: 
 Pass 1: 12/8/2017 – 12/29/2017 (15 days)
 Pass 2: 1/25/2018 – 2/1/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 3: 3/1/2018 – 3/9/2018 for MDWG Approval
 ITP Final Approval with Model Updates in August 2018

• Staff Leader: Zack Bearden (zbearden@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG

6
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Renewable & Conventional 
Resource Plan – Phase II
(Complete)

• Start: 2/6/2018

• End: 5/23/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 5/15/2018 – 5/23/2018 (7 days)

• Staff Leader: Amber Greb (agreb@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: ESWG

11
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Siting Plan
• Start: 12/1/2017

• End: 7/2/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Potential schedule updates contingent on Site Prioritization 
approval 4/25

• Member Review Time: 
 Site Repository: 2/22/2018 – 3/8/2018 (5 days)
 Site Prioritization: 4/9/2018 – 4/13/2018 (5 days)
 Site Prioritization: 4/20/2018 – 4/27/2018 (6 days)
 Site Assignment Renewable: 4/27/2018 – 5/4/2018 (5 days)
 Site Assignment Renewable: 5/24/2018 – 5/31/2018 (5 days)
 Site Assignment Conventional: 5/24/2018 – 6/1/2018 (6 days)
 Site Assignment Conventional: 6/25/2018 – 7/2/2018 (6 days)

• Staff Leader: Liz Gephardt (lgephardt@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: ESWG

12

mailto:lgephardt@spp.org


Generator Outlet Facilities
• Start: 4/30/2018

• End: 7/25/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 7/19/2018 – 7/25/2018 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: Kirk Hall (khall@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG

13
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Economic Model Building
• Start: 7/3/2017

• End: 9/28/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Post 1: 2/12/2018 – 2/23/2018 (10 days)
 Post 2: 5/8/2018 – 5/22/2018 (10 days)
 Post 3: 6/7/2018 (informational only)*
 Post 4: 9/17/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)
 ESWG Approval:  9/28/2018

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: ESWG

* Other postings may be needed if additional changes are 
accepted per ITP Manual, Section 9.3 14

mailto:cmayfield@spp.org


Benchmarking
• Start: 4/30/2018

• End: 7/12/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 Pass 1:  6/7/2018 – 6/14/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2:  7/5/2018 – 7/12/2018 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: ESWG
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Model Topology Updates
• Start: Pass 1 Powerflow Model (7/17/2017)

• End: 3/1/2018 (General topology changes)

• End: 8/6/2018 (New NTCs and withdrawals 
approved by the Board and NTC re-evaluations)

• Member Review Time:
 Topology Lockdown: 3/1/2018
 NTC/Re-Evals: 8/6/2018

• Staff Leader: David Duhart (dduhart@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG
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Constraint Assessment
• Start: 8/2/2018

• End: 9/27/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 8/31/2018 – 9/6/2018 (5 days)
 9/17/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield 
(cmayfield@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG

17
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Economic model conversion to 
powerflow
• Start: 8/2/2018

• End: 10/10/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Time: 
 10/3/2018 – 10/9/2018 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: Zack Bearden (zbearden@spp.org)

• Working Group Approval: TWG
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Base Reliability Needs 
Assessment
• Start: 8/2/2018

• End: 11/5/2018

• Staff Leader: Jason Speer (jspeer@spp.org)
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BA Reliability Needs 
Assessment
• Start: 9/27/2018

• End: 1/7/2019

• Staff Leader: Jason Speer (jspeer@spp.org)
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Economic Needs Assessment
• Start: 11/1/2018

• End: 1/7/2019

• Staff Leader: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)

21

mailto:jspeer@spp.org


Policy Needs Assessment
• Start: 11/1/2018

• End: 1/7/2019

• Staff Leader: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)
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Operational Needs 
Assessment
• Start: 11/1/2018

• End: 1/7/2019

• Staff Leader: Will Tootle (wtootle@spp.org)
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Short Circuit Needs 
Assessment
• Start: 11/1/2018

• End: 1/7/2019

• Staff Leader: Jason Terhune (jterhune@spp.org)
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DPP Window
• Start: 1/8/2019

• End: 2/6/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 Transmission-planning response window (30 calendar 

days)

• Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)
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Staff Solutions Development
• Start: 1/8/2019

• End: 3/20/2019

• Staff Leaders: 
 Reliability: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)
 Economic: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)
 Policy: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)
 Operational: Will Tootle (wtootle@spp.org)
 Short Circuit: Jason Terhune (jterhune@spp.org)

26

mailto:kallen@spp.org
mailto:nroberts@spp.org
mailto:nroberts@spp.org
mailto:wtootle@spp.org
mailto:jterhune@spp.org


DPP Evaluations
• Start: 1/8/2019

• End: 3/20/2019

• Staff Leaders: 
 Reliability: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)
 Economic: Liz Gephardt (lgephardt@spp.org)
 Policy: Nikki Roberts (nroberts@spp.org)
 Operational: Will Tootle (wtootle@spp.org)
 Short Circuit: Jason Terhune (jterhune@spp.org)
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Initial Reliability Portfolio 
Development
• Start: 2/7/2019

• End: 3/20/2019

• Staff Leader: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)
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Project Grouping – Phase 1
(Conceptual Cost Estimate)
• Start: 1/18/2019

• End: 4/23/2019

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Study Cost Estimates – Round 1
• Start: 4/24/2019

• End: 5/16/2019

• Member Response Time: 
 4/24/2019 – 5/16/2019 (16 days)

• Staff Leader: John O’Dell (jodell@spp.org)
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Project Grouping – Phase 2
(Study Cost Estimate – Re-rank)
• Start: 5/15/2019

• End: 5/16/2019

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Planning Summit
• Start: 5/17/2019

• End: 6/4/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 Summit Materials (7 days prior to meeting)

• Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)
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Project Grouping – Phase 3
(Conceptual + Study Cost Estimates using 
Summit Feedback)

• Start: 6/5/2019

• End: 6/19/2019

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Study Cost Estimates – Round 2
• Start: 6/20/2019

• End: 6/26/2019

• Member Response Time: 
 6/20/2019 – 6/26/2018 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: John O’Dell (jodell@spp.org)
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Final Reliability Portfolios 
Development
• Start: 6/26/2019

• End: 8/5/2019

• Staff Leader: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)
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Project Grouping – Phase 4
(Study Cost Estimate II – Final Re-rank)

• Start: 6/27/2019

• End: 7/8/2019

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Project Grouping – Final 
Determination
• Start: 6/28/2019

• End: 7/8/2019

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Optimization
• Start: 7/9/2019

• End: 7/17/2019

• Staff Leader: James Bailey (jbailey@spp.org)
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Portfolio Consolidation
• Start: 7/18/2019

• End: 8/2/2019

• Staff Leader: Liz Gephardt (lgephardt@spp.org)
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Staging
• Start: 8/5/2019

• End: 8/15/2019

• Staff Leader: Kirk Hall (khall@spp.org)
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Benefit Metrics Calculation
• Start: 8/2/2019

• End: 8/26/2019

• Staff Leader: Antonio Barber (abarber@spp.org)
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Stability Analysis
• Start: 8/5/2019

• End: 8/26/2019

• Staff Leader: Chris Jamieson (cjamieson@spp.org)
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Sensitivity Analysis
• Start: 8/5/2019

• End: 8/26/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 8/19/2019 – 8/23/2019 (5 days)

• Staff Leader: Clayton Mayfield (cmayfield@spp.org)
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Final Reliability Assessment
• Start: 8/5/2019

• End: 8/27/2019

• Staff Leader: Dee Edmondson 
(dedmondson@spp.org)
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Rate Impacts/ATRR
• Start: 8/15/2019

• End: 8/28/2019

• Staff Leader: Antonio Barber (abarber@spp.org)
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Final Report
• Start: 8/1/2019

• End: 9/18/2019

• Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)
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TWG/ESWG Final Approvals
• Start: 9/26/2019

• End: 10/3/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 9/26/2019 – 10/3/2019 (5 days)

• Staff Leaders: 
 TWG – Kirk Hall (khall@spp.org)
 ESWG – Amber Greb (agreb@spp.org)
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MOPC and SPP Board 
• Start: 9/6/2019

• End: 10/29/2019

• Member Review Time: 
 MOPC:  10/7/2019 – 10/15/2019 (7 days)
 SPP Board:  10/22/2019 – 10/29/2019 (5 days)
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Persistent 
Operational Issues
June 2018 ESWG

1



Objective
• Identify alternative ITP Manual and Scope 

language changes for Persistent 
Operational Issues needs that are identified 
for flowgate congestion.  The previous 
ESWG meeting staff identified that the 
proposed method is not feasible. 

2



ITP Manual – Section 2.4
• After persistent operational needs are 

identified, SPP will identify the most extreme 
case(s) to evaluate whether the needs are 
addressed with proposed solutions. SPP will 
use, at a minimum, an energy management 
system snapshot model for reliability needs
and the day ahead reliability unit commitment 
(DA-RUC) model for economic needs. Times 
with high loading or that require voltage 
mitigation for each operational need will be 
selected and the models converted to an ITP 
model format.  

3



ITP Scope – Section 3 
• Once solutions are classified into the relief tiers, the top three 

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

4



Next Steps
• Based on stakeholder feedback staff will 

propose language for an RR at a future meeting.

• Staff is still looking for a method to evaluate 
how to perform an economic analysis on 
persistent operational needs.

5





2019 ITP
Benchmarking
Nikki Roberts

June 14, 2018

2



Objective
• Provide initial results of Benchmarking 

milestone

• Discuss schedule and upcoming 
stakeholder touchpoints

3



Initial Results
• Natural Gas Price Comparison
• Annual Energy Comparison
• Capacity Factors & Average Energy Costs
• Renewable Output
• Monthly Average SPP LMPs
• Interchange
• Generator Outages
• Reserve Margin 

4



Natural Gas Price Comparison

5

• The natural gas price in the 2019 ITP model is lower 
than the 2017 ITP10 model.
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Annual Energy Comparison

6
Model

2021 Coincident 
Peak Load (GW)

2021 Annual 
Energy (TWh)

2017 ITP10 56.0 292.9 
2019 ITP 53.7 275.2 
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Capacity Factors and Average 
Energy Costs

Capacity Factor (Average) Average Energy Cost ($/MWh)

Unit Type 2014 EIA 2016 EIA
2017 ITP10 2020 

F3
2019 ITP Y2 

(2021)
2017 ITP10 F3 

2020
2019 ITP Y2 

(2021)

Nuclear 92% 92% 89% 93% $15 $15
Combined 
Cycle 50% 55% 29% 41% $48 $31
CT Gas 5% 8% 2% 3% $76 $44
Coal 60% 53% 80% 63% $27 $24
ST Gas 10% 12% 1% 4% $72 $41
Wind 34% 35% 46% 46%
Solar 26% 25% 20% 23%

7

• Results shown are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations

• EIA capacity factors are taken from the Electric Power Monthly report published by EIA, 
and include resources outside of the SPP footprint as well as a lower gas price than is in the 
2019ITP model set.

• Capacity factors for the 2017 ITP10 model include resource plan unit additions.

• The price of natural gas in the 2019 ITP models is approximately half of the price of natural 
gas in the 2017 ITP10 models.

• The 2019 ITP models have more wind generation and lower a load forecast than the 2017 
ITP10 models.



Capacity Factors by Unit Type

8
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• Results shown are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations

• Capacity factors for the 2017 ITP10 model include resource plan unit additions.

• The price of natural gas in the 2019 ITP models is approximately half of the 
price of natural gas in the 2017 ITP10 models.

• The 2019 ITP models have more wind generation and lower a load forecast 
than the 2017 ITP10 models than the 2017 ITP10 models.



SPP Wind Output
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• Results show above are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations
• The 2017 ITP10 model includes wind resource plan additions
• The wind energy similarity between the two datasets is as expected based on the 

2019 ITP Future definitions.



SPP Solar Output
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• Results shown are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations
• The 2017 ITP10 model includes utility scale and rooftop solar resource plan 

additions.
• The 2017 ITP10 model uses the 2006 solar NREL dataset
• The 2019 ITP model uses the 2012 solar NREL dataset.
• The solar energy difference between the two datasets is as expected based on the 

2019 ITP Future definitions.



Monthly SPP Average LMP
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• Results shown are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations
• The decrease in the SPP average LMP in the 2019 ITP models is expected due to:

• Lower natural gas price
• Lower load forecast
• Utilizing ABB parameters for generation units



Interchange
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• The graph depicts hourly interchange plotted in order of magnitude.
• PROMOD  results shown are comparing Book of Flowgates event file simulations

• The positive values represent hours that have more generation than load (export)
• The negative values represent hours that have more load than generation (import)

• Operations data is reflective of 2017 SPP Net Scheduled Interchange.
• The 2017 ITP10 model hurdle rates were based on ABB zonal hurdle rates.
• The 2019 ITP model hurdle rates are ABB nodal hurdle rates.
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Generator Outages
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• The 2017 Historical Outages are based on outage data from SPP Operations, 
and are generally higher in magnitude than historical outage data evaluated in 
previous study Benchmarking efforts.

• Although the magnitudes are different, the basic shape is similar between the 
two datasets, and the PROMOD simulated outages for the 2019 ITP Y2 model 
are comparable to the simulated outages for previous ITP studies.
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Operating and Spinning 
Reserves

14
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• Results shown are Book of Flowgates event file simulations
• Monthly Reserve Calculations based on SPP Criteria:

• Operating Reserve Requirement (GWh) = Sum of Capacity of Largest Unit and ½ Capacity 
of 2nd Largest Unit)*Hours in the Month

• Spinning Reserve Requirement (GWh) = Half of Operating Reserve Requirement*Hours in 
the Month

• The constraint violation file from PROMOD does not show any spinning reserve 
violations for SPP.

• SPP Staff is currently investigating the appropriate reserve contributions for the 
2019 ITP models. 



High-level Schedule
• Start: 4/30/2018

• End: 7/12/2018 (Member’s Final Approval)

• Member Review Periods:
 Pass 1: 6/7/2018 – 6/14/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 2: 7/5/2018 – 7/12/2018 (5 days) 
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2019 ITP 
Economic Model 
QA
Chris Jamieson

June 14, 2018

2



Objective
• Inform ESWG about additional Economic 

Model QA
 Tolk Limited Operation Implementation

3



Tolk Limited Operation 
• Modeling Tolk seasonal operation in Year 2 

as approved in the Generation Review, 
neither the Book of Flowgate event file run 
nor the “Book of Flowgate + Temp” event 
file run are resulting in the need for 
emergency generation.

• Further QA may be necessary for the Year 
5 and Year 10 models to account for load 
growth, retirement assumptions, and 
renewable additions.

4





2019 ITP
Siting Plan
Policy Wind Ownership
Liz Gephardt

June 14, 2018

2



Background
• Firm policy wind resources approved via 

Resource Plan – Phase 1 in March 2018

• Renewable siting plan approved in May 
2018

• Recommending approval of the 
assignment of policy wind resources with 
respect to the approved siting plan
 Top ranking wind site within zones with policy 

wind need proposed for assignment

3



Resource Plan – Phase 1 Wind

4

ESWG Approved
March 2018

Wind Additions (MW)

Future 1 Future 2

Utility Pricing 
Zone 2024 2029 2024 2029 Recommended Site

Empire District Electric Co. EMDE 0 35.2 0 41.7 LaRussell Energy Center 161kV

Kansas Municipal Energy Agency WERE 64.4 66.2 64.4 66.2 Viola 345kV

Southwind Energy Group WERE 8.9 9.3 8.9 9.3 Viola 345kV

Sunflower Electric Power Corp. SUNC 36.1 38.9 36.1 38.9 Clark County 345kV



Recommendation
SPP recommends the ESWG approve the 
policy wind ownership by site as posted
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2019 ITP
Siting Plan
Conventional
Liz Gephardt

June 14, 2018

2



Objective
• Review preliminary conventional siting 

plans

• Review siting schedule

• Discuss inclusion of stakeholder-submitted 
exceptions to the preliminary siting plan 
posted May 24
 ESWG decision to accept/deny each request

3



4



5



Schedule

6Today

Apr May Jun Jul
2018

Apr 25

ESWG meeting (site prioritization 
approval)

Apr 27

SPP post preliminary renewable siting 
plan

May 4
Stakeholder notification to SPP of 
renewable exception deadline

May 7

Stakeholder renewable exception materials 
deadline

May 16

ESWG meeting (stakeholder renewable exception 
approval)

May 18 - May 25

SPP post and ESWG review renewable siting 
plan

May 25 - May 30

ESWG email vote for renewable siting 
plan

May 25
SPP post preliminary conventional siting plan

Jun 1

Stakeholder notification to SPP of conventional exception 
deadline

Jun 5
Stakeholder conventional exception materials deadline

Jun 14

ESWG meeting (stakeholder conventional exception 
approval)

Jun 18 - Jun 25

SPP post and ESWG review wind/conventional siting 
plan

Jun 25 - Jul 2
ESWG email vote for conventional siting plan



Requested Exceptions to 
Preliminary Siting Plan
• CTs
 KCPL/GMO
 OKGE
 SPS

*Note that none of the exceptions are related to specific GI 
requests, so supporting information with that regard is not 
applicable. Additional siting logic is provided in the stakeholder-
supplied meeting materials.
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Appendix
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Standard Site Prioritization
• Order of site selection:
 Solar
 Wind
 Combined Cycle
 Reciprocating Engine
 Combustion Turbine

9
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Standard Site Prioritization
• Distributed solar
 Future 2 only
 Top 10% load buses per demand group
 Scoped amounts added on pro rata basis
 Stakeholder feedback from 2017 ITP10

10
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Standard Site Prioritization
• Utility solar ranking
 Within zone or state of operation
 Site source preference:
 Active GI queue requests
 Stakeholder repository feedback
 Previous ITP sites
 Other NREL conceptual sites

 Within each site source:
 Capacity factor
 If only lower than average SPP capacity factors 

available, site some portion in higher capacity factor 
area

 Generator outlet capability based on FCITC and scope 
of GOF

11
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Standard Site Prioritization
• Wind
 GI queue requests
 Cost/MW for transmission owner interconnection facilities 

and network upgrades
 Includes consideration of potentially directly-assigned 

upgrades needed, unknown third-party system impacts, 
and scope of GOF

 Currently suspended IAs and/or GIA commercial 
operation date past not considered for siting

 If cost data not available
 Use generator outlet capability based on FCITC and 

scope of GOF
 Identify/relate recurring issues within GI groupings
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Standard Site Prioritization
• Conventional
 Within zone of majority ownership
 Adjacent zone if limited site availability or generator 

outlet capability
 Stakeholder repository feedback
 Unless limited by generator outlet capability and/or 

scope of GOF
 Preference to existing and assumed retirement sites then 

ITP sites
 Generator outlet capability based on FCITC and scope 

of GOF

 Limit conventional capacity to 1,500 MW at any site

13
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Exceptions
• SPP to post preliminary look at siting plans
 Stakeholders to confirm sites of interest selected for siting
 Stakeholders to present sites not selected for siting as 

exceptions
 Initial siting plan list will not ensure inclusion
 Any capacity approved as an exception by ESWG removed from 

lowest ranked sites

• Stakeholder materials on requested exceptions must
include:
 Generation interconnection status
 PPA, firm service, or utility ownership information
 Status of necessary regulatory filings and/or approvals
 Procurement of financing
 PTC safe harbor eligibility
 Additional supporting information (public announcements, etc.)

• Schedule for standard methodology and exceptions on 
next slide

14

ESWG Approved
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January 19,  2017
Economic Studies Working Group Meeting – June 14, 2018

2019 ITP Conventional Siting 
Plan Proposed Exception -
GMO



January 19,  20172019 ITP Conventional Siting Plan Proposed Exception – GMO
Economic Studies Working Group Meeting – June 14, 2018

Background 
• The preliminary 2019 ITP Conventional Siting Plan shows a proxy 216 

MW CT at Sibley for GMO.

• GMO, however, does not currently have plans to add conventional 
generation, and our preference would be that the 216 MW proxy CT not be 
included in the 2019 ITP economic model.

• GMO and KCP&L now have joint NITS, and this year submitted a combined 
Resource Adequacy Workbook (“RAW”).

• GMO and KCP&L also file a combined IRP with the Missouri 
Commission, in addition to the required individual IRPs.
− If the resource needs of KCP&L and GMO are evaluated together, there is no 

reserve deficiency for GMO and, thus, no need for the proxy CT.
− Additionally, the preferred plan in GMO’s individual IRP reflects a 

capacity purchase rather additional conventional generation.

• We understand that we may not have properly reflected the joint NITS 
and combined RAW, in the load/gen review portion of the ITP process.

• We fully intend to work with SPP Staff to ensure that we get this reflected 
properly in the 2020 ITP process. 

2



January 19,  20172019 ITP Conventional Siting Plan Proposed Exception – GMO
Economic Studies Working Group Meeting – June 14, 2018

Proposed Exception
• Our first preference would be for the proxy 216 MW CT in GMO to not 

be reflected in the 2019 ITP economic model.
• We, however, understand that requesting removal of the proxy GMO 

CT, under Section 9.3 of the ITP Manual, could lead to likely delays in 
the ITP process.

• Absent removing the proxy GMO CT, we would like for SPP to 
consider putting the 216 MW proxy GMO CT at the Mullen Creek 
345kV site bus as an alternative to the Sibley 345kV site bus 
proposed in the preliminary 2019 ITP Conventional Siting Plan.

• While we believe that both sites would be acceptable if we were 
actually intending to add CTs, we believe that:
− the Mullen Creek site is at least as likely as the Sibley site for a new CT, and
− the inclusion of the proxy CT at Sibley may mask some issues in the model 

that would otherwise show up if the CT was not included, or was included at 
Mullen Creek.

3



2019 ITP Conventional Siting – OGE Exception
• OG&E selected three sites for the Preliminary Conventional Siting Plan.

• SPP determined one site had insufficient generator outlet capability and 
chose the Sooner location as replacement (site determined to have 
highest generator outlet capability.

• OG&E recommends that the Horseshoe Lake 138 kV be used instead to 
replace existing units that will be retiring, utilize the existing transmission 
system and water rights, and keep generation close to OG&E’s largest load 
center (Oklahoma City).  Recommended changes are as follows:
–Future 1: change the 2029 CT at Sooner to Horseshoe Lake 138 kV
–Futures 1 and 2: change the 2029 CT at Redbud to Horseshoe Lake 138 kV

1



SPS Exception Request for 
CT Siting – 2019 ITP10 

June 2018
ESWG – Bennie Weeks



• Met with SPP staff on May 30 to discuss preliminary siting for future 
generating capacity

• Preliminary siting is based on the repository submitted in March 2018 
and pursuant to the criteria in the 2019 ITP10 Scope

• Based on all the criteria, one of the CTs was located a the Gaines 230kV 
bus which is a greenfield site

• SPS is requesting the Gaines site not be used and the CT be 
located at the Plant X 230kV bus

Preliminary Siting of SPS CTs



• At the time the site repository was submitted SPS did have the Gaines 
generator in the Generator Interconnect queue

• SPS officially withdrew the Gaines request on May 30, 2018

• The Plant X 230kV site is a brownfield site with infrastructure in place

• Lubbock load is in the model (which SPS believes is driving the need for 
additional capacity)

• Placing the generation at an existing site where generating capacity is 
currently located but will be retired soon should have less of an impact 
on the transmission system

Rationale for Exception





2019 ITP External 
Resource and Siting 
Plan: AECI

2



Objective
• Review the proposed Resource Plan and the 

proposed Siting Plan for AECI

• Seek approval of the 2019 ITP Resource Plan 
for AECI

• Seek approval of the 2019 ITP Siting Plan for 
AECI

3



AECI Resource Plan Summary
• Future 1:
 No renewable additions
 No age based retirements
 Conventional generation (CTs) added to cover 

capacity shortfall

• Future 2:
 Renewable additions based on SPP Future 1 solar-to-

load ratios and public wind announcements
 Age based retirements applied consistent with 2019 

ITP Scope for Future 2 assumptions
 Conventional generation (CTs) added in addition to 

renewables to cover capacity shortfall

4



AECI Resource Plan Assumptions

Future 1 Future 2
2024 (MW) 2029 (MW) 2024 (MW) 2029 (MW)

Conventional Retirements 0 0 170 450
Conventional Additions (CTs) 216 432 0 432
Solar Additions 0 0 300 500
Wind Additions 0 0 236 236

5
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AECI Siting Plan
• Conventional
 Future 1:
 216MW CT in 2024 at St. Francis 345kV 
 216MW CT in 2029 at St. Francis 345kV 

 Future 2: 2 - 216MW CTs in 2029 at St. Francis 345kV

• Wind 
 Future 1: none
 Future 2: 236MW at Maryville 161kV in 2024

• Solar
 Future 1: none
 Future 2:
 100MW at Salem 345kV in 2024
 100MW McCredie 345kV in 2024
 100MW Essex 345kV in 2024
 200MW Thomas Hill 345kV in 2029

6



AECI Siting Plan
• Previous regional planning studies 

leveraged for most sites

• Thomas Hill site utilized for solar due to 
conventional age-based retirements in 
Future 2

• Proposed locations for solar sites are 
located near NREL conceptual sites

• Proposed site for wind is based on public 
announcement

7



Recommendation
• SPP Staff recommends approval of the 

Resource Plan for AECI as posted.

• SPP Staff recommends approval of the 
Siting Plan for AECI as posted.

8
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  Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 291 Date: 04/19/2018 

RR Title: Revision Request Process Language Updates 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Chris Cranford Company: SPP 

Email: ccranford@spp.org  Phone: 501-482-2418 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION FOR MOPC AND BOD ACTION 

 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

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

In July 2017, the MOPC approved the addition of several documents to be subject to the Revision Request Process (“RR Process”).  
As part of this update, the approved written document was modified to reflect the additional documents.  Since this time, Staff has 
become aware that additional language should be included in other parts of the written process document for consistency purposes.  
There was an oversight in not including references to the new documents in certain sections of the RR Process document.   

At this time the RR Process does not allow for a RR to continue through the process whenever it is identified an Impact Analysis is 
needed by the Primary Working Group. Without an avenue for the RR to continue to make progress through the RR Process, 
requests can be unnecessarily held up when they could be continuing through the Secondary Working Groups while the Primary 
awaits and reviews the Impact Analysis. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

Staff is proposing including references to these documents in the applicable sections of the RR Process document.  As part of this 
update, Staff is proposing to update the language by reference to the documents in whole, instead of individually, to correct the 
current issues.  As the RR Process continues to evolve and potentially grow, this will benefit future updates as well by not having to 
make multiple language changes when new documents are added to the process. 

Changes are being proposed in the Impact Analysis section to allow a RR that has been approved by the Primary Working Group 
contingent on an Impact Analysis to continue through the Secondary Working Groups while the Primary Working Group waits on 
and reviews an Impact Analysis. 

SPP STAFF ASSESSMENT 

SPP Staff supports this Revision Request as submitted. 

IMPACT 

Will the revision result in system changes  No     Yes  

Summarize changes: 

Will the revision result in process changes?   No     Yes 

Summarize changes: 
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Is an Impact Assessment required?  No     Yes 

If no, explain: Changes in this RR are language only changes with no systems being impacted, therefore no Impact Assessment is 
required. 
 

Estimated Cost: $      Estimated Duration:       months 

Primary Working Group Score/Priority:      

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):  Protocol Version:  
  Operating Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Planning Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s):  
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  
  Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) 

Manual Section(s): 

  Revision Request Process 
Section(s):  Impact Analysis, Primary Working Group Review and Action, 
Secondary Working Group Review and Action, Market and Operations 
Policy Committee Action and  Urgent Action Requests 

  Minimum Transmission Design     
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) Section(s): 

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

  SPP Communications Protocols Section(s): 
WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:   

 

Date:  

Action Taken:  

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reason for Opposition:  

 

Secondary Working Group: RTWG 

 

Date: 4/19/2018 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: None 

Opposed: KCPL, LES, NPPD, OPPD, Westar 
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Reasons for Opposition:  

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

NPPD: NPPD voted against RR291 because Secondary Working Groups and MOPC should be aware of the Impact Analysis results 
before acting on a revision request.  Also, this may create additional work if the Impact Analysis outcome has changed and the 
RR’s will need to be recirculated again through the stakeholder process.  The expedited process for RR’s appears to be working fine 
and RR291 seems unnecessary. 

OPPD: OPPD is voting No on this RR291 because the expedited process already allows what this RR is trying to accomplish 
without the same amount of risks.  The IA that is being circumvented may provide valuable policy information that would need to 
be seen at the Secondary Working Group and MOPC.   

Westar: Westar voted against RR291 because of a process already exists to expedite the revision request through working groups if 
deemed necessary. In addition, having the ability the flow all RRs to secondary working groups may cause the secondary working 
groups to review the RR multiple times if the primary working group makes changes based on the impact analysis. 

Secondary Working Group: MWG 

 

Date: 05/15/2018 

Action Taken:  Approved as modified 

Abstained: LES, KCPL, Westar 

Opposed: NPPD, OPPD 

Reasons for Opposition:  

NPPD:  NPPD voted against RR291 due to Secondary Working Groups potentially not knowing the costs and timeframe without 
seeing the Impact Analysis before acting on the revision request. Also, concerned it could create additional work if the Impact 
Analysis outcome has changed and the RR’s will need to be recirculated again through the stakeholder process.   

 

Secondary Working Group: TWG 

 

Date: 05/16/2018 

Action Taken:  Approved 

Abstained: Westar, Empire 

Opposed: LES, OMPA, KCPL, SCMCN, OPPD and INDN 

Reasons for Opposition:  

Westar: Westar abstained on RR291 because there is already a process to expedite a revisions request if necessary. So, this RR is 
unnecessary. Additionally, making it a standard option to send an RR to a secondary working prior to an impact analysis could 
result multiple reviews by those secondary working groups. 

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

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

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

OMPA:  OMPA voted NO on RR 291 for two (2) primary reasons: 1 There is a current expedited process in place that works. 2 The 
proposed process revisions would subject other (secondary) working groups to potential unnecessary multiple reviews of the same 
RR due to lack of Impact Analysis results. 

INDN:  Like many others INDN feels a expedited process already exists and another avenue is not needed. 
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Secondary Working Group: ORWG 

 

Date: 05/30/2018 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: Westar, KCP&L 

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:  

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:  

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

 

Secondary Working Group:  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:  

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

 

MOPC  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  
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BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:  

Action Taken:   

Abstained:  

Opposed:  

Reasons for Opposition:  

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:  

Date Comments Submitted:  

Description of Comments:  

Status:  

Comment Author:  

Date Comments Submitted:  

Description of Comments:  

Status:  

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
 

 

SPP Revision Request Process 

A request to make additions, deletions, or changes to the selected SPP documents and, unless noted their attachments, is 
governed by the SPP Revision Request Process outlined in this document.  Any such changes are generally referred to as a 
Revision Request (“Revision Request” or “RR”).  The SPP documents subject to this procedure , at this time,will be referred 
to as the “SPP Revision Request Documents” are.  The SPP Revision Request Documents are as follows:  

• SPP Tariff 

• SPP Operating Criteria 

• SPP Planning Criteria 

• SPP Market Protocols, Except for Appendix F Settlement examples which may be updated by SPP Staff as necessary 

• SPP Business Practices 

• SPP Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (“MTDS”) 

• SPP Integrated Planning Manual (“ITP Manual”) 

• SPP Revision Request Process 

Revision Request Process 
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Revision Requests to these documents will be presented to the SPP Working Groups as outlined in the Revision Request 
Routing Criteria, which can be found on spp.org. 

This section lists the documents that have been placed under the Revision Request Process to facilitate changes, which are 
effective upon approval by the designated Primary Working Group and only subject to being appealed to MOPC.  Such 
changes will be effective immediately upon approval by the Primary Working Group.  Documents subject to this waiver are: 

• Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (“RDS”) 

• SPP Communications Protocols 

Review and Posting of Revision Requests 

Revision Requests (RRs) shall be submitted to SPP by completing a Revision Request Submission Form, provided at the SPP 
website (RR Request/Comment Forms).  All RRs, except those submitted by SPP staff, are to be submitted to the SPP Request 
Management System (RMS).  Any RRs not submitted appropriately will not be processed.  

The RR shall include at least the following information: 

(1) Identification of the Submitter; 

(2) Primary SPP Revision Request dDocument requiring revision with a list of affected section numbers and an indication 
of affected documents, e.g., SPP Business Practices, SPP Operating Criteria, SPP Planning Criteria, SPP Market 
Protocols, ITP Manual, MTDS or SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff; 

(3) Complete and sufficient objective of the suggested change. Summary of the problem(s), proposed solution(s), and 
benefit(s) expected to be realized by the RR; 

(4) Proposed language changes (redlined).  

SPP shall evaluate the RR for completeness and shall notify the submitter, within three (3) business days of receipt if the RR 
is incomplete, including the reasons for such status.  SPP may provide information and assistance to the submitter to ensure 
it is complete.    A submitter must submit a complete version of the RR with all deficiencies corrected in order for the revision 
to be considered.  An incomplete RR will not be processed. 

Revision Requests must be submitted no less than eighteen (18) business days prior to the Primary Working Group’s initial 
review. Upon receipt of a complete RR, SPP shall post the complete RR to the SPP website and distribute the RR to the SPP 
Revision Request email exploder and the Primary Working Group email exploder within three (3) business days.     

The “Primary Working Group” shall mean the SPP working group responsible for the primary document being revised.     

Primary Working Group governing document responsibility is as follows: 

• The Market Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the Market Protocols. 

• The Operating Reliability Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the SPP 
Operating Criteria. 

• The Transmission Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the SPP 
Planning Criteria and ITP Manual. 

• The Regional Tariff Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the SPP Tariff. 

• The Business Practices Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the SPP 
Business Practices. 

• The Project Cost Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the Minimum 
Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades. 

https://www.spp.org/spp-documents-filings/?id=20980
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• The Economic Studies Working Group is responsible for approving and rejecting any proposed changes to the ITP 
Manual. 

The “Secondary Working Group” shall mean the SPP Working Group(s) responsible for documents or sections therein that 
may be impacted by the RR.  Secondary Working Groups have a secondary approval responsibility, however any changes 
made by a Secondary Working Group must be accepted by the Primary Working Group prior to the MOPC and, where 
appropriate, the BOD review and approval. 

Impact Analysis 

SPP shall perform an Impact Analysis (IA) or indicate one is not necessary.  The results of the evaluation 
will be documented on an IA form and posted in the applicable RR folder for review.     

A Revision Request IA should assess the impact of the proposed RR on SPP systems, processes, and SPP 
staffing needs, and shall contain the following information: 

(1) An estimate of any cost and budgetary impacts to SPP for both implementation and on-going 
operations; 

(2) The estimated amount of time required to implement the revised language; 

(3) The identification of alternatives to the original proposed language that may result in more efficient 
implementation; and 

(4) The identification of any manual workarounds that may be used as an interim solution and 
estimated costs of the workaround; 

(5) Primary Working Group rank for any RRs requiring a system, process and/or staffing change; and 

(6) A list of possible SPP and Member systems impacted. 

It will be at the discretion of the Primary Working Group to review and/or take action on an RR contingent 
upon review of a completed IA.  Upon completion of the IA, the Primary Working Group may review 
actions taken on an RR prior to the completion of the IA and take additional action if necessary.  An RR 
will not be submitted for review to the Secondary Working Groups or the MOPC before the completion 
of the IA except in the case of expedited review request or urgent action Revision Requests. In the case of 
expedited or urgent Revision Requests, the Revision Request will be submitted for review by Secondary 
Working Groups while the IA is completed.   

If the Primary Working Group approves an RR contingent upon review of an IA, SPP shall prepare an IA 
based on the RR Recommendation Report. A RR may be submitted for review by Secondary Working 
Groups while the IA is being completed.  Unless a longer review period is warranted due to the complexity 
of the proposed RR Recommendation Report or the quantity of approved RRs, SPP shall issue the IA for 
the recommended RR within thirty (30) calendar days after the Primary Working Group approval of the 
RR.  SPP shall post the results of the completed IA on the SPP website.  If a longer review period is 
required for SPP staff to complete a full IA, SPP staff shall submit a schedule for completion of the IA to 
the Primary Working Group chair. 
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Primary Working Group Review and Action 

The Primary Working Group will review timely submitted RRs during the next regularly scheduled 
meeting or as otherwise directed by the RR submitter.  In the event an RR is submitted less than eighteen 
(18) business days prior to the Primary Working Group’s review, the RR may be expedited following the 
guidelines for expediting RRs or reviewed at the next regularly scheduled Primary Working Group 
meeting. 
 
Primary Working Group approved RRs will be routed through the appropriate Secondary Working 
Group(s), the MOPC and, when required, the BOD for review. The Primary Working Group reserves the 
right to recommend action to the MOPC at any time subsequent to its initial action on an RR. 
The Primary Working Group may take action on an RR to: 

(1) Approve as submitted or modified.  Approval may be subject to review of a IA or updated IA if 
such review is determined by the Primary Working Group to be necessary; 

(2) Reject.  An RR shall be considered rejected if a majority of the Primary Working Group members 
fail  to reject or approve the RR, either as submitted or modified; 

(3) Table/Postpone.  To table or postpone an RR is to defer action pending some follow-up action.  
RRs approved by the Primary Working Group may not be tabled/postponed except by MOPC or 
BOD.  The Primary Working Group may recommend to table/postpone a previously approved RR 
at any time prior to the MOPC scheduled review of the RR;  

(4) Withdrawal.  Approved RRs may not be withdrawn except by MOPC or BOD.  The Primary 
Working Group may recommend to withdraw a previously approved RR at any time to the MOPC; 
or 

(5) Refer the RR to another working group, committee, or task force as it deems appropriate. The RR 
may be referred to a task force created by the Primary Working Group and/or to one or more 
existing working groups or task forces of the MOPC for review and comment on the RR.  
Suggested modifications to an RR should be submitted as comments by the chair, or the chair’s 
designee, on behalf of the working group, committee, or task force for consideration by the Primary 
Working Group.  The Primary Working Group shall retain ultimate responsibility for processing 
RRs related to its respective document. 

Within three (3) business days after the Primary Working Group takes action, SPP shall post an RR 
Recommendation Report to the SPP website reflecting the Primary Working Group’s action.  The Primary 
Working Group staff secretary shall notify Secondary Working Group staff secretaries of the posting of 
RR Recommendation Report and applicable IAs.  An RR Recommendation Report shall contain at least 
the following items: 

(1) Identification of submitter; 

(2) Modified SPP Business Practices, SPP Operating Criteria, SPP Planning Criteria, SPP Market 
Protocols or SPP Tariff SPP Revision Request dDocument language proposed by the Primary 
Working Group; 
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(3) Estimated system cost and duration if applicable; 

(4) Comments submitted; 

(5) Voting record for the Primary Working Group, Secondary Working Groups, MOPC, BOD and 
RSC if applicable; 

(6) Primary Working Group rank for any RRs requiring a system, process and/or SPP staff change; 
and 

(7) Recommended action for the MOPC from the Primary Working Group. 

The Primary Working Group Chair shall notify the MOPC of RRs recommended to be postponed, tabled, 
or withdrawn, and RRs that have been approved or rejected by the Primary Working Group.  Should any 
Qualified Entity disagree with an action taken or recommended by the Primary Working Group, such 
Qualified Entity may submit an alternate recommendation to the RMS using the RR Comment Form or 
such Qualified Entity may, in writing, appeal and submit an alternate recommendation to the MOPC.   The 
appealing Qualified Entity shall send an email detailing the appeal to both the Primary Working Group 
and the MOPC staff secretaries. 

Secondary Working Group Review and Action 

A final version of the RR Recommendation Report will be submitted for posting in the background 
materials seven (7) calendar days prior to the Secondary Working Group(s) next meeting.  However, at 
the discretion of the Secondary Working Group, a waiver may be granted of the seven (7) calendar day 
rule.  The Secondary Working Group(s) shall review the recommended changes to determine if the 
proposed changes conflict with requirements outlined in the applicable SPP Revision Request dDocument 
being modified the Business Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP 
Tariff.    In the event the Secondary Working Group(s) identifies conflicts, which have not previously 
been identified by the Primary Working Group, or issues regarding the proposed changes, the Secondary 
Working Group(s) will submit comments, using the RR Comment Form, to be considered by the Primary 
Working Group at its next regularly scheduled meeting, or by the MOPC and, where appropriate, the 
BOD.  All submitted comments will be recorded in the RR Recommendation Report for working group, 
MOPC and, where appropriate, BOD consideration. 

The Secondary Working Group may take action on the RR to: 

(1) Approve as submitted or modified.  If modified the Secondary Working Group must submit 
comments with the modified language to the Primary Working Group within 3 business days; or 

(2) Reject.  An RR shall be considered rejected if a majority of the Secondary Working Group 
members fail to reject or approve the RR as submitted or modified.  The RR will move forward 
with the Secondary Working Group’s rejection noted in the RR Recommendation Report; or 

The Primary Working Group must review and approve changes made by Secondary Working Groups.  It 
is the responsibility of the Primary Working Group staff secretary to ensure RRs are appropriately routed 
through necessary Secondary Working Groups and to recommend action to the MOPC. Where an RR 
impacts multiple primary documents, the Primary Working Group shall be assigned based on which 
document has the most material impact or at the discretion of the impacted working group chairs. 
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All decisions of the Primary Working Group, the Secondary Working Group(s), the MOPC and the BOD 
with respect to any RR shall be posted to the SPP website within three (3) business days of the date of the 
decision.  All such postings shall be maintained on the SPP website in the Open Revision Request folder 
until the RR is closed.  An RR is considered closed if it has been implemented in the applicable SPP 
Revision Request dDocument SPP Business Practices, SPP Operating Criteria, SPP Planning Criteria, 
SPP Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff, rejected, or withdrawn, or all relevant any system or process changes 
are complete. Closed Revision Requests shall be maintained on the SPP website in the Closed Revision 
Request folder. 

Should any Qualified Entity disagree on an action taken or recommended by the Secondary Working 
Group, such Qualified Entity may submit an alternate recommendation to the RMS using the RR Comment 
Form or such Qualified Entity may, in writing, appeal and submit an alternate recommendation to the 
MOPC.  The appealing Qualified Entity shall send an email detailing the appeal to both the Primary 
Working Group and the MOPC staff secretaries.   

Market and Operations Policy Committee Action 

The MOPC shall consider RRs submitted by the Primary Working Group, for which an RR 
Recommendation Report has been posted on the SPP website for at least six (6) days, or those accepted 
for urgent treatment by the MOPC.  The following information must be included for each RR considered 
by the MOPC: 

(1) The RR Recommendation Report and IA, if any; and 

(2) Any comments timely received in response to the RR Recommendation Report. 

The MOPC shall take one of the following actions regarding the RR Recommendation Report: 

(1) Approve as recommended in the RR Recommendation Report or as modified by the MOPC; 

(2) Reject. An RR shall be considered rejected if the MOPC fails  to reject or approve the RR 
Recommendation Report;  

(3) Table/Postpone.  To table or postpone an RR is to defer action pending some follow-up action 
needed.  In the event a tabled or postponed RR’s deferral period requires additional time than 
originally approved by the MOPC, the Primary Working Group chair shall recommend a longer 
deferral period to the MOPC at their next regularly scheduled meeting; 

(4) Withdraw. The MOPC may vote to withdraw a previously approved RR; or 

(5) Remand the RR to the Primary Working Group with instructions. 

The MOPC’s decision regarding approval or rejection of an RR shall be posted on the SPP website with 
the MOPC’s minutes and in the recommendation to the BOD.   Should any Qualified Entity want to appeal 
an action taken or recommended by the MOPC, such Qualified Entity may, in writing, submit comments 
within three (3) business days of the posting to the MOPC staff secretary for inclusion in the BOD 
recommendation.    

If the MOPC approves a change or changes to any SPP Revision Request dDocuments subject to the RR 
Process the Business Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff, 
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such change(s) shall be incorporated into the appropriate document and posted on the SPP website as soon 
as practicable, but no later than one (1) day before the effective date of the changes.   

 

Urgent Action Requests 

The party submitting an RR may request that the RR be considered for urgent action. Urgent action 
requests should be reserved for instances when existing applicable SPP Revision Request dDocument 
language Business Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff 
language is impairing or could imminently impair SPP system reliability or wholesale or retail market 
operations, or is causing or could imminently cause a discrepancy between any of SPP’s governing 
documents.  

The Primary Working Group shall consider the urgent action RR at its earliest regularly scheduled meeting 
or at a special meeting called by the Primary Working Group chair. In some cases, an Urgent Action 
Request will occur concurrently with an expedited review request. A valid motion and vote of the Primary 
Working Group are required to designate the RR for urgent action. After approval, Urgent Action RRs 
shall be given priority high enough to ensure implementation within the timeline necessary to mitigate 
concerns about SPP system reliability or market operations under the unmodified language, or any other 
significant issues identified in the RR.  

If approved, SPP shall submit an urgent action RR Recommendation Report to the chair and staff 
secretary of the MOPC and the appropriate Secondary Working Groups within two (2) business days to 
address the urgency of the RR. The MOPC and Secondary Working Groups chairs may request action 
from the working groups to address the urgency of the RR. 
 





RR291 – Revision 
Request Process 
Changes
Economic Studies Working Group

June 14, 2018
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Intro/Overview
• Staff’s goal with RR291 is to further add 

efficiency to the process by addressing 
two separate but key issues. 

The intention of the proposed changes is 
to:

1) Reduce the time it takes for a Revision 
Request (“RR”) to progress through 
the RR Process and 

2) Remove duplicate references causing 
additional unnecessary changes. 
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Issues Addressed by RR291 
Issue 1 – Lack of Process Efficiency

1) Current RR Process does not allow normal status RR to 
move forward for Secondary Working Group (“WG”) 
review until Impact Assessment (“IA”) completed and 
acted on by Primary WG.

2) Current process can cause undue delay in approval 
process of RR.
• Primary WG vs. Secondary WGs IA authority

“Secondary WG shall review the recommended changes to 
determine if the proposed changes conflict with requirements 
outlined in a RR Process document specific to their expertise.”

• Proposed Change – language will allow an 
approved normal status RR to progress through the 
Stakeholder process while the Primary WG is 
waiting on the IA.
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Issues Addressed by RR291 Cont.
Issue 1 – Lack of Process Efficiency

• Benefits
1) Time and process efficiency 
2) Flexibility for Primary WG
3) Recognition of historical treatment of IA related to actions
4) Results in less unnecessary Expedited or Urgent RRs

• IA Actions
1) IA’s are only reviewed and acted on by the Primary WG, 

MOPC and the BOD
2) Historical data on IA’s (2013-Current)

 Do not find any RR’s rejected due to IA.
 69 RR’s with an IA of which 47 are normal status
 Majority of IA’s come through MWG
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Issues Addressed by RR291 Cont.
Issue 2 – Multiple Document References

1) Currently in the RR Process manual there are multiple 
areas throughout the manual that reference the individual 
documents covered by the RR Process.

• Proposed Change – Staff is proposing to change the 
language to reference the applicable documents as 
SPP Revision Request Documents and remove the 
multiple references to the documents, except for the 
list at the beginning.

• Benefits
1) Cleaner document
2) More easily maintained and consistent document 
3) Less risk of missing a change when documents are added 

or deleted.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the ESWG approve RR291 as 
presented here and posted in the RR 
Recommendation Report.
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