
 

 
 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Airport Marriott, Kansas City, MO 

July 28, 2009 
 

- Summary of Action Items - 
 
 

1. Approved Consent Agenda items: 
a. Approved April 28, 2009 Board of Director/Members Committee meeting minutes as revised. 

 
b. Approved the Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendations to approve: 

i. Criteria 12 modifications 
ii. ORWG Charter 
iii. OTWG Charter 
iv. Appendix B Revision 
v. Waiver requests: 

1. Westar Waiver Request 1346837 – Meridian Way 
2. Westar Waiver Request 1346842 – Flat Ridge Wind 
3. City of Coffeyville, Kansas Request 1352193 

  
2. Approved the Oversight Committee’s recommendation to adopt the MMU Rule Change Process. 

 
3. Approved the Finance Committee’s recommendation to approve Phase II of the Facility Management 

project which includes construction of a 150,000 sf office building on the site planned to house the 
operations/data center consistent with Phase I of the Facility Management project.  Approve a 
preliminary budget for Phase II of $32,081,090.  Two contingent checkpoints or “off ramps” were 
identified under this approval:  1)  Upon completion of schematic drawings, the project costs will be 
re-estimated and reviewed, should the costs differ meaningfully above the preliminary budget the 
Finance Committee can suspend its approval to seek further information or rescind its approval 
altogether.  2)  Upon completion of design drawing, the project costs will be determined by a general 
contractor selected for this project under a guaranteed maximum price contract, should the costs 
differ meaningfully above the preliminary budget the Finance Committee can suspend its approval to 
seek further information or rescind its approval altogether.   

 
4. Approved the Corporate Governance Committee’s recommendation for revisions to the SPP 

Membership Agreement, Section 3.10, Section 3.11, and Section 3.12 for filing at FERC. 
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MINUTES NO. 125 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Airport Marriott, Kansas City, MO 

July 28, 2009 
 
Agenda Item 1 - Administrative Items 

SPP Chair Mr. Jim Eckelberger called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. The following Board of 
Directors/Members Committee members were in attendance, via teleconference, or represented by proxy: 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, director 
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, director 
Mr. Julian Brix, director 
Mr. Nick Brown, director 
Mr. Grant Burget, for Mr. Kevin Easley, Grand River Dam Authority 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, director 
Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska Power Services Company 
Mr. Tom Stuchlik, for Mr. Kelly Harrison, Westar Energy 
Ms. Cindy Holman, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Mr. Rob Janssen, Dogwood Energy 
Mr. Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Mr. Joshua Martin, director 
Mr. Steve Parr, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Mr. Mel Perkins, OG+E Electric Services 
Mr. Pat Pope, Nebraska Public Power District 
Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative   
Mr. Harry Skilton, director 
Mr. Stuart Solomon, American Electric Power 
Mr. Todd Fridley, for Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power & Light 
Mr. Ricky Bittle, for Mr. Gary Voigt, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Company 

 
Mr. Eckelberger welcomed guests and asked for a round of introductions. There were 87 persons in 
attendance either in person or via phone representing 25 members (Attendance List - Attachment 1).  Mr. 
Brown reported proxies and a quorum was declared (Proxies - Attachment 2).   
  
Agenda Item 2 – Board Reports 

President’s Report 

Mr. Nick Brown expressed concern regarding future SPP initiatives, the pressure on members and the need 
for members to vet concerns.  He reissued an invitation extended by Mr. Keith Sugg to state commissions at 
the Regional State Committee meeting on July 27 to visit any state wanting more education regarding 
Financial Transmission Congestion Cost Hedging.  Mr. Brown also extended an invitation for members to 
meet with subject matter experts on current initiatives:  future markets and Integrated Transmission Plan 
(ITP). He welcomed discussion as to how to open these meetings to as many as possible. Mr. Brown 
acknowledged the need to build transmission and encouraged best speed. 
 
Mr. Brown requested that Mr. Carl Monroe, Mr. Bruce Rew and Mr. Les Dillahunty present the Synergistic 
Project Plan Overview (SPPT Overview – Attachment 3).  Mr. Monroe stated that the team was charged in 
January 2009 with initiating a new effort to develop proactive regional transmission planning principles to 
build a robust grid to meet near and long term needs.  The SPPT presented a report and recommendations to 
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this effort, which were approved at the April 2009 Board of Directors meeting.  The Team continues to meet 
on a regular basis and plans to distribute the final Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP) on September 24, 
2009.   
 
Mr. Rew explained the criteria and process of choosing a list of priority projects for the ITP as directed by the 
Board in April.  Priority projects consist of those falling in:  congestion corridors, transmission service requests, 
generation interconnection corridors, economic projects and those with west – east transfer capability.  Ten 
projects were selected from approximately 120 initial projects.  A consultant will be engaged to analyze these 
projects; the group will evaluate the list and recommend projects to be funded at the October Board of 
Directors meeting. The group was asked to evaluate the projects by comparing transmission construction of 
lines at 345 kV, 765 kV, and 765 kV working as 345 kV.  It was also requested to provide a link between the 
priority projects and the wind effort. 
 
Mr. Dillahunty provided an update on cost allocation for the priority projects and the ITP using the Highway 
(regional, higher-voltage)/Byway (local, lower-voltage) approach.  More specific information regarding this 
approach will be available at the October meeting.  He stated that in May at the Strategic Planning Committee 
retreat the SPPT was asked to communicate and educate groups regarding the ITP.  This effort is underway 
and a brochure has been developed for distribution to aid in this effort.  Five outstanding ITP issues are 
identified as:  
 

• Aggressively address seams issues. 
• Regional Tariff Working Group work in parallel with the ITP and cost allocation methodology in order 

to file with FERC as soon as practical after Board of Directors approval. 
• Staff should present to the RSC and the Board of Directors in October 2009 the benefits and 

preliminary costs of the ITP, particularly the impact on residential customers and on a $/kwh basis. 
• Staff should work with the RSC to discuss procedures needed to site interstate transmission and 

develop a whitepaper on issues, concerns or policies to be addressed. 
• The RSC should assess whether the “highway/byway” cost allocation methodology should be applied 

to existing facilities within the SPP footprint and not just facilities approved under the ITP process. 
 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger invited anyone interested in being part of the dialog to attend the Cost Allocation Working 
Group meeting on July 29. 
 

Regional State Committee Report 

Mr. David King presented the Regional State Committee (RSC) Report.  The RSC met Monday, July 27, with 
full attendance.  Agenda items and actions included: 

• The Synergistic Planning Project Team report was presented and debated.   

• It was announced that Dr. Mike Proctor is retiring.  Commissioner Paul Suskie presented a 
recommendation to hire Dr. Proctor as a consultant for the RSC in order to provide continuity.  The 
recommendation passed unanimously. 

• The RSC approved waivers for Westar (Meridian Way and Flat Ridge Wind) and the City of 
Coffeyville. 

• Commissioner Paul Suskie provided an update on the FERC conference held on June 24 for the 
commissions, Entergy, Southwest Power Pool and stakeholders, to discuss the Independent 
Coordinator of Transmission arrangement and transmission access issues on Entergy’s transmission 
system.  All FERC commissioners were in attendance.  Commissioner Jon Wellinghoff agreed to fund 
100% of a cost benefit study to determine the benefits of Entergy joining Southwest Power Pool. The 
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states in Entergy’s footprint expressed interest in forming an Entergy Regional State Committee 
much like SPP’s Regional State Committee. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report   

Mr. John Rogers provided an update on FERC activities at the Regional State Committee meeting on July 27. 
Since the majority present attended the RSC meeting, Mr. Rogers stated that he would not repeat the report 
and asked if there were any questions.  The FERC report will be posted as part of the RSC minutes. 

Regional Entity Trustee Report 

Mr. Gerry Burrows presented the Regional Entity Trustee report (RE Report – Attachment 4).  The report 
included updates on: 

• SPP FERC Audit  
• NERC 3-Year Self Assessment  
• The FERC Order to True-up 2008 Business Plan and Budget 
• RE 2009/2010 Budgets 
• Personnel Report 
• Enforceable/Post June 18 Violations 
• Mitigation Plans Processed 
• Settlement Status 
• Training Highlights 
• Workshop Activity 

Mr. Burrows stated that NERC events had been cited and noted in the assessment as being reported through 
a complaint.  The RE was not aware these had occurred, but is checking the process.  During discussion it 
was requested that as much as possible the Board of Directors be informed when NERC situations are 
discovered.  It was also requested that violations be explained as to whether they are document violations or 
something more.  Mr. Burrows stated that violations will be covered in more depth at the October meeting but 
within confidentiality restrictions. 

Human Resources Committee Report 

Ms. Phyllis Bernard provided an update on Human Resources Committee activities (HRC Report – 
Attachment 5).  The HRC held a retreat in Little Rock on July 20 – 21 and discussed:  

• Benefit plans: HRC plans to conduct an evaluation and assessment of current SPP retirement plans. 
• HR department is strategically positioned to support SPP in future initiatives.  
• Reviewed Investment Policy Manager reports. 
• Evaluated the Employee Wellness Proposal and recommended one year trial of the program. 
• Approved the formation of an Employee 401(k) Advisory Group.  
• 2010 merit pool:  the Committee recommends 1) a 2010 merit pool of 2% of projected 2009 salaries 

paid, and 2) the establishment of a promotion pool of funds equal to 0.75% of 2009 salaries paid. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

Mr. Eckelberger presented the following Consent Agenda items for approval (Consent Agenda – Attachment 
6): 

1. Approve April 28, 2009 Board of Director/Members Committee revised meeting minutes. 

2. Approve the Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendations to approve: 
a. Criteria 12 modifications 
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b. ORWG Charter 
c. OTWG Charter 
d. Appendix B Revision 
e. Recommendation to approve waiver requests: 

i. Westar Waiver Request 1346837 – Meridian Way 
ii. Westar Waiver Request 1346842 – Flat Ridge Wind 
iii. City of Coffeyville, Kansas Request 1352193 

 
Mr. Eckelberger asked for requests to remove any items from the Consent Agenda or a motion to 
approve.  Mr. Julian Brix moved to approve and Mr. Josh Martin seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Oversight Committee Report 

Mr. Josh Martin provided the Oversight Committee Report.  The committee met on June 8 addressing: 

• The Compliance Department has scheduled additional one-day seminars to provide information to 
members and registered entities regarding compliance. 

• The Market Monitoring Unit (MMU) has developed a Market Rules Change Process in response to 
requirements of Order 719 (MMU Rules Change Process – Attachment 7). 

• The Internal Audit Department began reporting to the Oversight Committee on all matters except 
those related to the SAS70 Controls audit or other financial matters.  An audit plan for 2009 and 2010 
has been presented.  The Committee found it satisfactory. 

• The Committee received a report on the RFP process for a 2010 contract for external marker advisor 
services.  Boston Pacific as well as other companies will be evaluated with a report to the Board of 
Directors at a later date. 

Mr. Martin moved to approve the Market Rules Change Process as presented in the background 
material.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Phyllis Bernard.  The Members Committee voted in 
unanimous favor.  The motion passed.   

The Oversight Committee was tasked with determining where the Market Rules Change Process document 
should be housed. The Committee is to report the decision at the next Board of Directors meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Finance Committee Report 

Mr. Harry Skilton provided the Finance Committee Report (Finance Committee Report and Presentation – 
Attachment 8).  Mr. Skilton reviewed: 

• Term financing of $30 million funded on July 24, 2009 

• SAS 70 mid-year review:  SPP Internal Auditor is addressing 2008 audit qualifications and 
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) findings from the first phase of the 2009 audit.  Three PwC findings 
will be remediated so as not to appear at the end of the year. 

• SPP Facility Plans:  Mr. Tom Dunn presented the process, goals and results of exploring alternatives 
for a new SPP facility.  The Committee decided the best approach is to construct a new office 
building using a campus approach.  Mr. Skilton moved the following: 

Approve Phase II of the Facility Management project which includes construction of a 
150,000 sf office building on the site planned to house the operations/data center 
consistent with Phase I of the Facility Management project.  Approve a preliminary 
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budget for Phase II of $32,081,090.  Two contingent checkpoints or “off ramps” were 
identified under this approval:  1)  Upon completion of schematic drawings, the project 
costs will be re-estimated and reviewed, should the costs differ meaningfully above 
the preliminary budget the Finance Committee can suspend its approval to seek 
further information or rescind its approval altogether.  2)  Upon completion of design 
drawing, the project costs will be determined by a general contractor selected for this 
project under a guaranteed maximum price contract, should the costs differ 
meaningfully above the preliminary budget the Finance Committee can suspend its 
approval to seek further information or rescind its approval. 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous 
favor.  The motion passed. 

Other items reviewed by the Committee included:  an annual insurance review and a review of the airplane 
reimbursement process which has been strengthened to be equitable for both the parties.  The airplane 
reimbursement process will be examined at budget time and reviewed each year by the Internal Auditor. 

Agenda Item 6 – Corporate Governance Report 

Mr. Nick Brown provided the Corporate Governance Report (CGC Report – Attachment 9).  Mr. Brown stated 
that the Board of Directors approved revisions to the SPP Membership Agreement at the January 2009 
meeting to incorporate most of the Nebraska entity amendments into the Agreement for the benefit of all 
members.  These revisions were approved by FERC with some modifications required for clarity.  Mr. Brown 
moved that the following revisions be approved for a July 29 filing: 

• Revise Section 3.10 (Pricing) to clarify that non-jurisdictional members have the option of 
submitting their transmission service rates to SPP for filing with the Commission or 
continuing to file them directly with the Commission.  

• Revise Section 3.11 (No Waiver of Jurisdictional Immunity) to clarify that "Except as otherwise 
provided in the Federal Power Act, a non-jurisdictional Member shall not be bound or 
obligated by any FERC order, decision, rule or regulation..."  

• Revise Section 3.12 (Compliance with State Law) to clarify that it applies to non-jurisdictional 
members only. 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous favor.  
The motion passed. 

Agenda Item 7 – Markets and Operations Committee Report 

Mr. John Olsen provided the Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report (MOPC Recommendations 
and Presentation – Attachment 10).  Mr. Olsen called attention to items approved under the Consent Agenda. 
He then presented the following information items:   
 
• Regional Tariff WG 

o Transmission Constructor Selection 
o Waiver for the Nebraska Generation Interconnect 

• Market WG 
o Future Markets 
o Congestion Hedging 

• Wind Integration Studies 
 
During discussion a need for additional training was identified.  The MOPC has held two pre-meeting 
seminars with another one planned prior to the October meeting to discuss congestion hedging.  Mr. 
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Eckelberger suggested that anyone needing more information should take advantage of this opportunity.  
After the October set of meetings, it will be determined if additional seminars/training are needed.  
  
Agenda Item 2a – President’s Report/Metrics 

Mr. Carl Monroe reviewed and answered questions regarding the June 2009 Corporate Metrics Report 
(Metrics Report – Attachment 11).   
 
Future Meetings 

Mr. Eckelberger reviewed future educational opportunities and stressed that now is the time to ask questions 
and be engaged: 
 

1. Staff volunteered to visit with states and members to provide education on the ITP, priority projects 
and cost allocation.  

2. Mr. Keith Sugg is available to visit state commissions regarding congestion hedging.  
3. Mr. John Olsen noted a workshop regarding hedging transmission cost in the future markets on 

October 13 prior to the MOPC meeting. 
4. A workshop is scheduled for September 29, 2009 in Dallas to provide education and answer 

questions regarding the ITP, priority projects and cost allocation. 
 
 The next Board of Directors meeting is October 27 in Tulsa, OK (Future Meetings – Attachment 11). 
 
Adjournment 

With no further business, Mr. Eckelberger thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 
2:55 p.m. 
 
 
Stacy Duckett, Corporate Secretary 
 



 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 
 

 
Southwest Power Pool 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING  
July 28, 2009 

Airport Marriott, Kansas City, MO  

•  A G E N D A  •  

8:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. CDT 

 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items ....................................................................  Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

2. Board Reports 

a. President’s Report ............................................................................................... Mr. Nick Brown 
b. Regional State Committee Report ....................................................................... Mr. David King 
c. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report .............................................. Mr. John Rogers 
d. Regional Entity Trustees Report..................................................................... Mr. Gerry Burrows 
e. Human Resources Committee Report ......................................................... Ms. Phyllis Bernard 

 
3. Consent Agenda ....................................................................................................... Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

a. Approve April 28, 2009 minutes 
b. Markets and Operations Policy Committee Recommendations 

i. Criteria 12 Revisions 
ii. ORWG Charter 
iii. OTWG Charter 
iv. Appendix B Revisions  

 
4. Oversight Committee Report ........................................................................................... Mr. Josh Martin 

 
5. Finance Committee Report ............................................................................................ Mr. Harry Skilton 

6. Corporate Governance Committee Report ....................................................................... Mr. Nick Brown 

7. Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report .......................................................... Mr. John Olsen 

8. Future Meetings ........................................................................................................ Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

RSC/BOD/RET - October 26 - 28 ......................................... Tulsa 
BOD - December 8 ............................................................... Dallas 
2010 

RSC/BOD/RET - January 25 – 27 ............................ New Orleans 
RSC/BOD/RET – April 26 – 28 .............................. Oklahoma City 
BOD – June 7 – 8 .......................................................... Little Rock 
RSC/BOD/RET – July 26 – 28 ........................................... Omaha 
RSC/BOD/RET – October 25 – 27 .............................. Kansas City 
BOD – December 7 .............................................................. Dallas 
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Subject:  SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting 7/28/09

From: Kelly.B.Harrison@westarenergy.com [mailto:Kelly.B.Harrison@westarenergy.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2009 3:16 PM 
To: Cheryl Robertson 
Cc: Nick Brown; Carl Monroe; Stacy Duckett; Stuchlik, Tom 
Subject: Re: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting 7/28/09 
 
Cheryl 
 
I will not be attending this meeting as I will be on vacation with my family.  Tom Stuchlik will be attending on behalf.  By 
this e-mail, I am giving my proxy to Tom Stuchlik. 
 
Kelly B. Harrison 
Vice President, Transmission Operations & Environmental Services Westar Energy, Inc. 
818 S. Kansas Ave. 
Topeka, KS  66612 
(785) 575-1636 
Fax (785) 575-8061 
kelly.harrison@westarenergy.com 
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Subject: SPP Board/Members

From: Fridley Todd [mailto:Todd.Fridley@kcpl.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2009 6:45 AM 
To: Stacy Duckett 
Cc: Nick Brown 
Subject: SPP Board/Members 
 
Stacy, 
 
I will have Richard Spring's proxy for the July 28th SPP Board/Members meeting. 
 
Todd Fridley 
KCP&L 
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Subject: FW: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Agenda & Background 7/28/09

From: Jones, Donna [mailto:donna.jones@grda.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2009 8:23 AM 
To: Cheryl Robertson 
Subject: RE: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Agenda & Background 7/28/09 
 
Yes, Kevin Easley would like for Grant Burget to act as his proxy at this meeting. Thanks. 
 

From: Cheryl Robertson [mailto:crobertson@SPP.ORG]  
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2009 1:55 PM 
To: Jones, Donna 
Subject: RE: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Agenda & Background 7/28/09 

Will Grant be acting as Kevin’s proxy.  If so could you send me an email stating that for our records. 
 
Thank you, 
Cheryl 
 

From: Jones, Donna [mailto:donna.jones@grda.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2009 1:53 PM 
To: Cheryl Robertson 
Subject: RE: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Agenda & Background 7/28/09 
 
Cheryl, Grant Burget is going to come in place of Kevin Easley. Is there anything I need to do to change the registration? 
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Subject:  SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Additional Background 7/28/09

 

From: Gary Voigt [mailto:g.voigt@aecc.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2009 10:30 AM 
To: Cheryl Robertson 
Cc: Bittle, Ricky; Hartwick, Lori; Nick Brown 
Subject: RE: SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Additional Background 7/28/09 
 
Cheryl: 
I assign my proxy to Ricky Bittle for this Members Committee meeting. 
Thank You 
 
Gary Voigt 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Corp. 
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Synergistic Project Plan Overview

a. Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP)

b. Priority Projects

c. Cost Allocation

d. Outstanding Issues

e. Communications and Next Steps

SPP.org

p
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Integrated Transmission Plan (ITP)

SPP.org 4
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What is Integrated Transmission Planning?
• ITP: New effort to develop proactive regional 

transmission planning principles p g p p

• Goal: Build robust grid to meet near- and long-
term needs

• Horizon: 20, 10, and 4 year

• Focus: Regional, integrated with local

SPP.org 5
5

5

g , g

• Update: Every three years

• Resulting in: Comprehensive list of needed 
projects for SPP region over next 20 years

What is Integrated Transmission Planning?

• Major Objective: Design transmission backbone to 
connect load centers to low cost generationconnect load centers to low-cost generation

• Other Objectives:

Integrate SPP’s east and west regions

Make transmission an enabler rather than constraint

Strengthen ties to Eastern and Western Interconnections

SPP.org 66

Strengthen ties to Eastern and Western Interconnections
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How ITP is being developed?

• Staff is working with Stakeholders on the ITP 
process

Conducting conference calls to gather Stakeholder 
input

Revising the ITP process based on Stakeholder 
comments/suggestions

SPP.org 7

Status of ITP

• A detailed schedule developed to meet aggressive 
timeline

• Third draft of ITP process submitted to stakeholders 
for comment

• Study scope document under development by staff

SPP.org 8
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Next Steps

• Meeting every other week

• Next Face to Face meeting August 20, 2009 in 
Kansas City

• Distribute final ITP process September 24, 2009

SPP.org 9

Priority Projects

SPP.org 10



6

What are Priority Projects?

• Congestion Corridors

• Transmission Service Requests

• GI Corridors

• Economic Projects

• West – East Transfer Capability

SPP.org

p y
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Priority Project Screening

• Approximately 120 Priority Projects initially

• Screening criteria netted down to 20

• Presented at MOPC and netted down from 20 to 10

SPP.org 12
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Priority Projects Screened List
• Hitchland – Woodward (765kV)

• Spearville – Comanche - Medicine Lodge – Wichita (765kV)

C h /M di i L d W d d (765kV)• Comanche/Medicine Lodge – Woodward (765kV)

• Woodward – Elk City – LES - Seminole (765 kV)

• Wichita – Wolf Creek (765 kV)

• Stateline - Potter - Roosevelt – Tuco 345kV

• Valliant – NW Texarkana (345 kV)

SPP.org 13

• Valliant – NW Texarkana (345 kV)

• Woodward – Woodring (345 kV)

• Cooper South constraint 345 kV solution

• Riverside Station – Tulsa Power Station (Rebuild) 138kV

Cooper South Line

SPP.org 14
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Cooper South Line

SPP.org 15

SPP.org 16
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Conclusion

• A systematic approach to prioritizing projects 

• Includes Stakeholder involvement and review

• Submission to the BOD the finalized list of 
Priority Projects for approval

• Work with Stakeholders to help facilitate 

SPP.org

implementation of these projects

18
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Cost Allocation

SPP.org 19

Cost Allocation

• Simplify the Misc Cost Allocations of SPP

• Both Priority Projects and the ITP

• Highway/Byway

• Work in Progress

SPP.org
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Highway/Byway

• Bright Line and/or Functional Test

Granularity or Usage Component

• Cost Allocation Options Include:

Base Plan Funding (1/3 / 2/3)

Regional Rate

SPP.org

Another TBD Method

Open Issues

• Transition

• Treatment of Existing Facilities

SPP.org
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Upcoming CAWG Schedule

• August – Two Meetings with focus on Highway 
Cost Allocation and Rate Design

• September – Two Meetings with focus on Byway 
Cost Allocation and Rate Design

• October – One Early Meeting (prior to RSC 
Meeting) to finalize concepts for Highway/Byway

SPP.org

Meeting) to finalize concepts for Highway/Byway 
Cost Allocation and Rate Design

Outstanding Issues

SPP.org 24
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Outstanding Issues

1. SPP staff should aggressively address and
th i hb i tiengage other neighboring operating

authorities on “seams issues” for integrated
planning and cost allocation purposes and
provide a regular report to the Strategic
Planning Committee.

2. SPP staff and the RTWG should work in
ll l ith th d l t f th ITP d

SPP.org

parallel with the development of the ITP and
the cost allocation methodology and be ready
to file with FERC as soon as practical after
Board of Directors approval.

Outstanding Issues (continued)

3. SPP staff should present to the RSC and
Board of Directors at the October 2009
meetings a set of materials and methods to
communicate the benefits and preliminary
costs, of this robust transmission system,
particularly the impact on typical residential
customers and on a $/kwh basis.

SPP.org
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Outstanding Issues (continued)

4. SPP staff should work with the RSC to discuss
the procedures needed to site interstate
transmission and develop a whitepaper on
issues, concerns, or policies that may need to
be addressed.

5. The RSC should assess whether the “highway-
byway” cost allocation methodology should be

SPP.org

byway” cost allocation methodology should be
applied to existing facilities within the SPP
footprint and not just facilities approved under
the ITP process.

Communications and Next Steps

SPP.org 28
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Overview

• SPP’s current transmission planning 
processes

• Synergistic Planning Project:

Integrated Transmission Planning

Priority Projects

C C / f

SPP.org

Cost Allocation and Cost/Benefit Analysis

• Role of regulators

Synergistic Planning Project Team (SPPT)

• SPP recommended formation of SPPT to:

Look for opportunities to improve transmission 
planning and cost allocation

Think creatively – unencumbered by Tariff or other 
limitations

SPP.org
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Synergistic Planning Project Team Members

• Paul Suskie; Chairman, Arkansas Public Service Commission

• Barry Smitherman; Chairman, Public Utility Commission of 
Texas

• Kelly Harrison; Vice President – Transmission Operations 
and Environmental, Westar Energy

• Ricky Bittle; Vice President – Planning, Rates and 
Dispatching, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation

• Rob Janssen; President and General Manager, Dogwood 
Energy

SPP.org

Energy

• Ric Abel; Managing Director, Prudential Capital Group

• Carl Monroe; Executive Vice President and COO, SPP

• Mark Rossi; Accenture, facilitation and administration

Components of SPPT Report

• Integrated Transmission Plan

• Priority Projects

• Cost Allocation

SPP.org
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ITP Milestones

• August:  ESWG approves Priority Projects economic metrics

• August-October:  SPP visits with state regulators

• September:  ESWG/TWG reach consensus on ITP process

• October:  CAWG completes and RSC approves cost 
allocation methodology

• October:  Board of Directors approves ITP process and 
Priority Projects

SPP.org

• January 2010:  Board of Directors approves Tariff language 
for ITP and cost allocation

• 1Q 2010:  FERC approves Tariff language for ITP and cost 
allocation

Les DillahuntyLes Dillahunty
Senior Vice President, Engineering & Regulatory Policy
501-614-3215
ldillahunty@spp.org
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Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

July 28, 2009 

 Action Item Date 
Originated Status Comments 

1.  Staff report in six months on results of the 
revisions to Section 28.4 of the SPP 
OATT/secondary network service 

4/24/07 Pending 

FERC accepted 
the change 
effective 
12/01/08. Manual 
tracking 
continues; 
however an 
automated 
tracking system 
as a part of the 
recent changes to  
OASIS are 
expected to be 
implemented by 
year end.  

2.  Statistics re: impact of non-SPP TLRs on 
service sold by SPP. 4/22/08 Pending 

Staff investigating 
methods to pull 
data from IDC.  

3.  Ops metrics are to address third party 
impacts on transmission barriers to entry 10/28/08 Pending 

Low Priority 
investigation of 
data from 
NERC/IDC. 

4.  Staff to provide cost comparison 
information for all RTOs 1/27/09 Complete 

Included in 
minutes from 
1/27/09 meeting. 

5.  Clarification of timing of financing 
requirements relative to issuance of Notice 
to Construct 

1/27/09 Complete 

RTWG reviewed 
and determined 
commitment to 
build did not 
include having 
financing ready. 
Filed as originally 
proposed. 

6.  Recommendations from 2008 State of the Market Report: 

a) accelerate efforts toward creating 
new markets 4/28/09 Complete 

Approved new 
market 
implementation at 
April 28 meeting. 



 

b) reporting the reasons for increasing 
transmission outages in SPP 

4/28/09 Pending 

ORWG and Staff 
have identified 
needed changes 
in the 
transmission 
outage reporting 
tool to facilitate 
this effort. 

c) in re: wind, review FERC’s 
decisions on TransCanada’s 
Chinook and Zephyr transmission 
lines 

4/28/09 Complete 

See attached. 

d) in re: GI  queue, allow advanced 
projects to move past projects that 
are not as far along 

4/28/09 Pending 

GI Tariff revisions 
included in a June 
1, 2009 FERC 
filing, provide a 
Definitive System 
Impact Study 
process to allow 
advanced projects 
to proceed. 

e) data source used to update Offer 
Caps be changed 4/28/09 Pending  

f) stricter standards for reporting 
seasonal capabilities for wind 
generating units 

4/28/09 Pending 
 

7. B. Rew to form group to refocus planning 
process and present plan at Strategic 
Planning Retreat 4/28/09 Complete 

Presented at 
retreat and 
regular updates 
are occurring. 

 



Summary of Chinook Power Transmission, LLC et al., 126 FERC ¶61,134 (2009) 
“Order Authorizing Proposals and Granting Waivers” 
Prepared for the Southwest Power Pool Board of Directors, July 16, 2009. 
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission”) took the opportunity in this 
order, in response to two applications for Authority to Sell Transmission Rights at 
Negotiated Rates, to refine its analysis for granting merchant transmission owners 
negotiated rate authority.  The refined analysis for negotiated rate authority focuses on 
four areas of concern:  (1) the justness and reasonableness of rates; (2) the potential for 
undue discrimination; (3) the potential for undue preference, including affiliate 
preference; and (4) regional reliability and operational efficiency requirements.  The 
Commission took the opportunity in this order to consolidate the prior 10 criteria test in 
order to provide a more flexibility, less rigid analysis. 
 
The two applications were filed under section 205 of the Federal Power Act.  They 
sought authorization for Chinook Power Transmission, LLC (“Chinook”) and Zephyr 
Power Transmission .LLC (“Zephyr”), respectively, to charge negotiated rates for 
transmission rights on two separate 500 kV high voltage direct current transmission lines, 
one to be developed from Harlowtown, Montana to south of Las Vegas (Chinook) and 
the other to be developed from Medicine Bow, Wyoming to south of Las Vegas (Zephyr).  
Both applications proposed an agreement between the applicant and an anchor customer 
willing to share a portion of the development costs and to commit to a presubscription of 
50% of the project’s 3,000 MW capacity.  Chinook and Zephyr commited to hold an 
open season for the remaining 1,500 MW of capacity on each line. 
 
Just and Reasonable Rates.  In making this first determination, the Commission first 
looks to whether the merchant transmission owner has assumed the full market risk for 
the cost of constructing the transmission project.  In this regard, the Commission wants to 
make sure that the merchant transmission owner has no “captive” customers who would 
be required to pay the costs of the project.  It also considers whether the merchant 
transmission owner or an affiliate already owns facilities in the region, what alternatives 
customers have, whether the merchant transmission owner can erect barriers to entry 
among competitors, and whether the merchant would have incentive to withhold 
capacity.  The Commission also requires merchants retaining control of such projects to 
create firm tradable secondary transmission rights through an OASIS. 
 
Undue discrimination.  In making this determination, the Commission primarily looks at 
two things:  (1) the terms and conditions of a merchant transmission developer’s open 
season; and (2) its OATT commitments (or in the RTO/ISO context, its commitment to 
turn operational control over to the RTO or ISO).  The open season must be fair, 
transparent and non-discriminatory.  A report must be filed after the close of the open 
season.   
 



In light of the difficulties in financing transmission projects, the Commission is moving 
away from its requirement that all initial capacity must be allocated through a pre-
construction open season.  It acknowledges that the anchor customer model can play a 
useful role in the development of merchant transmission projects as it has for offshore 
pipelines.  Instead, the Commission will review all proposals on a case-by-case basis to 
make sure transmission developers do not act in an unduly discriminatory manner. 
 
The Commission also expects merchant transmission owners to consider handing over 
operational control to an RTO or to file and provide service pursuant to a pro forma 
OATT. 
 
Undue Preference and Affiliate Concerns.  The applicant for merchant transmission 
negotiated rate authority must show either that the anchor customer, open season 
participants and subsequent customers are not affiliates or that there was no undue 
preference afforded such affiliates.  Subsequent transaction must be made on an OASIS. 
 
Regional Reliability and Operational Efficiency.  The Commission expects a merchant 
transmission owner to consider turning over operational control to an RTO and to 
participate in a regional planning process.  The Commission recognizes that merchant 
transmission is now subject to mandatory reliability requirements.   
 
With respect to Chinook and Zephyr, the Commission’s analysis was straight forward in 
its granting the applications.  With regard to just and reasonable rates, both entities 
assumed all market risks, and neither had captive customers.  Both were new entrants to 
the market, and neither had affiliates that owned transmission facilities in the region.  
Both agreed to provide non-discriminatory service pursuant to an OATT and an OASIS.  
The Commission recognized that the presence of regulated entities with cost-based rates 
in the area will discipline the negotiated rates.  The Commission also concluded that the 
various commitments made by Chinook and Zephyr will not lead to undue 
discrimination, including holding an open season for 50% of the capacity, providing 
service pursuant to an OATT, giving the same deal as the anchor customer received to 
any customer willing to make the same time commitment as the anchor customer.  
Chinook and Zephyr also adequately addressed affiliate concerns.  Both anticipated no 
affiliate participation and committed to utilize safeguards previously approved by the 
Commission if affiliates did participate, including using an independent consultant, 
maintaining separate books for affiliates, and following the Standards of Conduct.  With 
regard to regional reliability, neither project was in an area of an RTO, but both 
committed to abide by NERC and WECC requirements and participate in appropriate 
regional planning processes. 
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Regional Entity Trustee Report to the 
SPP Board of Directors

July 28, 2009

Gerry Burrows
SPP RE Trustee
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SPP FERC Audit Report

• Compliance plan filed with FERC on March 16, 2009

• First quarterly progress report due July 30, 2009

• 19 of 20 recommendations completed

• FERC will schedule an audit after all 20 recommendations 
completed

SPP.org 3

completed

NERC 3-Year Self Assessment

• Filed with FERC on July 20, 2009

• NERC finds that it has achieved substantial accomplishments towardNERC finds that it has achieved substantial accomplishments toward 
improving the reliability of the bulk power system

• NERC recommendations on Delegation Agreements:

• Performance metrics that make accountabilities clearer

• More rigorous decision-making process for consistent results

• Any special provisions that may be necessary by virtue of a particular 
Regional Entity engaging in registered entity functions or other significant 
non-section 215 activities.

SPP.org

• NERC Assessment of SPP RE:

• SPP RE one of the less effective REs due to untimely processing of alleged 
violations and its level of situational awareness capabilities  [Note: 2010 
Business plan includes additional FTEs to begin to remedy]

• NERC commends SPP RE for its ability to accurately identify high risk 
violations.

4
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FERC order on 2008 True-up 
Issued 6/29/2009

• Commission satisfied with processes by which 
the shared employee costs and indirect costs 
are allocated to the SPP-RE statutory activities

• Commission satisfied with the SPP-RE General 
Manager approval process of the actual hours 
shared employees work on SPP-RE business.  

SPP.org

• Commission accepts the revised SPP 2008 
business plan and budget, including total costs 
for direct funding for each of the statutory 
functions.

5

SPP RE 2009 Budget 
(millions of dollars)

Unfavorable 
2009 
Budget

2009 
Projected

(Favorable) 
Variance Explanation

1
Direct 
Expenses 3.2 3.5 0.3 

additional FTEs  
(GM, CIP and 
Enforcement)

decrease in 
indirect rate 

SPP.org 6

2
Indirect 
Expenses 3.3 2.5 (0.8)

($105/hr to 
$64/hr)

3      Total  $       6.5  $            6.0  $                (0.5)

Note:  Excludes impact of regional activity for CIP Technical Feasibility Exceptions
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SPP RE 2010 Budget 
(millions of dollars)

2009  2010  Increase 
Budget Budget (Decrease) Explanation

1
Direct 
Expenses 3.2 4.5 1.3 

additional FTEs 
(Traditional & CIP 
Compliance & 
Enforcement, 
Administrative)

decrease in 
i di t t

SPP.org 7

2
Indirect 
Expenses 3.3 2.9 (0.4)

indirect rate 
($105/hr to 
$64/hr)

3      Total  $       6.5  $            7.4  $                  0.9 

Note:  Excludes impact of regional activity for CIP Technical Feasibility Exceptions estimated to be 
an additional $0.7 million for 2010)

RE Personnel Report
Dedicated Staff

• 12 Full-time staff as of July 1, 2009

• Tasha Ward – Compliance Specialist

• Alice Wright - Lead Compliance Specialist

• Open Positions

• Compliance Specialist – approved unbudgeted 6/2009

• Administrative Assistant – approved unbudgeted 6/2009

• 2010 Additional RE Positions

• Traditional Compliance and Enforcement – 2 FTEs

• CIP  Compliance and Enforcement – 3 FTEs

SPP.org

• Reliability Standards – 1 FTE

Shared Staff

• Projected 2009:  7 FTEs

• Budgeted 2010:  4 FTEs

• Change due to transferring Training from RE to SPP, Inc. budget

8
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Enforceable Violations Reported as of    
July 17, 2009

• Post June 18 2007• Post June 18, 2007

• 96 total [Increase of 20 since April 2009]

1. 33 – Self Report

2. 16 – Compliance Audit

3. 42 – Self Certification

SPP.org 9

3 S C

4. 1 – Periodic Data Submittal

5. 4 – Investigation

POST JUNE 18TH VIOLATION 
[BASED ON 96 VIOLATIONS AS OF 7-17-09]

Standard    Description Number Rank in NERC Risk
of Violations   Top 10            Factor

PRC 005 P t ti S t M i t & T ti 25 1 HPRC-005  Protection System Maintenance & Testing 25 1 H

FAC-008  Facility Rating Methodology                        10                    5                     M

PRC-004 Protection System Misoperations Analysis    8                    NR                  H/L

FAC-009  Establish & Communicate Facility Ratings    8                    7                     M

CIP-001   Sabotage Reporting                                       7                    2                     M

VAR 002 G t O ti / V lt S t 5 4 M/L

SPP.org 10

VAR-002  Generator Operations / Voltage Support       5                    4                    M/L

CIP-004  Personnel & Training                                       5                    3                    L

PRC-001 System Protection Coordination                     4                    NR                H

EOP-001  Emergency Operations Planning                   4                    NR                H/M
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MITIGATION PLANS PROCESSED
[As of 7-16-09]

P J 19 2007• Pre June 19, 2007  

• All violations are closed 

• Post June 18, 2007

• 69  [Plus 26 in development state plus 1 dismissed]  

1 69 accepted by SPP RE

SPP.org

1. 69 accepted by SPP RE

2. 35 reported complete by Registered Entities

3. 34 in progress

11

Settlement Status

• 10 entities currently in settlement negotiations 
with SPP RE

• Total combined violations: 20

• SPP RE has agreements with 4 entities; 
awaiting approval by NERC

SPP.org 12
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Training Highlights – YTD 2009

• Awarded 9212 continuing education hours 
(CEH) in YTD 2009 through regional training 
events

• 194 individual CEH will be offered through the 
RE training program in Q3-Q4 2009

SPP.org

RE training program in Q3 Q4 2009

13

Workshop Activity
• Spring Compliance Workshop

• February 24-25, 2009 Little Rock, Arkansas

133 Att d• ~ 133 Attendees

• SPP RTO Compliance Forum
• February 26, 2009 Little Rock, Arkansas

• ~ 100 Attendees

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Workshop
• May  19-20, 2009     Dallas, Texas

• ~ 100 Attendees

SPP.org

• ~ 100 Attendees

• Fall Compliance Workshop
• November 17-18, 2009  Kansas City, Missouri

• Fall SPP RTO Compliance Forum
• November 19, 2009   Kansas City, Missouri

14
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QUESTIONS

SPP.org 15

Gerry BurrowsGerry Burrows
SPP RE Trustee

16
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Human Resources Committee Report

July 28th, 2009y ,
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Human Resources Committee Meeting 
Highlights

July 20 and 21, 2009
SPP Offices, Little Rock, Arkansas

The SPP Human Resources Committee members 
include:

Ms. Phyllis Bernard, Chair

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, Director

Mr. Darrell Dorsey, Board of Public Utilities, Kansas City, 
Kansas

SPP.org 3

Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska

Mr. Mike Palmer, Empire District Electric Company

Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power and Light

• SPP moving to a partially self-funded medical 
plan for 2010

Reviewed SPP Benefit Plans

plan for 2010

Transparent change for employees

Benefit carrier and network providers will remain the 
same

SPP pays administration fee and actual claims instead 
of paying monthly premiums

SPP.org 4

Seeking opportunities to recognize employee wellness
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Reviewed SPP Benefit Plans

• Benefit enrollment enhancements

On-line enrollment for 2010, via secure web site

Personal enrollment page for every employee will 
display comprehensive individualized compensation 
statement of benefits for employee

Allows for consultation with family members at home, 
via secure internet connection

SPP.org 5

Single data entry point for all benefits enrollment will 
create efficiencies for HR staff

Facilitates eligibility audits and bill reconciliation 

Reviewed SPP Benefit Plans

• Retiree medical coverage

Coverage discontinued for employees hired after June 
1, 2006.

Employees of record June 1, 2006 eligibility 
determined by age and years of SPP service.

Committee discussed financial impact of retiree 
medical plans national health plan discussions

SPP.org 6

medical plans, national health plan discussions

No action at this time on retiree medical coverage
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Reviewed SPP Benefit Plans
• Defined Benefit Plan

Di d l f ff i d fi d b fit lDiscussed goals of offering a defined benefit plan

Financial savings to SPP

Allow SPP employees to retire

Attract and retain career employees

Action Item:  Conduct evaluation and assessment of 
current SPP retirement plans, defined benefit and

SPP.org 7

current SPP retirement plans, defined benefit and 
401(k). 

• SPP HR department strategically positioned to 
support SPP future initiatives

HR Strategy and Initiatives

pp

• Service Oriented
HR as the gatekeeper of SPP corporate culture

Collaborative

• Hiring Strategy

SPP.org 8

Career employees

Intern and co-op programs

Target regional universities
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HR Strategy and Initiatives
• Employee Development

Training

Job expansion and progression

Job rotation programs

Supervisor training

Engineer in Training and Operator in Training programs (EIT and 
OIT)

• Retention
Employee development

SPP.org 9

Employee development

Robust benefit plans

Relationship based programs for employees and their families

Competitive pay and incentives

HR Strategy and Initiatives

• Compliance

Documented processes and procedures

Harassment training for all employees, specific 
training for supervisors

Ethics training

Compliance hotline

SPP.org 10

p

Business continuity plan
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401(k) 

Reviewed Investment Policy Manager 
Reports

Smith Capital Management

Defined Benefit Pension Plan

Smith Capital Management

Foundation Resource Management

Trustee report from US Bank

SPP.org 11

Retiree Healthcare fund

US Bank

Employee Wellness Proposal
• Evaluated proposal for 2010 employee wellness 

program

• Designed to motivate behavior that will encourage 
overall wellness 

Create atmosphere for a healthier, more informed and 
productive workforce and their families

Cost savings to SPP via fewer medical claims and less 
expensive claims

SPP.org 12

Physical, mental, social, and community components of the 
program

• HRC recommends a one year trial of the program
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Employee 401(k) Advisory Group

• Approved the formation of employee advisory 
group

Provide a forum for participants in the SPP 401(k) plan

Advisory group will provide direct input to the HRC 
regarding plan design and investment

Group comprised of nine members

SPP.org 13

Director of Corporate Services

Eight additional members appointed by SPP President 
for a term of two years

2010 Merit Pool

• Committee recommends a 2010 merit pool 
equal to 2% of projected 2009 salaries paid.

Fund base salary increases in 2010

• Establish a promotion pool of funds equal to 
0.75% of 2009 salaries paid

Fund non-standard compensation adjustments

SPP.org 14

Fund non-standard compensation adjustments

Fund 2010 promotions

Managed by SPP Promotion Review Committee
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Committee Reviewed:

• Future meetings and agendas

• Staffing Report

• Legal Report

• Accounting Report

SPP.org 15

Southwest Power Pool Human Resources CommitteeSouthwest Power Pool Human Resources Committee



 

 
 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Skirvin Hilton, Oklahoma City, OK 

April 28, 2009 
 

- Summary of Action Items - 
 
 

1. Approved Consent Agenda items: 
a. Approve January 27 and April 20, 2009 Board of Director/Members Committee meeting 

minutes. 
 

b. Approve Finance Committee’s recommendation for funding of the SPP Retirement Plan at 
$3,000,000 and the SPP Post-retirement Benefits Plan at $633,000. 

 
c. Approve the Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendations to approve: 

 
i. Criteria 3.5 modifications and Appendix 11 additions 

ii. Criteria 5 modifications 

iii. Criteria 8 modifications 

iv. Recommended tariff language for the PRR 196 filing 

v. Recommended tariff language for the Generation Interconnection Queue 

vi. Scope revisions for the Economic Modeling and Methods Task Force and the 
Economic Studies Working Group 

 
2. Approved the Market and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendation to approve the inclusion of 

Balanced Portfolio, [3E “adjusted” without Reno-Summit], in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
and issue NTCs for construction. 

 
3. Approved the Market and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendation that the Board of Directors 

grant to Western Farmers Electric Cooperative a novation from its obligation to construct the Project 
as defined by the NTC dated October 15, 2006, Re: Transmission System Upgrade Authorization for 
Transmission Service Requests 971951 consistent with the terms and conditions of the Designee 
Qualification and Novation Agreement, and further that the Board approve this Designee Qualification 
and Novation Agreement. 

 
4. Approved the Market and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendation that the SPP Board of 

Directors endorse the Ventyx “Southwest Power Pool Cost Benefit Study for Future Market” report 
and direct the MOPC and SPP Staff to proceed on the MOPC action plan with Change Case IIA 
(CCIIA). 

 
5. Approved the Synergistic Planning Project Team’s recommendation that: 

 
• SPP should adopt new planning principles to establish its new vision for an Integrated 

Planning Process (IPP). 
 

• SPP should implement the IPP, as described in this report, to facilitate the creation of a 
robust, flexible, and cost-effective transmission network in the SPP footprint. 
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• The Board of Directors/Members Committee (BOD) should develop a plan to monitor the 
approved IPP facilities to ensure construction.   
 

• The Regional State Committee (RSC) should establish a “highway-byway” cost allocation 
methodology for the SPP region. 
 

• SPP staff and jurisdictional utilities should work with their respective state commissions to 
establish the appropriate method for rate recovery of regionally allocated transmission costs. 
 

• As an interim measure, SPP should evaluate and recommend to the RSC a list of Priority 
Projects within six months for approval by the BOD. In parallel with this task, the RSC should 
either select an existing cost allocation methodology or the new “highway-byway” cost 
allocation methodology for approved Priority Projects. 
 

• The BOD should set timelines, as set forth in this Report, for implementing these 
recommendations and assign a group to shepherd this effort through the SPP stakeholder 
process. 

SPP should implement an Integrated Planning Process (IPP) to facilitate the creation of a robust, 
flexible, and cost-effective transmission network for the SPP footprint.  

• Replace the Reliability Assessment, the Balanced Portfolio, and the EHV studies with an 
Integrated Planning Process 

• More proactive in transmission expansion and commitments to a more forward looking 
transmission system 

• Generation Interconnection and Aggregate Study Process studies would be less burdensome 
• Would also reduce the cost allocation methods 

 
The BOD should develop a plan to monitor the approved IPP facilities to ensure construction. 

• SPP Staff will submit a preferred long range transmission plan and the associated cost 
benefit results to the BOD for approval after input from stakeholders and the RSC. 

• Once approved, the BOD develop the appropriate monitoring plans to ensure the long-term 
commitment to these approved plans subject to the cost allocation methodology developed. 
 

 
6. Approved the Finance Committee’s recommendation to the SPP Board of Directors to accept in its 

entirety the 2008 Audit Report and findings of BKD,LLC. 
 

7. Approved the Corporate Governance Committee’s recommended revisions to the SPP Bylaws, 
Sections 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 6.0 and 8.0 which includes: 
 

• Establishing attendance requirements with more details regarding proxies 
• Clarifying the establishment and retention of a quorum and how proxies impact the quorum 
• Revisions for the Standards Drafting Team for clarification 

 
8. Approved the Corporate Governance Committee’s recommendation to approve the SPP 

organizational group rosters. 
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MINUTES NO. 124 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Skirvin Hilton, Oklahoma City, OK 

April 28, 2009 
 
Agenda Item 1 - Administrative Items 

SPP Chair Mr. Jim Eckelberger called the meeting to order at 8:15 a.m. The following Board of 
Directors/Members Committee members were in attendance, via teleconference, or represented by proxy: 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, director 
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, director 
Mr. Julian Brix, director 
Mr. Nick Brown, director 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, director 
Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska Power Services Company 
Mr. Kelly Harrison, Westar Energy 
Ms. Cindy Holman, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Mr. Rob Janssen, Dogwood Energy 
Mr. Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Mr. Joshua Martin, director 
Mr. Steve Parr, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Mr. Mel Perkins, OG+E Electric Services 
Mr. Pat Pope, Nebraska Public Power District 
Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative   
Mr. Harry Skilton, director 
Mr. Kip Fox, for Mr. Stuart Solomon, American Electric Power 
Mr. Todd Fridley, for Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power & Light 
Mr. Gary Voigt, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Company 

 
Mr. Eckelberger welcomed guests and asked for a round of introductions. There were 101 persons in 
attendance either in person or via phone representing 25 members (Attendance List - Attachment 1).  Mr. 
Brown reported proxies and a quorum was declared (Proxies - Attachment 2).   
  
Agenda Item 2 – Oversight Committee 

Mr. Josh Martin provided the Oversight Committee Report.  The Committee met in Washington, DC on March 
25.  The following items were discussed: 

• The Compliance Department conducted its first one-day seminar immediately following the Regional 
Entity Compliance Workshops to provide information to members and registered entities regarding 
compliance, including best practices and samples. Due to its success, participants asked to double 
the number of planned seminars from two to four per year. Members have been asked to host the two 
additional seminars in 2009 to mitigate the budget impacts.  

• It was reported in January that the Compliance Department was conducting mock audits in place of 
the postponed NERC audits scheduled for SPP during the fall of 2008. The results of these mock 
audits have been positive. 
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• Assuming the Bylaws changes are approved, the Internal Audit Department will begin reporting to the 
Oversight Committee on all matters except those related to the SAS70 Controls audit or other 
financial matters. The first report will be presented at the June meeting. 

• As previously reported, the Committee will pursue an RFP for a 2010 contract since it will have been 
six years since SPP has done so for this work. The Committee approved the proposed schedule to 
accomplish this. 

• An Order was received from FERC last week accepting the 2009 contract with Boston Pacific, 
effective January 1, 2009. 

Mr. Martin called upon Craig Roach (Boston Pacific), the External Market Advisor (EMA), to present the 2008 
State of the Market Report (SOM Report – Attachment 3).  Mr. Roach stated that it was concluded that SPP is 
a healthy RTO, the EIS Market is robust, and the Transmission Market shows substantial investment in the 
transmission system.  The EMA recommends:  1) SPP needs to continue to address transmission congestion; 
2) SPP should move quickly to expand markets; and 3) SPP should pay attention to small areas including:  
new source of data for updates of Offer Caps, change the method to prioritize the generation interconnection 
queue, provide more transparency to identify the cause of transmission outages, and stricter standards for 
reporting seasonal capabilities for wind generating units.  Mr. Eckelberger asked that these recommendations 
be defined in the Board Pending Action Items Status Report.   
 
Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

Mr. Eckelberger presented the following Consent Agenda items for approval (Consent Agenda – Attachment 
4): 

a. Approve January 27 and April 20, 2009 Board of Director/Members Committee meeting minutes. 
 

b. Approve Finance Committee’s recommendation for funding of the SPP Retirement Plan at 
$3,000,000 and the SPP Post-retirement Benefits Plan at $633,000. 
 

c. Approve the Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendations to approve: 
 

1. Criteria 3.5 modifications & Appendix 11 additions 

2. Criteria 5 modifications 

3. Criteria 8 modifications 

4. Recommended tariff language for the PRR 196 filing 

5. Recommended tariff language for the Generation Interconnection Queue 

6. Scope revisions for the Economic Modeling and Methods Task Force and the Economic Studies 
Working Group. 

 
Mr. Eckelberger asked for requests to remove any items from the Consent Agenda or a motion to 
approve.  Ms. Phyllis Bernard moved to approve and Mr. Josh Martin seconded the motion.  The 
Members Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Markets and Operations Committee Report 

Mr. John Olsen provided the Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report (MOPC Recommendations 
and Presentation – Attachment 5).  Mr. Olsen presented the following action items for approval:   
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Balanced Portfolio 
The RSC directed the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) to use Portfolios 3,3A, 3C, and additionally 
SPP staff’s 3D as a starting point to develop a Balanced Portfolio; only consider 345 kV for inclusion; and 
conduct a baseline analysis on approximately 2.0 GW wind corresponding only to existing wind in the SPP 
footprint.  The CAWG developed Portfolio 3E which removes Chesapeake Transformer and is adjusted 
without Reno-Summit.  A Balanced Portfolio Report will be finalized by SPP staff and submitted to the 
CAWG, RSC and MOPC for approval.  The MOPC requested approval of the following motion endorsed by 
the RSC: 
 

Approve the Projects in Balanced Portfolio 3-E without the Chesapeake transformer and 
without the Reno-Summit Project for inclusion in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan 
(STEP). The Tariff requirements for the Balanced Portfolio Report will be completed; endorsed 
by the CAWG and RSC; and approved by the MOPC as soon as practical. Notifications to 
Construct will be issued after the MOPC approval of the Report.  

 
Mr. Julian Brix moved to approve the motion as stated and Mr. Harry Skilton seconded motion.  The 
Members Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.   
 
Novation/Delegation Agreement 
The MOPC accepted the following recommendation from SPP staff in January, 2009: 
 

SPP Staff recommends that no general policy be set by the MOPC at this time regarding a novation 
in the event a designated Transmission Owner makes an arrangement with a third party to build 
and/or own a transmission project, SPP Staff recommends review of third party based on criteria in 
tariff and if no issues SPP Staff processes with a novation.  Any issues will be presented to the 
MOPC and the Board.  First instance will be presented to MOPC and reviewed by the Board.  
 

The Board discussed and consented with MOPC.  It was asked that the first one or two novations be brought 
to the Board but not necessary beyond that.  The terms of the Novation are as follows: 
 

• ITC GP to be bound as a Transmission Owner by terms of SPP Membership Agreement 
• SPP shall treat ITC GP as a Transmission Owner 
• Western Farmers released from its obligation to Construct Hugo to Valliant Project only 
• Failure of ITC GP to complete construction shall cause SPP to initiate process for selection of 

third party proposal to construct 
• SPP to file Agreement with FERC 

 
Following discussion, the MOPC recommended: 
 

The SPP Staff recommends that the Board of Directors grant to Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative a novation from its obligation to construct the Project as defined by the NTC 
dated October 15, 2006, Re: Transmission System Upgrade Authorization for Transmission 
Service Requests 971951 consistent with the terms and conditions of the attached Designee 
Qualification and Novation Agreement, and further that the Board approve this Designee 
Qualification and Novation Agreement. 

 
Mr. Harry Skilton moved to approve the Novation recommendation and Mr. Larry Altenbaumer 
seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in approval with abstentions from Mr. Kip Fox, 
Ms. Trudy Harper, and Mr. Mel Perkins.  The motion passed. 
 
 



SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Minutes 
April 28, 2009 
 

6 
 

Future Market Cost/Benefit Analysis 
Mr. Ron Moe (Ventyx) reviewed the “Southwest Power Pool Cost Benefit Study for Future Markets” report 
(Cost Benefit Study for Future Markets – Attachment 6).  Mr. Moe discussed change case descriptions, 
incremental administration fee estimates, and lessons learned from other markets.  The MOPC made the 
following recommendation: 

Mr. Roy True (ACES) stated that the Cost Benefit Task Force (CBTF) recommends that the 
Board endorse the report and that the CBTF move forward with Change Case IIA as the future 
Market Design.  Ms. Phyllis Bernard moved to endorse the Cost Benefit Study for Future 
Markets.  Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in 
favor with abstentions from Mr. Gary Roulet and Ms. Cindy Holman.  The motion passed.   

The CBTF is now disolved having completed its task.  Mr. True who chaired the group was commended for 
the group’s excellent work. 
 
Mr. Olsen addressed the following information items:  Market Working Group update; Business Practice 2.16; 
wind integration efforts; and Pre-MOPC Seminars.  
 
Agenda Item 5 – Board Reports  

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report   

Mr. Patrick Clarey provided an update on FERC activities.  In February, the Commission approved two 
innovative rate treatments for transmission projects designed to bring wind generated electricity to the 
Southwest.  On March 19, 2009, President Obama appointed Jon Wellinghoff as permanent FERC Chair and 
announced his intention to reappoint Commissioner Suedeen Kelly to another term.  Other March activities 
included: 
 

• Granted a one-time extension to SPP’s wavier request to allow SPP to study pending generator 
interconnection requests in two transitional clusters pending filing of queue reform filing.   
 

• Accepted SPP’s tariff revisions adopting Order No. 890’s five-year minimum contract term and one-
year notice period related to a firm transmission customer’s ongoing right to renew or rollover its 
contract.  Additionally, the Commission instituted a Section 206 proceeding to determine the justness 
and reasonableness of certain language in SPP’s existing OATT regarding rollover provisions.   

 
• Approved rate incentives for two ITC Great Plains high-voltage lines in SPP.  The lines are part of the 

KETA and Kansas V Plan projects.   
 

• Issued a proposed policy statement and action plan to provide guidance to inform the development of 
a smarter grid for the nation’s electric transmission system.    

 
• Held a technical conference exploring challenges posed by the integration of large amounts of 

variable renewable generation into wholesale markets and grids as well as innovative solutions.   
 
At the April open meeting, Chairman Wellinghoff announced the following staff changes: 
 

• Shelton Cannon, current Office Director of the Office of Energy Market Regulation (OEMR), will retire 
after 29 years.   

• Mike McLaughlin will be the new Office Director of OEMR. 
• Jamie Simler will be the new Office Director of the newly created Office of Energy Policy and 

Innovation. 
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The Commission also approved rate incentives from the Green Power Express transmission project.  The 
project is a proposed 3,000 mile regional high voltage project designed to deliver renewable energy from the 
upper Midwest to central and eastern load centers. 
 
Senior staff continues their participation in ongoing outreach to the state commissions covered under classic 
SPP RTO as well as the SPP ICT arrangement with Entergy and the SPP ITO arrangement with E.ON. On 
June 24 in connection with the SEARUC Annual Meeting in Charleston, South Carolina, FERC and the 
Entergy states will hold a joint conference to explore issues with the ICT arrangement.    
 
Regional State Committee Report 

Mr. Mike Moffet presented the Regional State Committee (RSC) Report.  The RSC met Monday, April 27.  
Agenda items and actions included: 

• Voted to endorse the Cost Benefit Study for Future Markets as recommended by the MOPC. 

• Voted to endorse the SPP Balanced Portfolio as recommended by the MOPC. 

• Amended the RSC Bylaws to facilitate a  Nebraska governmental agency’s participation on the RSC. 
Mr. Mike Siedschlag of the Nebraska Power Review Board (NPRB) will serve as NPRB’s 
representative on the RSC. 

• The DOE plans to issue an RFP for the eastern interconnection as a result of receiving $80 million 
dollars to conduct interconnection-wide planning.  Some members of the RSC have been invited to 
attend a May 15 meeting to discuss the role state regulators should play in this endeavor.  Mr. Paul 
Suskie and Mr. Barry Smitherman will represent the RSC at this meeting. 

• Examined proposed tariff language per FERC requirements regarding the Order 719 compliance 
filing on April 28.  RSC members are to report back at the July meeting whether their respective 
states allow the Aggregators of Retail Customers (ARC) to participate in any ancillary services 
market. 

• Endorsed unanimously the Synergistic Planning Project Team report and favorably recommended it 
to the Board of Directors.  Mr. Suskie and Mr. Smitherman both serve on this team. 
 

Regional Entity Trustee Report 

Mr. Dave Christiano presented the Regional Entity Trustee Report ((RE Report – Attachment 6).  The report 
included information regarding the RE FERC Audit Report; the NERC 3-year self assessment; training 
highlights for the first quarter of 2009; enforceable violations as of April 21, 2009; post June 15, 2007 
violations; mitigation plans that have been processed; personnel; and workshop activities.  The RE is 
scheduled to move to a new facility on approximately May 1.  The 2010 RE/NERC Budget draft is due to 
NERC on May 8 and the final budget is due July 8.    
 
Agenda Item 7 – Synergistic Planning Project Report 

Mr. Carl Monroe provided the Synergistic Planning Project Team report (SPPT Report – Attachment 7).  Mr. 
Monroe stated that the team was formed to address comprehensive transmission planning and allocation of 
transmission costs without being encumbered by any limitations.  He then introduced the team: 

• Paul Suskie, Chairman, Arkansas Public Service Commission 
• Barry Smitherman, Chairman, Public Utility Commission of Texas 
• Kelly Harrison, Vice President – Transmission Operations and Environmental, Westar Energy 
• Ricky Bittle, Vice President - Planning, Rates and Dispatching, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp 
• Rob Janssen, President and General Manager, Dogwood Energy 
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• Ric Abel, Managing Director, Prudential Capital Group 
• Carl Monroe, Executive Vice President and COO, SPP 
• Mark Rossi, Accenture, facilitation and administration 

 
The group developed five Planning Principles and made the following recommendation: 
 

1. SPP should adopt new planning principles to establish its new vision for an Integrated Planning 
Process (IPP). 

 
2. SPP should implement the IPP, as described in this report, to facilitate the creation of a robust, 

flexible, and cost-effective transmission network in the SPP footprint. 
 

3. The Board of Directors/Members Committee (BOD) should develop a plan to monitor the approved 
IPP facilities to ensure construction. 

 
4. The Regional State Committee (RSC) should establish a “highway-byway” cost allocation 

methodology for the SPP region. 
 

5. SPP staff and jurisdictional utilities should work with their respective state commissions to establish 
the appropriate method for rate recovery of regionally allocated transmission costs. 

 
6. As an interim measure, SPP should evaluate and recommend to the RSC a list of Priority Projects 

within six months for approval by the BOD. In parallel with this task, the RSC should either select an 
existing cost allocation methodology or the new 
“highway-byway” cost allocation methodology for approved Priority Projects. 

 
7. The BOD should set timelines, as set forth in this Report, for implementing these recommendations 

and assign a group to shepherd this effort through the SPP stakeholder process. 
SPP should implement an Integrated Planning Process (IPP) to facilitate the creation of a 
robust, flexible, and cost-effective transmission network for the SPP footprint.  

• Replace the Reliability Assessment, the Balanced Portfolio, and the EHV studies with 
an Integrated Planning Process 

• More proactive in transmission expansion and commitments to a more forward 
looking transmission system 

• Generation Interconnection and Aggregate Study Process studies would be less 
burdensome 

• Would also reduce the cost allocation methods 
 

The BOD should develop a plan to monitor the approved IPP facilities to ensure construction. 
• SPP Staff will submit a preferred long range transmission plan and the associated 

cost benefit results to the BOD for approval after input from stakeholders and the 
RSC. 

• Once approved, the BOD develop the appropriate monitoring plans to ensure the long-
term commitment to these approved plans Subject to the cost allocation methodology 
developed. 

 
Mr. Julian Brix moved that the Board of Directors accept the SPPT’s report and recommendations and 
that the IPP become the core of SPP’s future planning process.  Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the 
motion.  The Members Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed. 
 
The IPP scope will include: 
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• Focus on regional needs not local needs 
• Connect known load centers to known or expected large generation sources with a transmission 

backbone 
• 20 year time horizon – 40 year benefits/costs analysis 
• Strengthen existing ties to Eastern Interconnection and strong enough to provide the option of 

connecting to Western grid 
• Updated every three years and in service dates/projects reviewed/modified; possible review for 

reliability every year  
• Results from this process - list and need date of transmission expansion projects represents the long 

range plan for transmission expansion in the SPP region 
 
SPP, in collaboration with the RSC, will engage a consultant to perform a detailed cost/benefit analysis of the 
proposed long-range transmission plan.  This analysis will become part of each IPP three-year cycle.  Mr. 
Eckelberger asked that Mr. Bruce Rew form a group to refocus the SPP planning process and present a plan 
at the Strategic Planning Committee Retreat May 11-13.  He asked that in the next six months Dr. Mike 
Proctor with the CAWG look at cost allocation for the future.   Mr. Eckelberger asked that the SPPT agree to 
become a steering committee to oversee the SPP and the CAWG in this project.  He requested that a 
teleconference be held the 20th of each month when there is no Board meeting to make sure the IPP effort 
stays on track. 
 
 
Agenda Item 5e – Human Resources Committee Report 

Ms. Phyllis Bernard provided a Human Resources Committee Report (HRC Report – Attachment 8).  Ms. 
Bernard stated that the HRC last met on April 14, 2009.  The Committee approved a staff recommendation to 
implement a self-funded employee medical insurance plan effective January 1, 2010.  This plan would offer: 

 Benefits for both SPP and employees  
 Potential annual savings of $500,000 - $1,000,000 
 Funded by SPP and employees 
 Administered by a third party administrator 
 Stop-loss insurance in place to protect SPP from catastrophic claims 

 
Other items addressed were the formation of a 401(k) Employee Advisory Group; an HRC Scope review; and 
the review of the SPP’s hiring, turnover, and training initiatives for 2009. 
 
Agenda Item 8 – Finance Committee Report 

Mr. Harry Skilton provided the Finance Committee report (Finance Committee Report and Presentation – 
Attachment 9).  Mr. Skilton reported on the 2008 Financial Audit prepared by BKD, LLC.  The 2008 Audit 
included restated 2007 results due to under accrual of FERC fees.  Mr. Skilton moved that the SPP 2008 
Audit be approved.  Mr. Josh Martin seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted in 
unanimous favor.  The motion passed.   

Mr. Skilton stated that the recommended 2009 Benefit Plan Funding and Post-Retirement Healthcare Plan 
were approved in the Consent Agenda.  It was determined that the SPP Pension Plan and the Post-
Retirement Healthcare Plan were adequately funded.  He also provided information regarding liability 
insurance.  It was determined that SPP was protected against loss claims arising from bodily injury and/or 
property damage under its policies; however, a gap was identified in coverage for financial losses.  This gap 
has been addressed. 
 
Mr. Skilton provided an update on SPP facilities.  In January, the Board approved a 20,000 square foot 
operations/data center on approximately 15 acres with a total budget for land and building of $12,400,000.   
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It is desired to have a campus setting housing all staff with the primary operations/data center.  The 
Committee is currently reviewing the following options:  1) lease, 2) build now, and 3) defer construction.  The 
group plans to present final conclusions and a recommendation to the Board in July. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Corporate Governance Report 

Mr. Nick Brown provided the Corporate Governance Report (CGC Report – Attachment 10).  As a result of 
feedback from the annual Chairs and Secretaries Workshops, the CGC initiated a review of SPP’s Bylaws.  
These revisions were delayed due to Bylaws pending at FERC regarding the implementation of the Regional 
Entity function.  Primary revisions include:   

• Establishing attendance requirements with more details regarding proxies. 
• Clarifying the establishment and retention of a quorum and how proxies impact the quorum. 
• Revisions for the Standards Drafting Team for clarification 
 

Mr. Brown moved that the Board of Directors approve revisions as proposed to Sections 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 
6.0, and 8.0 of the SPP Bylaws.  Mr. Harry Skilton seconded the motion.  The Members Committee 
voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  
 
The CGC conducted its annual review of the SPP group rosters.  Due to emphasis on participation and 
accountability, there were significant changes made.  Mr. Brown moved to approve the SPP 
organizational group rosters as presented.  Mr. Harry Skilton seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  
 
 
 
Agenda Item 5a - President’s Report 

Mr. Nick Brown presented the President’s Report (President’s Report – Attachment 11).  The report included: 

Implementation  

• The Nebraska Entities’ systems were integrated into SPP on April 1. 

• The Market Settlements function was implemented on April 6                 . 

• On April 10, SPP hosted the Arkansas PSC and Brandon Presley of the Mississippi PSC.  This 
makes three commissions that have been hosted by SPP. 

• There is a dispute with the Independent Transmission Organization (ITO) over compensation for the 
company expenses related to FERC Order 890 compliance.  SPP is filing a dispute with FERC in 
accordance with the agreement. 

• Initiated a Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) under the ICT contract. 

Interregional        

• Seventeen planning authorities met on April 8 to discuss the Eastern Interconnection Planning 
Collaborative. 

• On April 27, Mr. Brown met with DOE Chairman Chu and CEOs that are FERC jurisdictional to help 
provide insights on energy issues facing our country.  This meeting will hopefully be the first of 
several subsequent meetings. 

Mr. Brown called attention to the 2009 1st Quarterly Report and the SPP Corporate Metrics Report included in 
the meeting’s background materials.   
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The SPP Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) retreat is scheduled in May to cover stimulus opportunities, 
legislation and the RE/RTO relationship.  The Board of Directors and the Regional Entity Trustees will join the 
SPC.   
 
Future Meetings 

The next Board of Directors meeting is a developmental meeting on June 8 – 9 in Little Rock, AR.  The Board 
of Directors/Members Committee will meet on July 28 in Kansas City, MO (Future Meetings – Attachment 12). 
 
Adjournment 
With no further business, Mr. Eckelberger thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting to 
Executive Session at 2:55 p.m. 
 
Executive Session 
Mr. Skilton provided an update on a recent insurance coverage review, particularly as relates to the Entergy 
ICT contract. 
 
Stacy Duckett, Corporate Secretary 
 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS & OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
July 28, 2009 

Criteria 12 Revisions  
 

Organizational Rosters 
The following members represent the Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG): 

Jim Useldinger (Chairman), KCPL 
Allen Klaussen (Vice-Chairman), Westar 
Jason Atwood, Dogwood Energy 
Donald Hargrove, OG+E 
Paul Lampe, City of Independence 
Kyle McMenamin, SPS 
Danny McDaniel, CLECO 

Brian Berkstresser, EDE 
Scott Lockwood, AEP 
Ron Gunderson, NPPD 
Tim Nissen, OPPD 
Dennis Florom, LES 
Jason Smith (Secretary), SPP 

 

The following members represent the Transmission Working Group (TWG): 

Ronnie Frizzell (Chairman), AECC 
Noman Williams (Vice-Chairman), Sunflower 
Jason Atwood, Dogwood Energy 
Jason Shook, GDS Associates 
Harold Wyble, KCPL 
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD 
Ray Harold, Midwest Energy 
Bruce Merrill, LES 
Dan Lenihan, OPPD 
Travis Hyde, OG+E 

John Payne, KEPCo 
Don Taylor, Westar 
John Fulton, SPS 
Tom Littleton, OMPA 
Sam McGarrah, EDE 
Matt McGee, AEP 
Mitch Williams, WFEC 
John Chamberlain, CUS 
Joe Fultz, GRDA 
Rachel Hulett (Secretary), SPP 

 
Background 
After the approval of NERC Standard FAC-010, concerning System Operating Limits (SOLs), members of 
the TWG were concerned about SPP compliance with the standard. Currently SPP does not have a 
methodology on SOLs in the long-term planning horizon. To make sure SPP would be compliant with the 
standard, the TWG asked the SPP RE to interpret the NERC Standard FAC-010, determining whether the 
standard applied to SOLs in the long-term planning or the long-term operational planning horizon.  The 
SPP RE told the TWG that NERC FAC-010 applied to SOLs in the long-term planning horizon.  Since this 
standard was not addressed currently by SPP, TWG created an ad hoc task force to create Criteria 
language on how SPP would handle SOLs in the planning horizon to meet NERC Standard FAC-010. 

Analysis 
The task force added a new section to the SPP Criteria, 12.3.2 Methodology for Determination Planning 
Horizon of SOLs, while making small revisions to the existing 12.3.1 Methodology for Determination of 
(Operating Horizon) SOLs.   The new language was added to mirror the Operating Horizon methodology, 
but also align with FAC-010.  The TWG approved the Criteria 12.3.2 section addition in May 2009 (See 
the attached Criteria 12.3 Revisions).  The ORWG also approved the revisions that TWG suggested on 
Criteria section 12.3.1 in June 2009.  
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Recommendation 
The MOPC recommends that the BOD approve the Criteria 12.3.2 addition and the Criteria 12.3.1 
revisions. 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendations. 

  

  

Approved:  Markets & Operations Policy Committee  7/14/09 

 Passed Unopposed    

TWG – Criteria 12.3.2         5/13/09                   

Passed Unopposed 

ORWG – Criteria 12.3.1       6/17/09                   

Passed Unopposed 
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12.3 System Operating Limits (SOLs) 
The value (such as MW, MVar, Amperes, Frequency or Volts) that satisfies the most 
limiting of the prescribed operating criteria for a specified system configuration to ensure 
operation of the Bulk Electric System (BES) within acceptable reliability criteria.  System 
Operating Limits are based upon certain operating criteria. These include, but are not 
limited to: Facility Ratings (Applicable pre- and post-Contingency equipment or facility 
ratings), Transient Stability Ratings (Applicable pre- and post-Contingency Stability 
Limits), Voltage Stability Ratings (Applicable pre- and post-Contingency Voltage 
Stability), and System Voltage Limits (Applicable pre- and post-Contingency Voltage 
Limits). SPP monitors and controls the BES using flowgates and the NERC TLR 
process.  
 
SPP also monitors numerous other BES facilities within its footprint and creates 
temporary flowgates when operating conditions reveal any additional limiting system 
configurations. Since SPP is utilizing these flowgates to ensure the system is operating 
within acceptable reliability criteria, these flowgate limits serve as the SPP System 
Operating Limits. 
 
 
12.3.1 Methodology for Determination of Operating Horizon SOLs 
 

• This methodology is applicable for developing SOLs used in the operating 
horizon. 

 
• Based on results of system studies (as described below), SOLs are determined 

per the definition. 
 
• SOLs shall not exceed applicable Facility Ratings. SOLs equal applicable Facility 

Ratings unless additional studies have established a lower limit based on other 
operational issues such as transient, dynamic and voltage stability, etc. 

 
• Anticipated system topology, generation dispatch, and load levels are utilized 

daily via SPP member submission on OPS1 and NERC SDX for non-members. 
 
• Pre-contingency and first contingency studies will be conducted to investigate 

thermal and voltage violations for current and next day. 
 
• Voltage and angular stability issues are investigated off-line as deemed 

necessary by operator and engineer experience and engineering judgment. 
 
• As deemed necessary by study results, an operating guide to aid operators in 

mitigating potential SOL violations may be produced. These guides may be 
temporary or permanent, depending whether the violation is due to a short-term 
outage, seasonal loading issues, etc. At a minimum, this operating guide will 
include: 

1. Statement of type(s) of violations revealed by study 
(voltage/thermal/stability) 

2. Applicable dates 
3. Available/recommended mitigation methods, including generation 

redispatch (maximum MW and/or minimum Mvar generation), 
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transmission reconfiguration, reclosing reconfiguration, load shedding, 
and Transmission Loading Relief (TLR). 
 

• Identified SOLs are screened to compile a list of potential IROLs per the following 
criteria: 

1. Potential IROLs will be investigated when a contingency analysis 
highlights a thermal overload in excess of 120% of the SOL of the 
monitored facility. 

2. Potential IROLs will also be investigated when a contingency analysis 
highlights an under-voltage condition characterized by bus voltages of 
less than 90% across three or more BES facilities. 

 
The potential IROL condition will be reviewed further by evaluating the system 
response to the loss of the SOL violated facility. The original potential IROL 
contingency will be assumed to be a confirmed IROL condition if the evaluation 
reveals that the ensuing SOL violated facility contingency results in another BES 
facility being overloaded to greater than 120% of its SOL or three or more 
additional BES facilities with bus voltages in the area experiencing projected post 
contingency voltages less than 90%, unless there are studies or system 
knowledge that the SOL is not an IROL. 
 

• The IROL TV is 30 minutes. 
 
• Special Protection Schemes (SPS’s) are allowed to prevent prolonged 

undervoltage and to preserve system voltage and machine stability. The 
Transmission Owner shall provide the RC with the location and description of 
each SPS, and shall notify the RC when the schemes are enabled/disabled. 

 
 
12.3.1.1 SOL Provisions 
 

• In the pre-contingency state, the BES shall demonstrate transient, dynamic, and 
voltage stability; all Facilities shall be within their Facility Ratings and within their 
thermal, voltage, and stability limits. In determining SOLs, the BES condition 
used shall reflect current or expected system conditions and shall reflect changes 
to system topology such as Facility outages. 

 
• Following single contingencies as defined in (a) and (b) below, the system shall 

demonstrate transient, dynamic, and voltage stability; all Facilities shall be 
operating within their Facility Ratings and within their thermal, voltage, and 
stability limits; and Cascading Outages or uncontrolled separation shall not 
occur. 

 
a. Single-line-to-ground or three-phase fault (whichever is more severe), 

with normal clearing, on any faulted generator, line, transformer, or shunt 
device. 

 
b. Loss of any generator, line, transformer, or shunt device without a Fault. 
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• In determining the system’s response to a single Contingency, the following shall 
be acceptable: 

 
a. Planned or controlled interruption of electric supply to radial customers or 

some local network customers connected to or supplied by the Faulted 
Facility or by the affected area. 

 
b. Interruption of other network customers, only if the system has already 

been adjusted, or is being adjusted, following at least one prior outage, 
or, if the real-time operating conditions are more adverse than anticipated 
in the corresponding studies, e.g., load greater than studied. 

 
c. System reconfiguration through manual or automatic control or protection 

actions. 
 

• To prepare for the next Contingency, system adjustments may be made, 
including changes to generation, uses of the transmission system, and the 
transmission system topology. 

 
 
12.3.1.2 System Modeling and Contingency Definition 
 

• All offline models are based on the NERC ERAG MMWG model of the Eastern 
Interconnect power system. The model includes all TOs within the SPP RC 
footprint. 

 
• The model includes all non-radial facilities within the BES. Loads served over 

radial lines are typically modeled as aggregate at the delivery bus. Many systems 
are modeled in greater detail down to subtransmission level voltages (<69kV).  
This is typically true only when the subtransmission system is networked 
(nonradial).  In a few cases distribution level voltages (26kV/13kV) are also 
modeled.  Distribution capacitors can be modeled as aggregate at a load bus. 

 
• The online model used by the SPP EMS application is constructed from data in 

the offline model (PSS/E). 
 

• At a minimum the contingency list used in the operating and planning horizon 
should include all non-radial BES transmission lines and transformers > 100kV 
and all generators rated 300MW and above. Additional contingencies will be 
included as provided by BA’s and/or TOs within the RC footprint. 

 
 
12.3.1.3 Methodology Distribution 
 
SPP shall issue this methodology and any changes to the methodology, prior to the 
changes taking effect, to all the following: 
 

• Adjacent RCs and each RC that has indicated it has a reliability-related need for 
the methodology 
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• Each PA and Transmission Planner that models any portion of the RC footprint 
 

• Each TOP within the RC footprint. 
 
 
12.3.1.4 Comments on Methodology 
 

• If a recipient of the SOL methodology provides documented technical comments 
on the methodology, the RC will provide a documented response to that recipient 
within 45 calendar days of receipt of those comments. The response will indicate 
whether a change will be made to the SOL methodology and, if no change will be 
made to the SOL methodology, the reason why. 

 
 
12.3.2 Methodology for Determination of Planning Horizon SOLs 
 

• This methodology is applicable for developing SOLs used in the planning 
horizon. 

 
• Based on results of planning studies (as described below), SOLs are determined 

per the definition. 
 
• SOLs shall not exceed applicable Facility Ratings. SOLs equal applicable Facility 

Ratings unless additional studies have established a lower limit based on other 
operational issues such as transient, dynamic and voltage stability, etc. 

 
• Anticipated system topology, generation dispatch, and load levels are based on 

the modeling data provided in the annual Loadflow Model Development process 
coordinated by the MDWG.  Individual Transmission Owners may request 
development of additional models for SOL analysis as needed to evaluate 
regional transfer conditions which are not captured in existing MDWG models.. 

 
• Pre-contingency, first contingency and multiple contingency studies will be 

conducted to investigate thermal and voltage violations for all those future year 
loadflow models developed by the MDWG. 

 
• Voltage and angular stability issues are studied in the annual Dynamic Stability 

models developed by the MDWG. 
 
• As deemed necessary by study results, an operating guide to aid operators in 

mitigating potential SOL violations may be produced. These guides may be 
temporary or permanent, depending whether the violation is due to a short-term 
outage, seasonal loading issues, etc. At a minimum, this operating guide will 
include: 

1. Statement of type(s) of violations revealed by study 
(voltage/thermal/stability) 

2. Applicable dates 
3. Available/recommended mitigation methods, including generation 

redispatch (maximum MW and/or minimum Mvar generation), 
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transmission reconfiguration, reclosing reconfiguration, load shedding, 
and Transmission Loading Relief (TLR). 
 

• Identified SOLs are screened to compile a list of potential IROLs per the following 
criteria: 

1. Potential IROLs will be investigated when a contingency analysis 
highlights a thermal overload in excess of 120% of the SOL of the 
monitored facility. 

2. Potential IROLs will also be investigated when a contingency analysis 
highlights an under-voltage condition characterized by bus voltages of 
less than 90% across three or more BES facilities. 

 
The potential IROL condition will be reviewed further by evaluating the system 
response to the loss of the SOL violated facility. The original potential IROL 
contingency will be assumed to be a confirmed IROL condition if the evaluation 
reveals that the ensuing SOL violated facility contingency results in another BES 
facility being overloaded to greater than 120% of its SOL or three or more 
additional BES facilities with bus voltages in the area experiencing projected post 
contingency voltages less than 90%, unless there are studies or system 
knowledge that the SOL is not an IROL. 
 

• The IROL TV is 30 minutes. 
 
• Special Protection Schemes (SPS’s) are allowed to prevent prolonged 

undervoltage and to preserve system voltage and machine stability. The 
Transmission Owner shall provide the RC with the location and description of 
each SPS, and shall notify the RC when the schemes are enabled/disabled. 

 
 
12.3.2.1 SOL Provisions 
 

• In the pre-contingency state, the BES shall demonstrate transient, dynamic, and 
voltage stability; all Facilities shall be within their Facility Ratings and within their 
thermal, voltage, and stability limits. In determining SOLs, the BES condition 
used shall reflect future system conditions with all facilities operated in their 
normal operating condition. 

 
• Following single contingencies as defined in (a) and (b) below, the system shall 

demonstrate transient, dynamic, and voltage stability; all Facilities shall be 
operating within their Facility Ratings and within their thermal, voltage, and 
stability limits; and Cascading Outages or uncontrolled separation shall not 
occur. 

 
a. Single-line-to-ground or three-phase fault (whichever is more severe), 

with normal clearing, on any faulted generator, line, transformer, or shunt 
device. 

 
b. Loss of any generator, line, transformer, or shunt device without a Fault. 
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• In determining the system’s response to a single Contingency starting with all 
facilities operated in their normal operating condition, the following shall be 
acceptable: 

 
a. Planned or controlled interruption of electric supply to radial customers or 

some local network customers connected to or supplied by the Faulted 
Facility or by the affected area.  System reconfiguration should be 
implemented to minimize the interruption of electric supply to the extent 
possible. 

 
b. System reconfiguration through manual or automatic control or protection 

actions. 
 

• To prepare for the next Contingency, system adjustments may be made, 
including changes to generation, uses of the transmission system, and the 
transmission system topology. 

• Starting with all facilities operated in their normal operating condition and 
following any of the multiple contingencies identified in Reliability standard TPL-
003 the system shall demonstrate transient, dynamic and voltage stability; all 
facilities shall be operating within their facility ratings and within their thermal, 
voltage and stability limits; and cascading or uncontrolled separation shall not 
occur.  

• In determining the system’s response to any of the multiple contingencies 
identified in Reliability standard TPL-003, in addition to the actions identified in 
(a) and (b) above, the following shall be acceptable: 

a. Planned or controlled interruption of electric supply to customers (load 
shedding) the planned removal from service of certain generators, and/or 
curtailment of contracted firm electric power transfers.  System 
reconfiguration should be implemented to minimize the interruption of 
electric supply to the extent possible.  

 
 
12.3.2.2 System Modeling and Contingency Definition 
 

• All planning models are based on the ERAG MMWG model of the Eastern 
Interconnect power system. The model includes all TOs within the SPP RC 
footprint. Updates shall be made to reflect the most accurate system 
configuration, generation, and load representation for each pertinent individual 
balancing authority area for the study period. The following guidelines for system 
representation in modeling shall be applied: 

 
a. Full loop representation is to be used with the entire Eastern Interconnect 

power system modeled. The model includes all non-radial facilities within the 
BES. Loads served over radial lines are typically modeled as aggregate at 
the delivery bus. Many systems are modeled in greater detail down to 
subtransmission level voltages (<69kV).  This is typically true only when the 
subtransmission system is networked (nonradial).  In a few cases distribution 
level voltages are also modeled.  Distribution capacitors can be modeled as 
aggregate at a load bus. 
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b. The study model will assume all facilities in their normal operating condition, 
with no planned outages, except those facilities normally operated in a de-
energized condition. 

c. System transfer levels for major Eastern Interconnect paths should be agreed 
upon and listed. Additional transfer paths should be included as appropriate. 

d. Voltage profile and equipment loading will be within the ratings of the facilities 
and will be determined using existing criteria. 

e. The phase shifter methodology to be followed for all applicable phase shifters 
should be identified. 

f. Generation and load shedding may exceed the minimum requirement to 
ensure margin for system security. 

g. A MMWG model base case will be selected based on the generation 
dispatch, load level (peak/off-peak) for seasonal (i.e. winter, spring, summer, 
and/or fall) system conditions. The generation dispatch may vary due to wind, 
hydro or other conditions. 

h. Residential, commercial, and industrial load models, with constant power, 
current and impedance should be included as appropriate. Transient stability 
models shall represent voltage and frequency characteristics, either actual 
load models when available, or accepted industry models. Loads shall be 
modeled as accurately as possible, including the appropriate load power 
factor. Margins provided to allow for load model uncertainty shall be explicitly 
stated. 

 
 

• At a minimum the contingency list used in the planning horizon should 
include all non-radial BES transmission lines and transformers > 
100kV and all generators rated 300MW and above. Additional 
contingencies will be included as provided by BA’s and/or TOs within 
the RC footprint. 

 
• Special Protection Schemes (SPS) All SPS required to obtain the 

Accepted Rating should be described in details and modeled as they 
will be applied in operation. 

 
 
12.3.2.3 Methodology Distribution 
 
SPP shall issue this methodology and any changes to the methodology, prior to the 
changes taking effect, to all the following: 
 

• Adjacent Planning Authority and each Planning Authority that has indicated it has 
a reliability-related need for the methodology 

 
• Each PA and Transmission Planner that models any portion of the RC footprint 

 
• Each TOP within the RC footprint. 
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12.3.2.4 Comments on Methodology 
 

• If a recipient of the SOL methodology provides documented technical comments 
on the methodology, the Planning Authority will provide a documented response 
to that recipient within 45 calendar days of receipt of those comments. The 
response will indicate whether a change will be made to the SOL methodology 
and, if no change will be made to the SOL methodology, the reason why. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

MARKETS & OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 
Recommendation to the Board of Directors 

July 28, 2009 
Operating Reliability Working Group Charter 

 
Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Operational Reliability Working Group: 
 
Kelson Energy        Mr. Jason Atwood 
American Electric Power      Mr. Scott Lockwood 
CLECO         Mr. Danny McDaniel 
Southwestern Public Service      Mr. Kyle McMenamin 
Westar Energy        Mr. Allen Klassen 
Independence Power & Light      Mr. Paul Lampe 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric      Mr. Don Hargrove 
Nebraska Public Power District      Mr. Ron Gunderson 
Omaha Public Power District      Mr. Tim Nissen 
Kansas City Power & Light      Mr. Jim Useldinger 
Lincoln Electric System       Mr. Dennis Florom 
Empire District Electric       Mr. Brian Berkstresser 
 
The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 
 
Kelson Energy        Mr. Jason Atwood 
American Electric Power      Mr. Scott Lockwood 
CLECO         Mr. Danny McDaniel 
Southwestern Public Service      Mr. Kyle McMenamin 
Westar Energy        Mr. Allen Klassen 
Independence Power & Light      Mr. Paul Lampe 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric      Mr. Don Hargrove 
Nebraska Public Power District      Mr. Ron Gunderson 
Lincoln Electric System       Mr. Dennis Florom 
Empire District Electric       Mr. Brian Berkstresser 

 
Background 
OMDWG (Operations Model Development Working Group) and ODWG (Operations Data 
Working Group) have requested that the ORWG absorb the functions of these two groups into the 
ORWG charter and disband the two working groups.  SPP’s modeling and data functions have 
matured to the point that a specific working group is no longer necessary to accomplish their 
functions.  The ORWG, if necessary, would create an ad-hoc task force to carry out any specific 
activities that would previously have been assigned to these two groups. 
 
Analysis 
In a meeting on April 29, 2009, the ORWG approved the attached charter changes to reflect the 
absorption of the OMDWG and ODWG and disbanding of the two groups with a vote of 10 in 
favor, none opposed.     
 
Recommendation 
The MOPC recommends that the BOD approve the disbanding of the OMDWG and ODWG and 
the associated charter changes for the ORWG. 
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Approved:      Markets & Operation Policy Committee    July 14, 2009 
  Passed Unopposed 
 

Operating Reliability Working Group   April 29, 2009 
Passed Unopposed 

 
 
 
Action Requested:     Approval of the proposed changes to the ORWG charter and removal of 
the OMDWG and ODWG from the active committee structure. 
 
Attachments:     The recommended charter language is attached. 
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Southwest Power Pool 
Operating Reliability Working Group 

Charter   
December 4April 30, 20098 

 
 
Purpose 
 
The Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) maintains, coordinates and 
implements Criteria related to the reliable and secure operation of the bulk 
electric system operated by the members of the Southwest Power Pool.  The 
ORWG ensures these operating criteria are consistent with NERC and Regional 
Reliability Standards.  ORWG coordinates the review, comments on and 
proposes changes to, and implementation of NERC or Regional standards 
related to operational reliability The ORWG provides oversight and direction for 
the Reliability Coordinator function of the SPP and assigned SPP working 
groups.  The ORWG provides policy input to the MOPC and BOD and its 
committees, if requested. 
 
Scope of Activities 
 
 In carrying out its purpose, the ORWG will: 
 

1. Review, modify and develop any necessary SPP Criteria related to: 
 

•  tThe reliable and secure operation of the bulk electric system within 
the SPP. 

 
• The development, maintenance, and compliance with NERC 

Standards of the SPP state-estimator model and ensure that the model 
adequately supports the needs of the SPP Reliability Coordinator, 
regional Tariff Administration, and any market operation functions. 

 
• The real-time exchange of power system data, submission of one-line 

displays, and other system information. 
 

• The telecommunications needs of SPP and between SPP and its 
members as it relates to the Reliability Coordination function of SPP. 

 
2. Review any proposed modifications to existing and new NERC and 

Regional Reliability standards.  The ORWG will also coordinate any SPP 
comments to the proposed NERC and Regional Reliability standards 
related to operational reliability.  The ORWG will also monitor SPP and its 
members’ operations to insure implementation of any changes. 
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3. Review any proposed modifications to existing and new NAESB 
standards.  The ORWG will also coordinate any SPP comments to the 
proposed NAESB related to operational reliability.  The ORWG will also 
monitor SPP and its members’ operations to insure implementation of any 
changes. 

 
4. Review, modify and develop any Reliability Coordinator procedures and 

Transmission Tariff procedures related to the operational implementation 
of the SPP OATT in cooperation with the Regional Tariff Working Group. 

 
5. Direct and coordinate the activities of the SPP Reliability Coordinator as 

they relate to NERC and Regional Reliability standards, SPP Criteria, and 
the SPP OATT. 

 
6. Coordinate with the SPP RE on the development of SPP Regional 

Reliability Standards and Compliance. The ORWG will coordinate with 
other working groups on any changes that affect the groups. 

 
7. Provide oversight and coordination of the activities of the Operations 

Training Working Group (OTWG), the Operations Data Working Group 
(ODWG), and the Operation Model Development Working Group 
(OMDWG). 

 
 

8. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 
 
Representation  
 
The ORWG is comprised of at least 10 and  up to fifteen members, including the 
chairman and vice-chair.   Meetings are open, however by sufficient notice; the 
ORWG may limit attendance during specific portions of a meeting by an 
affirmative vote of the ORWG for reasons that are consistent with the SPP 
Bylaws.. 
 
Duration 
 
Permanent. 
 
Reporting 
 
The ORWG reports to the SPP Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
(MOPC) for all activities.  As necessary the ORWG may appoint a member of the 
ORWG as a liaison to other working groups for specific issues or action items 
being coordinated. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS & OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
July 28, 2009 

Operations Training Working Group Revised Charter 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Operations Training Working Group: 

Shannon Bolan, NPPD (Chair) 
Richard Appel, SECI (Vice Chair) 
Mike Crouch, OGE 
Ron Green, AEP 
Edgar Rivera, LUS 

Carla Fitzpatrick, OPPD 
Mark MacDonald, CLECO 
Fred Meyer, EDE 
Bo Jones, WRI 
 

 
The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Shannon Bolan, NPPD* 
Mike Crouch, OGE* 
Ron Green, AEP* 
Edgar Rivera, LUS* 
Carla Fitzpatrick, OPPD* 
Mark MacDonald, CLECO* 
Fred Meyer, EDE* 
Bo Jones, WRI* 
* Voting Member 
 

   Pat Budler, NPPD 
Robert Kieborz, NPPD 
Eric Ruskamp, LES 
Bill Cook, WFEC 
Mike Wech, SWPA 
Rod Lewis, KCPL 
Robert Hirchak, CLECO 
Bill Bowen, SPS/Excel Energy 
Jamie Strickland, OGE 

Background 
The OTWG met in February 2009 with Carl Monroe to discuss the addition of market training to the 
OTWG Charter.  Carl Monroe discussed the need for a member working group to own the responsibility 
for ongoing market training.  The SPP Board of Directors made this request in order to ensure that this 
responsibility was covered. 

Analysis 
The OTWG reviewed the Charter at their February 2009 meeting and changes were made to include market 
personnel training.  The revised OTWG Charter was approved unanimously.  The revised OTWG Charter was 
forwarded to Carl Monroe and Jim Useldinger (ORWG Chair).  The Charter was reviewed by the MOPC at their 
April 2009 meeting and was remanded to the ORWG and MWG for further discussion.  The ORWG 
recommended that the OTWG explore two options:  1) include market training in the OTWG Charter and report 
directly to the MOPC, or  2) form a second working group to address market training and have this group report to 
the MWG (keeping the OTWG for reliability training).  The OTWG met with the MWG on May 18, 2009 to discuss 
these options and the MWG and OTWG supported the first option as the better choice.  The OTWG held a special 
meeting on June 18, 2009 to vote on the final draft of its Charter.  The OTWG voted unanimously to approve the 
revised Charter which included the training of market personnel and changed the reporting relationship of the 
OTWG from the ORWG to the MOPC. 
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Recommendation 
To accept the revised Charter for the Operations Training Working Group, expanding its scope to include 
market training, and changing its current reporting structure from the ORWG to the MOPC. 

 

Approved: Markets & Operations Policy Committee 

Passed Unopposed                                           

 

Operations Training Working Group 

July 14, 2009 

 

 

June 18, 2009 

 Passed Unopposed 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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Southwest Power Pool  
Operations Training Working Group  

Charter   
December 4, 2008June 18, 2009  

  
Purpose  
  
The Operations Training Working Group (OTWG) is responsible for identifying and managing training 
activities for system operatorsSPP stakeholders.  
  
Scope of Activities  
  
In carrying out its purpose, the OTWG will:  
  

1. Identify and manage training needs for operationsng personnel training needsand market 
personnel among SPP membersstakeholders and determine the best and most cost-effective 
methods to meet those needs.  
 

2. Direct the SPP Staff in the development, implementation, management, and maintenance of the 
SPP System Operator Training Program sself-study training materials and SPP classroom 
training activities for SPP stakeholders..  

 
3. Organize and conduct meetings and seminars for SPP system operatorsstakeholders to present 

current training topics.  
 

4. Review and develop any necessary SPP Criteria related to training.  
 

5. Review and provide feedback on NERC--related training initiatives and requirements  
 

6. Provide general assistance to SPP membersstakeholders in their efforts to comply with NERC 
training standards and requirements.  

 
7. Perform other duties as directed by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee. 

 
8. Work with Staff and other SPP organizational groups to prioritize activities. 

  
Representation  
  
The OTWG shall be comprised of a minimum of 9 and not more than 11 membersmembers, including 
the chair and vice chair. MembersMembers should be selected based on their exposure to system 
operator or market training.  Desired responsibilities include those who provide training, supervise 
those who train, or system operators and market personnel who receive training. 
  
Duration  
 
Permanent.  
  
Reporting  
  
The OTWG reports to the Markets and Operations Policy CommitteeOperations Reliability Working 
Group (ORWGMOPC) as required on the activities, assignments, and recommendations requiring MOPC 
and Board of Directors approval.  As necessary the OTWG may appoint a member of the OTWG as a 
liaison to other working groups for specific issues or action items being coordinated. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS & OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE  

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
July 28, 2009 

Appendix B Revisions 
 

Organizational Roster 
SPP Staff: 

Bruce Rew, Vice President, Engineering 
Keith Tynes, Manager, Planning 
Bob Lux, Lead Engineer 
 

Background 
SPP Staff analyzed several projects at the request of Transmission Owners.  Staff determined those 
projects should be modified or were no longer needed for reliability and should be withdrawn (See 
attached list for more details).  The TWG unanimously approved the staff proposed Appendix B revisions 
in May 2009. 
 

Analysis 
The Knoll-Vine Street project was inadvertently left off the January STEP recommendations to the BOD 
for withdrawal.  STEP analysis eliminates the need for this project.  Data and study model adjustments 
from members eliminate the need for the Butler and San Andress capacitors.  Lastly, an additional 
approved project in the Roswell area indicates that a smaller Roswell Interchange transformer (44 MVA) 
is needed instead of the originally approved transformer at Roswell (84 MVA).  
 
 
Recommendation 
MOPC endorsed and request the BOD approval of the STEP Appendix B revisions: 

 Withdraw –  Knoll-Vine Street 115 kV line 

       Butler 161 kV capacitor 

         San Andress 115 kV capacitor  

 Modify Scope – Roswell Interchange 115/69 kV transformer (decrease size of transformer) 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation. 

 

Approved:  Market & Operations Policy Committee   July 14, 2009 

   Passed Unopposed 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL STAFF 

Report to the Board of Directors/Members Committee 
June 12, 2009 

 
Attachment J Waiver Requests 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following members represent the Southwest Power Pool: 

Les Dillahunty, Sr. Vice President, Engineering & Regulatory Policy 
Pat Bourne, Director, Transmission Policy 
Heather Starnes, Manager, Regulatory Policy 
Bruce Rew, Vice President, Engineering 
John Mills, Manager, Tariff Studies 

Background 
Attachment J of the SPP Tariff Addresses recovery of costs associated with new transmission facilities.  
Subsection III of this section addresses Base Plan funding for network upgrades, including Safe Harbor 
Cost Limit of $180,000/MW, and provides for waivers, whereby application may be made for additional 
Base Plan funding for a network upgrade in excess of the Safe Harbor Limit based on three independent 
factors. 
 
SPP recently received the following waiver requests: 
 

1.  On March 25, SPP received a request for waiver under Attachment J of the SPP Tariff for costs in 
excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit for Base Plan funding from American Electric Power Service 
Corporation (AEPSC) for a new Designated Resource for 15 MW from the Sleeping Bear wind farm.  
AEPSC is seeking a waiver for this cost above the Base Plan funding limit so that all of the allocated 
expenses associated with AEPSC’s request is eligible for Base Plan funding.  SPP’s 120 day deadline 
under Attachment J is July 23, 2009. 

2. On March 27, SPP received a request for waiver under Attachment J of the SPP Tariff for costs in 
excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit for Base Plan funding from Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
(WFEC) for new Designated Resource for 19 MW from the Edison Mission Buffalo Bear wind farm.  
WFEC seeks approval of this waiver request base on the following: (i) WFEC has an executed power 
purchase agreement for an initial term of 25 years, (ii) this request meets or exceeds the qualifying criteria 
as outlined in Section III.C of Attachment J of the SPP OATT, and (iii) the required upgrades will support 
the long-term needs for additional wind resources within the Western region of SPP.  SPP’s 120 day 
deadline under Attachment J is July 25, 2009. 

3. On March 27, SPP received a request for waiver under Attachment J of the SPP Tariff for costs in 
excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit for Base Plan funding for Westar Energy (WR) for a new Designated 
Resource for 96 MW from the Meridian Way wind farm.  WR seeks approval of this waiver request base 
on the New Attachment J criteria for wind farms.  WR acknowledges that this may expose them to direct 
assigned transmission costs when changing costs allocation methodologies from the previously filed 
method to the recently approved RSC methodology.  SPP’s 120 day deadline under Attachment J is July 
25, 2009. 

4. On March 27, SPP received a request for waiver under Attachment J of the SPP Tariff for costs in 
excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit for Base Plan funding from Westar Energy (WR) for a new 
Designated Resource for 100 MW from the Flat Ridge wind farm.  WR seeks approval of this waiver 
request base on the New Attachment J criteria for wind farms.  WR acknowledges that this may expose 



 

them to direct assigned transmission costs when changing costs allocation methodologies from the 
previously filed method to the recently approved RSC methodology.  SPP’s 120 day deadline under 
Attachment J is July 25, 2009. 
 

Analysis: 
 

1.  AEPSC requested a waiver based upon Section III.C.2. ii of Attachment J, commitment to a long term 
contract for the new designated resource.  This waiver request was discussed in the April 29th meeting of 
the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG).  Based on the discussion held in this meeting, the CAWG 
will recommend that the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) approve the AEPSC waiver 
for such amount to Base Plan fund the projects involved according to Section III.A of Attachment J. 

 

2.  WFEC requested a waiver based upon Section III.C.2. ii of Attachment J, commitment to a long term 
contract for the new designated resource.  This waiver request was discussed in the April 29th meeting of 
the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG).  Based on the discussion held in this meeting, the CAWG 
will recommend that the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) approve the WFEC waiver 
for such amount to Base Plan fund the projects involved according to the Section III.A of Attachment J. 

 

3.  WR requested a waiver based upon Section III.C.2. ii of Attachment J, commitment to a long term 
contract for the new designated resource.  This waiver request was discussed in the April 29th meeting of 
the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG).  Based on the discussion held in this meeting, the CAWG 
will recommend that the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) approve the WR waiver for 
such amount to Base Plan fund the projects involved according to Section III.A and of Attachment J. 

 

4.  WR requested a waiver based upon Section III.C.2. ii of Attachment J, commitment to a long term 
contract for the new designated resource.  This waiver request was discussed in the April 29th meeting of 
the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG).  Based on the discussion held in this meeting, the CAWG 
will recommend that the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) approve the WR waiver for 
such amount to Base Plan fund the projects involved according to the Section III.A of Attachment J. 

 

Recommendation 

The recommendation of SPP Staff is to approve all waivers for such amount to be Base Plan funded in 
accordance with Attachment J as filed April 24th, 2009. 

 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Oversight Committee 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors/Members Committee 
July 28, 2009 

 
MMU Market Rule Change Process 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Oversight Committee: 

SPP Chair Josh Martin (Director) 
Julian Brix (Director) 
Phyllis Bernard (Director) 

 
 
 

The following stakeholders participated in group discussions: 

Harry Skilton, (Director) 
 

 

Background 

The SPP Market Monitoring Unit (MMU) is responsible for ensuring that the RTO markets are efficient 
and effective. In May of 2005 FERC issued a Policy Statement on Market Monitoring Units (PL05-1-000), 
which set forth the tasks MMUs were expected to perform. Paragraph 2 of PL05 states:   
 

2.  In order to achieve the stated purpose of enhancing the competitive structure 
of the ISO/RTO markets, MMUs perform several valuable tasks:  

To identify ineffective market rules and tariff provisions and recommend 
proposed rule and tariff changes to the ISO/RTO that promote wholesale 
competition and efficient market behavior.  

 

Additional clarifications of the MMU responsibility are described in FERC Order 719, October 2008.  
Specific language adopted by FERC in paragraph 354 is as follows: 
 

    (1) Evaluating existing and proposed market rules, tariff provisions and 
market design elements, and recommending proposed rule and tariff 
changes not only to the RTO or ISO, but also to the Commission’s Office of 
Energy Market Regulation staff and to other interested entities such as state 
commissions and market participants, with the caveat that the MMU is not to 
effectuate its proposed market design itself (a task belonging to the RTO or 
ISO), and with the further caveat that the MMU should limit distribution of its 
identifications and recommendations to the RTO or ISO and to Commission 
staff in the event it believes broader dissemination could lead to exploitation, 
with an explanation of why further dissemination should be avoided at that 
time; 

 1



 

Even though the MMU is responsible for identifying inefficient rules, FERC Order 719 clearly states: 
 

“… that the MMU’s role in recommending proposed rule and tariff changes is 
advisory in nature, and that the MMU should not become involved in implementing 
rule and tariff changes (unless a tariff provision specifically concerns actions to be 
undertaken by the MMU itself).  Both the filing of proposed rule and tariff changes, 
and the implementation of rule and tariff changes, are within the purview of the 
RTO or ISO.” 

 

The objective of the attached document is to establish a detailed process by which the MMU complies 
with FERC requirements to propose changes to market rules. This process is also in response to a 
directive from the SPP Oversight Committee to establish a process document. 

The intent here is to take full advantage of the existing SPP vetting process. In those cases where there 
are legitimate differences, this process will provide clarity and transparency for all interested parties while 
preserving MMU independence.   

Recommendation 
The Oversight Committee recommends the Board of Directors adopt the proposed MMU Rule Change 
Process. 

 

Approved: Oversight Committee June 8, 2009 

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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MMU MARKET RULE CHANGE PROCESS 
 
A. Process Steps 

1. Concept Development/Analysis  
A. MMU identifies potential flaw in market rules 
B. Develop proposed rule change 
C. Document justification 
D. Determine level of impact – rule changes that are determined to be critical for market 

efficiency will subject to this process.  Proposed changes are desirable but not critical 
will be proposed to MWG for their consideration only and not subject to this process.  

2. Notification  
• FERC Staff – Office of Energy Market Regulation (OEMR) 
• State Regulating Agencies  
• Chair of the Oversight Committee as representative of the SPP Board of Directors 

3. MWG PRR Review 
A. Prepare a PRR for MWG consideration 
B. Participate in MWG discussion 
C. If PRR is approved with changes acceptable to MMU then tariff and/or protocol 

modification proceeds under normal RTO procedures to MOPC for consideration 
D. If PRR is not approved or approved with unacceptable changes then the MMU will 

review input provided by the MWG that may serve to strengthen the end product or catch 
errors of fact or reasoning. 

E. After reassessing the proposed rule change, MMU then has the option to move the rule 
change proposal to MOPC 

F. Time frame – The MWG has two normal sessions (plus normal submittal time of two 
weeks for PRRs) to consider MMU proposed changes.  If the MWG does not approve the 
PRR in an acceptable form, it is the MMU’s right and responsibility to move the 
proposed change on to MOPC for their consideration. 

4. MOPC Review 
A. Submit proposed rule changes to MOPC for their consideration 
B. Participate in MOPC discussion 
C. If rule change proposal is approved with changes acceptable to MMU then tariff and/or 

protocol modification proceeds under normal RTO procedures to the Board for 
ratification 

D. If PRR is not approved or approved with unacceptable changes then the MMU will 
review input provided by the MOPC that may serve to strengthen the end product or 
catch errors of fact or reasoning. 

E. After reassessing the proposed rule change, MMU then has the option to move the rule 
change proposal to the SPP Board for consideration 

F. Time frame – The MOPC has one regular meeting session (plus normal submittal lead 
time of two weeks for pre-meeting material) to consider MMU proposed changes.  If the 
MOPC does not approve the PRR in an acceptable form, it is the MMU’s right and 
responsibility to move the proposed change on to the SPP Board of Directors (Oversight 
Committee) for their consideration. 
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5. Board Review  
A. Submit proposed rule changes to the Chair of the Oversight Committee as representative 

of the SPP Board of Directors for their consideration 
B. Participate in Oversight Committee discussion 
C. If rule change proposal is approved by OC then tariff and/or protocol modification 

proceeds under normal RTO procedures to the full Board for ratification 

6. Report(s) to FERC  
A. MMU will prepare periodic reports for FERC OEMR as request or determined to be 

appropriated 
B. A final report will be prepared upon completion of the process and submitted to FERC 

OEMR and the Chair of the Oversight Committee.  The report will cover proposed rule 
change objective; final wording as approved by the Board; if MMU disagrees with final 
wording them MMU document wording a rule change that is acceptable to the MMU; 
justification of proposed change; and documentation notifications. 

C. Time frame – Final report will be sent to OEMR and the Chair of the Oversight 
Committee within 2 months after final SPP disposition of the MMU proposed rule 
change. 
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SPP Finance Committee
Report to the SPP Board of Directors

July 28, 2009

Harry Skilton Chair

Finance Committee Roster

Larry Altenbaumer Director

Gary Voigt AECC

Kelly Harrison Westar

David Sartin AEP

Trudy Harper Tenaska
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Finance Committee Meeting July 10, 2009

I. Term Financing ($30 million)

II. SAS 70 Mid Year Review

III. SPP Facility Plans

IV. Officer Reimbursement

• FERC and AR PSC approvals, late June 2009

Term Financing ($30 million)

• Rate locked at 5.45% fixed

• Seven year term (2/5 year) with U.S. Bank

• Loan funded on July 24, 2009
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• SPP Internal Auditor review of internal actions 
taken by Mgmt to address 2008 audit

SAS 70 Mid Year Review

taken by Mgmt to address 2008 audit 
qualifications

• PriceWaterhouseCoopers reviewed findings 
from first phase of 2009 audit.
– One business process qualification identified
– Several exceptions to business process controls; 

add’l testing will occur
– One general IT control exception

SPP Facility Plans 

• Process

G• Goals

• Existing Facilities

• Future Staffing

• AlternativesAlternatives

• Metrics

• Recommendation
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SPP Facility Plans - Process

• Finance Committee discussed needs in 9/08, 
included in 2009 budgetincluded in 2009 budget

• BOD approved land acquisition and construction of 
operations/data center in 1/09

• Finance Committee discussed alternatives for 
administrative facility needs

• Finance Committee approved, for BOD 
consideration, construction of office building 7/09

SPP Facility Plans - Goals

GOAL #1 Facilities support reliable operations

GOAL #2 Facilities provide adequate workspace 
for staff

GOAL #3 Facilities support future growth of SPP

GOAL #4 Facilities support SPP’s core values
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SPP Facility Plans – Existing Facilities

LEASED SPACE
Plaza West:

58 922 s f under lease at an annual cost of: $1 127 31058,922 s.f. under lease at an annual cost of: $1,127,310
Lease expires 9/30/2011
Data center space 1,471 sf
Coordination center space 2,914 sf
Max headcount 252

Chenal:
30,871 s.f. under lease at an annual cost of: 505,692
Lease expires 4/30/2012p
Max headcount 122

SPP Facility Plans – Existing Facilities

OWNED SPACE

Maumelle:Maumelle:
19,400 s.f. under roof on a +/- 10 acre site
Coordination Center 6,383 s.f.
9 Operator Desks supporting RC, TA, Sch, MO, Ops Eng, BA 

Data Center 3,253 s.f.
800KW external generator, 360KW UPS
66 ton HVAC system, 44 tons usable w/ N+1

General Office Space 5,352 s.f.
Dedicated to cubes, offices, meeting rooms
Max headcount 31
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SPP Facility Plans – Future Staffing 

• Maintain and expand Plaza West presence

SPP Facility Plans – Alternatives

• Maintain Plaza West presence and expand in 
other leased space.

• Lease or buy existing building to 
accommodate forecast needs.

• Construct building to meet SPP needs and 
goals.
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SPP Facility Plans – Estimated Capital Costs 

SPP Facility Plans - Annual Costs of Lease vs. Ownership

Lease vs. Own (Build Now) Lease vs. Own (Defer)
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SPP Facility Plans - Annual Costs of Lease vs. Ownership

Construction Cost Impact on NPV of Lease vs. Own
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SPP Facility Plans – Impact on Annual Admin Fee
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SPP Facility Plans - Recommendation

Approve construction of 150,000 s.f. office building (130,000 s.f. 
finished) co-located on site with proposed 20,000 s.f. 
operations/data center.  The estimated budget for this facility will be 
$32,081,090.  Approval will be subject to:

• Completion of schematic design drawings and revised cost 
estimates based on schematic design.  Costs in excess of 
estimated budget will require additional approval.

• Completion of construction design drawings and cost 
estimates included in gross maximum price (“GMP”) 
contract with general contractor.  GMP in excess of 
estimated budget will require additional approval.

FINANCE COMMITTEEFINANCE COMMITTEE

OTHER ITEMS



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL STAFF 

Recommendation from the Finance Committee 
July 28, 2009 

Construction of Administration Building 
 
 
Organizational Roster 
The following are Finance Committee members: 
 

Name  Position/Organization 
Harry Skilton  Director – Chairman  
Larry Altenbaumer  Director 
David Sartin  AEP 
Trudy Harper  Tenaska Marketing 
Gary Voigt  Arkansas Electric Cooperatives 
Kelly Harrison  Westar Energy 
Tom Dunn  SPP Staff – Secretary 

 
 
Background 
Southwest Power Pool currently operates from three locations in Little Rock: 
 
 Maumelle Plaza West Chenal 
Size 19,400 SF 58,922 SF 30,871 
Owned/Leased Owned Leased Leased 
Lease Expiration N/A September 30, 2011 April 30, 2012 
Staff Assigned 81 269 110 
Functions SPP Real-Time ITO Real-Time Engineering 
 ICT Real-Time Regional Entity Market Monitoring 
 Production data center Back-up data center Market Design 
  Administrative functions Regional Entity 
 
Since 1974, SPP has been a tenant in the Plaza West building, which contains 120,000 square feet of leasable 
space on 12 floors.  Currently, SPP leases approximately half of the building.  Plaza West houses the majority of 
SPP’s administrative and office employees.  Additionally, it houses the disaster recovery environments of SPP’s 
operating functions.   
 
SPP completed construction of its Maumelle facility in early 2007 and the facility began hosting SPP’s 24x7 
operations in April 2007.  The data center in Maumelle now houses all of SPP’s production environments with the 
exception of some environments specific to SPP’s Contract Services operations.  The facility satisfies NERC’s 
Critical Infrastructure Protection standards, both physically and electronically.  The long-term viability of this 
facility as an operating site for SPP will require additions to the office space and enhancements to the electrical 
and HVAC systems.    During the past year SPP upgraded the uninterruptible power supply, transformer 
capacity, service entrance, and power distribution components. 
 
SPP executed a lease on its Chenal facility in March of 2009.  The facility is a 50,000 s.f. multi-tenant office 
building located in west Little Rock.  SPP will only house office and administrative functions in this space (i.e. 
there will not be any data center or real-time operations functionality in this facility).  
 
The SPP Board of Directors, at its January 2009 meeting, approved the acquisition of approximately 15 acres of 
land and construction of a 20,000 s.f. operations / data center and approved a preliminary budget of $12,421,800 
(exclusive of hardware, furniture, fixtures and equipment).  Once completed, this project will allow SPP to 
decommission its Plaza West data center which currently struggles with numerous facility limitations (weight 
loading on the floor, electrical and HVAC capacity, presence of exterior windows, security, etc.).  Additionally, 
SPP will also abandon the Plaza West facility as its backup coordination center.  The Plaza West coordination 



2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total SPP Headcount 453 491 520 552 563 574 585 597 609

Direct Future Markets 22 33 6

Administrative Headcount 384 407 415 423 432 441 449
Admin. Office Space Required (s.f.)

at 340 s.f. / employee 130,560 138,394 141,161 143,985 146,864 149,802 152,798
at 300 s.f. / employee 115,200 122,112 124,554 127,045 129,586 132,178 134,822

center functionality is undersized to support operations for any longer than hourly disaster operations.  
 
SPP physically separated its operations staff from the rest of its staff with the opening of its Maumelle facility in 
2007.  This separation allowed the implementation of enhanced security for SPP’s critical operations and 
facilitated greater opportunity to comply with NERC’s CIP standards.  Expected downsides were the loss of 
synergies within the staff as well as some “siloing” of staff.  SPP management believes the downsides have 
outweighed the security benefits to date.  Thus, SPP has a goal of co-locating all staff in a campus environment 
will allows for continued physical separation of the operations and data center facilities. 
 
SPP’s continued growth in staff is driving a need to acquire additional administrative office facilities.  This need, 
coupled with SPP’s experience with physically separated staff and a need to construct a new operations/data 
center, provides SPP with the opportunity to manage its facilities such that all staff are located in close proximity 
while still allowing for physical separation of the critical operating functions.  In short, SPP management is 
supportive of obtaining a “campus” environment initially consisting of a stand-alone operations/data center and 
an office building.    
 
Analysis 
SPP’s 2009 budget process included an exercise to determine its near-term staffing needs as well as estimates 
of longer-term staffing levels.  In the near-term, design, development, implementation and operation of “future 
markets” will drive the majority of staff additions.  Over the longer-term staff growth is projected to be more 
normalized based on a growth factor of 6% in 2013 and then 2% per year through 2018.   
 
Based on the above projected staffing levels and utilizing an industry benchmark of 340 s.f./employee1 and a 
SPP benchmark of 300 s.f./employee, SPP’s administrative office space requirements through 2018 are 
estimated as follows: 
 

 
SPP evaluated four options to satisfy its office space needs: 

1. lease space in single office building 
2. lease space in several office buildings 
3. purchase existing office building 
4. construct office building. 

 
Options 1 and 3 were determined to not be feasible in the Little Rock market at this time.  The remaining two 
options presented significantly different economics depending on the time horizon utilized.  Leasing office space 
is superior to owning under an assumption that SPP’s need for office space would disappear after 2015 (i.e. SPP 
ceases to exist).  An assumption that SPP would need office space beyond 2015 results in owning being superior 
to leasing.  Based on current knowledge, past experience and future forecasts, SPP management believes SPP 
will require office space long into the future. 
 

                                            
1 Grogan Associates, August 2008 report. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SPP management has evaluated the benefits of deferring construction of an administrative office building in light 
of the current national economic environment in addition to the focus and oversight required as SPP moves 
ahead with consolidating balancing authorities and implementing future markets.  The current economic 
environment is believed to offer benefits for SPP in terms of getting focus on the part of general and sub-
contractors in the building trades (due to slowdown in construction activity) and access to raw materials.  The 
inflationary policies of the U.S. Government designed to deal with the current economic environment are certain 
to result in higher labor and raw material prices in a few years. 
 
In modeling a deferral in construction, SPP assumed 10%/ year growth in construction costs to defer beginning 
of construction from 2010 to 2012 and assumed long-term financing rates increased to 8% over the base model’s 
6%.  The model indicated deferral results in a situation where it is more economical to continue leasing versus 
owning over the next 30 years. 

 
Lease Build Defer 

Total Cash Outflow $  123,357 $  105,434 $  132,170 

PV of Cash Outflow $32,317.07 $32,352.64 $39,225.83 

Avg Admin Fee Impact $  0.00853 $  0.00849 $  0.00938 

 
 
 
Budgeted Costs for this Project 
We’d like to identify this project in three phases (primarily for approval purposes) as follows: 

• Phase I – Acquisition of 15 acres of land and construction of a 20,000 sf operations/data center with a 
preliminary budget of $12,421,800.   Approved by SPP BOD January 27, 2009 

• Phase II – Construction of a 150,000 scalable office building on the same site housing the 
operations/data center identified in Phase I. 

• Phase III – Equipping the buildings in Phases I and II for occupancy and operation.  This will include 
office furnishings such as module furnishings, chairs, desk phones, copiers, etc., as well as the more 
significant acquisition and installation of hardware in the operations/data center critical for the functioning 
of SPP’s business.   

 
 
 

2020 
Leasing 

Owning 



SPP’s 2009 budget included a project titled “Facility Management” which had monies forecasted as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional in-depth analysis has resulted in meaningful departures for the cost of the three phases of this project 
compared to the amounts disclosed in the 2009 budget.  The significant inputs to arrive at a revised budget are 
detailed below: 
 
A budget for Phases I, II and III has been prepared incorporating the following elements: 

• Preliminary review of potential sites that fit the criteria outlined above 
• Benchmarked costs for the type and style of the two buildings 
• Heightened physical security criteria for the operations center per CIP-006-1 
• Gold level LEED certification from the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) 
• Appropriate hardware and equipment for the operations center 
• Furniture and furnishings for both buildings 
• Estimated consultation costs for design, engineering, project management, owner’s representation, etc. 
• Appropriate contingencies for each phase of the project 

 
The following inputs have been used in the pro-forma project cost analysis: 

• Fifteen (15) acres of land at a cost of $7/sq. ft. plus 50¢/sq. ft. for site improvements 
• 150,000 sq. ft. office building with a construction only cost of $187.4/sq. ft. plus 10% for LEED  
• 20,000 sq. ft. real-time data and operations center, to be adjacent to the administration structure, with a 

construction only cost of $360/sq. ft. 
• Professional fees at 9% of total building costs 
• Furniture, fixtures and hardware for the administration and operations buildings at $50/sq. ft. and 

$235/sq. ft., respectively. 
• Separate 10% contingency allowances for land, building, fees, hardware, and furnishings 

 
Financing of the Project 
SPP will seek a credit facility from a lender that will permit drawings under a non-revolving line of credit. Upon 
completion of construction, it is intended that this facility will convert to a permanent loan requiring periodic 
payments of principal and interest.  SPP intends to have a commitment for permanent financing in place before 
construction begins on the facilities.  Approval of financing and structure will be sought at a later date following 
thorough review by the Finance Committee of the options available in the marketplace. 

 

Phase 
Line Item I II III Total 
Land Acquisition  $   4,573,800  $     4,573,800 
Construction of Ops/Data Center  $   7,200,000  $     7,200,000 
Construction of Office Building  $ 30,921,000  $   30,921,000 
Professional Fees  $     648,000   $   2,782,890  $     3,430,890 
Furniture and Fixtures  $  4,950,000   $     4,950,000 
Hardware and Equipment  $  7,250,000   $     7,250,000 
Contingencies  $     848,880   $   3,092,100  $  1,220,000   $     5,160,980 

 $ 13,270,680  $ 36,795,990  $13,420,000   $   63,486,670 

 
 
 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 
  Hardware Land Building Consulting Interest Total 
2009 5,000.0 775.0 6,170.0 495.0 236.0 12,676.0 
2010  20,000.0 20,000.0 
2011  0.0 
Total 5,000.0 775.0 26,170.0 495.0 236.0 32,676.0 
              



Milestone Reporting 
Reports will be made to the Finance Committee prior to the following events in the project: 

• Closing on the acquisition of land 
• Execution of the A102 Contract with the General Contractor 
• Expending greater than the contingency assigned to the following categories:  land and site work, fixed 

price construction contract, professional fees.  
 
In addition, project progress reports will be submitted to the Finance Committee over the course of the project. 
 
Conclusion 
The SPP Finance Committee and SPP Board of Directors have endorsed a goal for SPP to develop a secure, 
campus environment to house its operations and staff.  The SPP Board of Directors approved Phase I of the 
Facility Management project which included acquisition of approximately 15 acres of land and construction of a 
20,000 sf operations/data center.  SPP staff was directed to continue its review of available existing properties in 
the Little Rock area to house its staff and locate an operations/data center.  SPP staff has determined no 
properties are currently available which satisfy its long-term needs and support the goal endorsed by the SPP 
Board of Directors and Finance Committee. 
 
SPP staff has determined the highest probability of successfully satisfying its long-term corporate facility needs, 
while also furthering the goal endorsed by the Board and Finance Committee, requires the construction of a 
stand alone office facility.  SPP believes a facility can be constructed to satisfy it’s immediate and near term 
needs while retaining the flexibility to expand the facilities should SPP’s expected growth occur in the future.   
 
Recommendation 
Approve Phase II of the Facility Management project which includes construction of a 150,000 sf office building 
on the site planned to house the operations/data center consistent with Phase I of the Facility Management 
project.  Approve a preliminary budget for Phase II of $32,081,090.  Two contingent checkpoints or “off ramps” 
were identified under this approval:  1)  Upon completion of schematic drawings, the project costs will be re-
estimated and reviewed, should the costs differ meaningfully above the preliminary budget the Finance 
Committee can suspend its approval to seek further information or rescind its approval altogether.  2)  Upon 
completion of design drawing, the project costs will be determined by a general contractor selected for this 
project under a guaranteed maximum price contract, should the costs differ meaningfully above the preliminary 
budget the Finance Committee can suspend its approval to seek further information or rescind its approval 
altogether.   
 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
 
 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP CORPORATE GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors/Members Committee 
July 28, 2009 

Revision to Membership Agreement 
 

Background 
Following approval at the January 27, 2009 Board of Directors/Members Committee meeting, SPP 
submitted revisions to the SPP Membership Agreement to incorporate most of the Nebraska entity 
amendments into the Agreement for the benefit of all members. These revisions were accepted by FERC, 
but with some modifications required for clarity. 

Analysis 
Following are the matters to be addressed in a compliance filing due July 29: 

• Revise Section 3.10 (Pricing) to clarify that non-jurisdictional members have the option of 
submitting their transmission service rates to SPP for filing with the Commission or continuing to 
file them directly with the Commission.  

• Revise Section 3.11 (No Waiver of Jurisdictional Immunity) to clarify that "Except as otherwise 
provided in the Federal Power Act, a non-jurisdictional Member shall not be bound or obligated 
by any FERC order, decision, rule or regulation..."  

• Revise Section 3.12 (Compliance with State Law) to clarify that it applies to non-jurisdictional 
members only. 

As required, the Membership received notice on June 24 of pending action by the Board of Directors to 
modify the SPP Membership Agreement.  

Recommendation 
Approval of revisions to the SPP Membership Agreement for filing at FERC. 

 

Approved: Corporate Governance Committee Consent via email notification 

  

Action Requested: Approve recommendation. 

 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Substitute Second Revised Sheet No. 20 
Membership Agreement Superseding Second Revised Sheet No. 20 
Original Volume No. 3 

Issued by: Heather H. Starnes, Manager, Regulatory Policy 
 

Issued on:   July 29, 2009 Effective:  April 27, 2009 

3.10 Pricing 

Transmission Owner shall possess the unilateral right to file with FERC, or and, if the 

Transmission Owner is non-jurisdictional, the Transmission Owner shall have the option to file 

with FERC or to submit to SPP for filing with FERC, if the Member is non-jurisdictional 

pursuant to Section 205 of the Federal Power Act modifications to change the rates or rate 

structure for transmission service over its Tariff Facilities, including filing a fixed revenue 

requirement and supporting data or a rate formula template for its cost of service revenue 

requirements, and to submit proposals or filings governing new construction with FERC; 

provided, however, Transmission Owner may not submit a proposal which results in a 

Transmission Customer paying two or more transmission charges for transmission for one 

transaction under the OATT (excluding Distribution Facilities for which an additional charge 

may be imposed, and Grandfathered Agreements as defined in the OATT).  Transmission Owner 

shall notify SPP in advance of its intention to submit a filing to FERC and provide SPP with a 

copy of the filing.  No approval from SPP is required for such filings. 

3.11 No Waiver of Jurisdictional Immunity 

If Member is not subject to the jurisdiction of FERC as a public utility under the 

Federal Power Act,  Member shall not be required to take any action or participate in any filing or 

appeal that would confer FERC jurisdiction over Member that does not otherwise exist.  Any 

order, decision, rule or regulation issued by FERC to SPP or any other Members or Member of 

SPP relating to matters exempt from FERC jurisdiction under Section 201(f) of the Federal 

Power Act shall not apply directly or separately to a non-jurisdictional Member.  Without 

limiting the generality of the foregoing, except as otherwise provided in the Federal Power Act, a 

non-jurisdictional Member shall not be bound or obligated by any FERC order, decision, rule or 

regulation requiring a change in the rates, terms or conditions for transmission service or 

compensation for utilizing the transmission facilities of a non-jurisdictional Member, which 

conflicts with applicable state law, including any order requiring the suspension of the use of 

such rates, terms or conditions or the payment of refunds of rates or compensation previously 

collected or received.  A non-jurisdictional Member and SPP acknowledge that FERC, in the 

context of its jurisdiction over SPP’s rates, may review a non-jurisdictional Member’s revenue 

requirement and rates to the extent they comprise or affect the rates charged by SPP or other 

Members.  If FERC does not accept a non-jurisdictional  



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 20A 
Membership Agreement Superseding First Revised Sheet No. 20A 
Original Volume No. 3 

Issued by: Heather H. Starnes, Manager, Regulatory Policy 
 

Issued on:   July 29, 2009 Effective:  April 27, 2009 

Member’s revenue requirement or rates, the non-jurisdictional Member may terminate this 

Agreement pursuant to the withdrawal provisions of the Agreement.  In such event, the non-

jurisdictional Member and SPP agree to meet and confer prior to any termination of this 

Agreement.  Nothing in this Agreement, or the participation of a non-jurisdictional Member in 

SPP and its operations waives any objection to or otherwise constitutes a consent to, the 

jurisdiction by FERC that does not otherwise exist over the non-jurisdictional Member or its 

transmission service, facilities and rates. 

3.12 Compliance with State Law 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, a non-jurisdictional Member 

shall not be required to take any action or do any other thing with respect to rates, charges, terms 

or conditions of service, the resolution of disputes under this Agreement or any other matter 

regarding its obligations and performance under this Agreement, that (i) the non-jurisdictional 

Member is not permitted by state law to undertake or that is prohibited in whole or in part by any 

state law or regulation applicable to the non-jurisdictional Member; or (ii) would require the non-

jurisdictional Member to violate a provision of such state law or regulation in order to comply 

with this Agreement.  Determination of compliance with and permissible action, conduct or 

obligations under this Section 3.12 by a non-jurisdictional Member shall be within the sole 

jurisdiction of the non-jurisdictional Member’s governing board, subject to applicable state court 

review.  A non-jurisdictional Member shall not object to SPP’s participation in any state 

proceedings that impact the non-jurisdictional Member’s ability to perform under this Agreement 

or determinations regarding such impact.  To the extent possible without violating state law, a 

non-jurisdictional Member shall notify SPP in advance of any action that the non-jurisdictional 

Member is required to take that the non-jurisdictional Member believes would constitute a 

violation of state law, and the non-jurisdictional Member and SPP promptly shall meet and 

confer regarding the matter.  As necessary, the non-jurisdictional Member and SPP agree to 

negotiate in good faith to modify the Agreement as consistent as possible with the original intent 

to allow SPP to exercise operational authority over the non-jurisdictional Member’s Tariff 

Facilities as otherwise provided in the Agreement.  If the non-jurisdictional Member and SPP are 

unable to resolve the matter, the non-jurisdictional Member may terminate this Agreement 

pursuant to the withdrawal provisions of the Agreement. 
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Markets & Operations
Policy Committee

• John Olsen – Chair
• Bill Dowling – Vice Chair
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Overview

• Informational Items • Consent Action 
• RTWG

1. Transmission 
Constructor Selection

2. Waiver for NE GI

• MWG
1. Future Markets
2 C ti H d i
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(Only covered if 

questions)
• Criteria

1.Criteria 12.3
• Charter Changes

www.spp.org

2. Congestion Hedging

• Wind Integration 
Studies

• Charter Changes
1.ORWG
2.OTWG

• Appendix B Step
• Waivers
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Information Items

www.spp.org 4
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RTWG Update

www.spp.org 5

Transmission Constructor Selection 
Process

• MOPC assigned RTWG the task of g
developing a process for the selection of 
a transmission constructor.

• Cross-sectional task force should be 
created to develop the process.

www.spp.org

p p

• Volunteers?

6



4

Waiver for Nebraska GI Queue 

www.spp.org 7

Background

• SPP filed a waiver in November of 2008 to allow 
SPP to study pending interconnection requests 
in clusters.

• FERC issued a letter order granting permission 
to cluster pending interconnection requests into 
two transitional clusters as described by SPP in 

www.spp.org

y
the filing.

8
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Nebraska Queue

• Nebraska Entities transferred functional control 
of their transmission facilities to SPP on April 1, 
2009.

• SPP staff suggested requesting a waiver to 
group all Nebraska GI requests submitted prior 
to 6/17/2008 into a special cluster.

• Requests submitted after 6/17/2008 will be 

www.spp.org

q
included in a cluster with other SPP requests.

• RTWG unanimously approved.
• MOPC concurred.

9

MWG Update

www.spp.org 10
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Future Markets Discussion

www.spp.org

High Level Timeline for Future Markets

• Target a 4th quarter of 2012 market start date
• Contingent upon:

• Board of Director approval and support
• Commitment by participants
• SPP Staff availability 
• Regulatory approvals
• Vendor / Consultant availability

www.spp.org 12
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MWG Decision Matrix

As decisions are being made at the MWG each month, a 
d i i t i i b i d t d W th tdecision matrix is being updated.  We encourage others to 
review that matrix for changes each month to help stay 
abreast of MWGs activites.

The Future Market Decision Matrix may be found at:
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1547&pageID=27

www.spp.org

The Future Market Informational Session & MWG Decision 
Making materials may be found at:

http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1424&pageID=27

Congestion Hedging Task Force

www.spp.org
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Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• Process for Decision Making:
• Reviewed other RTOs

Analyzed numerous complex examples• Analyzed numerous complex examples

• Need to develop a mechanism that:
• Promotes full and efficient use of the transmission system
• Increases bilateral energy trading capability of participants
• Supports the development and use of energy trading hubs
• Allows participant to assess value of transmission rights
• Does not disincent improvements/expansion of the

www.spp.org

Does not disincent improvements/expansion of the 
transmission system 

Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• Is Change Necessary?
• Existing physical rights impedes full use of centralized g p y g p

commitment

• Market Participant (MP) uses Day Ahead (DA) 
commitment and schedules to hedge against cost to 
serve load

1. “My unit serves my load, so I know the cost”

www.spp.org

• Unit hedge can be removed in real-time (TLR cuts 
schedules, etc) losing price assurance of the commitment

• As schedules change, the hedge continually adjusts
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Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• Change IS Necessary!
• To realize the benefits SPP will implement a DA energy• To realize the benefits, SPP will implement a DA energy 

market, with centralized unit commitment 
1. Unit commitment is a DA process due to physical plant 

characteristics

• The DA solution must be financially binding otherwise 
there is no reason to commit DA

www.spp.org

• The hedge does NOT continually adjust

Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• What must change?
• With DA being financially binding, the congestionWith DA being  financially binding, the congestion 

hedging mechanism should be based on the DA solution
1. Provides price assurance 
2. Facilitates turning over the generation commitment decision

• Two Hedging Mechanisms were reviewed:
• Transactional Option

1. Related to Transmission Reservations 

www.spp.org

2. Permits decisions until near RT on transactions 
3. Allows for a hedge in the Spot Market

• Independent Option - Financial Congestion Hedges
1. Options, Obligations and Counter Flow Congestion Hedges?
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Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• The majority, of CHTF members, were in favor of an 
independent congestion hedging financial 
transmission right mechanism 

• Provides greater flexibility for trading
• Reconfigures the unit commit hedges
• Removes the requirement to manage Native Load Schedules
• Better support for the establishment and use of trading hubs 

within SPP

www.spp.org

within SPP

Congestion Hedging Task Force 
(CHTF)

• In the June 17th MWG meeting the CHTF recommended the adoption of a financial 
mechanism for hedging transmission congestion costs in the future marketsg g g

• There is also a CHTF Report/Paper discussing how the group came to the final Recommendation
• The recommendation was approved with three no votes (OMPA, WFEC and OPPD)

• OMPA reasoning is as follows
1. “OMPA operates physical assets, using physical transmission service rights, in a physical world. 

The transactional hedging instrument conforms to these conditions better, in our view, than the 
independent hedging instrument, FTR. The obligation FTRs impose risk on us that we don’t have 
today without offsetting benefits. This type of hedging instrument will require us to develop 
additional risk management processes and procedures which will increase the complexity of our 
day to day operations. In addition, SPP will have to establish processes and procedures for the 
allocation and auctioning of rights which will increase the administrative costs. Thus far we are not 
persuaded that these additional procedures are necessary to achieve the benefits of the Day Ahead 
Market. This additional complexity will do nothing to mitigate the underlying causes of 

www.spp.org

congestion. It only prices the congestion, which can be accomplished a number of other ways. 
• WFEC reasoning is as follows:

1. “WFEC is generally supportive of the efforts of the CHTF. However, WFEC is a generating and 
transmitting cooperative and a Rural Utilities Service borrower.  The WFEC rate authority is its 
Board of Trustees, representing its member cooperatives, with further approval of expenditures, 
financing and rates required by the RUS.  WFEC has a lengthy process of approval including the 
RUS that can not be accommodated on short notice.”
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Congestion Hedging Task Force (CHTF)

• MOPC asked:
• For an initial allocation of congestion hedges to 

see what the results would look like

• How would GFAs be handled

f

www.spp.org

• More education for members and others to 
prepare for future discussions and decisions

Wind Integration Efforts

www.spp.org 22
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WITF Timeline Update
Jan 14 MOPC Approval to complete RFP
Feb 6 WITF Meeting to finalize RFP and Vendors
F b 15 RFP S b itt d t V dFeb 15 RFP Submitted to Vendors
Mar 16 RFP Responses due from Vendors
Mar 25 WITF Meeting to select Vendor short-list
Apr 8 WITF Meeting – Vendor presentations
Apr 13 WITF Meeting – Final Vendor selection
Apr 14 MOPC Update – Approval for study
May 5 WITF Study Kickoff Meeting with CRA International

www.spp.org 23

June 30 WITF Status Update Meeting
• July 31 WITF Status Update Meeting
• August 25 WITF Status Update Meeting 
• Dec 1 Vendor study complete
• Jan 2010 MOPC Presentation of Wind Integration Study

Wind Integration Task Force Study 
Scope

• Original scope definition
• Base Case models

1. 2010 models published in 2008 STEP
2. CAWG/CBTF/MWG assumptions

• Change Case definition
1. 10% wind penetration with existing system
2. 20% wind penetration with existing system
3 30 40% wind penetration with 345kV system

www.spp.org 24

3. 30-40% wind penetration with 345kV system
4. 30-40% wind penetration with 765kV EHV 

Overlay system
• Wind Profiles

1. NREL wind data profiles from 2004-2006
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Issues with current Study Scope 

• More difficult than expected to solve at 10-20% 
wind saturation levels, by energy, than expectedwind saturation levels, by energy, than expected
• Required 345kV and some 765kV upgrades to solve 20% 

wind saturation models – this was unexpected
• Too many unknowns in 30%- 40% wind saturation 

levels, by energy, to create meaningful model
• Decided to forgo 30-40% studies for now

• Rough rule is that it takes 40% more turbines

www.spp.org

Rough rule is that it takes 40% more turbines 
when metric is done on capacity instead of energy
• Capacity factor for wind ranges between 30 – 50%
• 15% by nameplate capacity will produce enough energy 

for 4% of total SPP load at peak.

Wind Integration Task Force Study 
Scope

• Revised scope definition
• Base Case models

1. 2010 models published in 2008 STEP
2. CAWG/CBTF/MWG assumptions

• Change Case definition
1. 10% wind penetration with existing system
2. 20% wind penetration with existing system

• Wind Profiles

www.spp.org 26

• Wind Profiles
1. NREL wind data profiles from 2004-2006
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CRA Project Methodology
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T a s k  5 :  
E c o n o m ic  
D is p a tc h T a s k  8 :  P o l ic y  

C h a n g e s

T a s k  9 :  F in a l R e p o r t

T a s k  5 :  
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C h a n g e s

T a s k  9 :  F in a l R e p o r t
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D is p a tc h T a s k  8 :  P o l ic y  

C h a n g e s
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Proposed Revised Schedule - Milestones

Task 1: Analysis Formulation

May   Jun   Jul   Aug   Sep   Oct   Nov   Dec

Task 1: Analysis Formulation

Task 2: Power Flow

Task 3: Reserve Req.

Task 4: Unit CMT

Task 5: Economic DSP

Task 6: Forecast Errors

www.spp.org

Task 7: Best Practices

Task 8: Policy Changes

Task 9: Final Report
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Pre-MOPC Seminars

www.spp.org 29

Pre-MOPC Presentations
• 4/14/09 Presentations

• ACE Diversity Interchange
• Critical Infrastructure Protection – CIP

• 7/14/09 Priority Projects
• Bruce Rew and Katherine Prewitt presented SPP Staff 

current thinking on the priority projects and there was 
significant feedback to adjust the list and further 
evaluation.

www.spp.org

• 10/13/09 Market Related Training
• SPP Staff and/or MWG representatives to conduct 

training on the future markets, including financial 
transmission rights

30
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Questions?

www.spp.org 31

Consent Items

www.spp.org 32
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Criteria Changes

www.spp.org 33

Recommendation Criteria 12.3

• The MOPC recommends that the BOD approve the 
Criteria 12.3.2 addition and the Criteria 12.3.1 
revisions.

• Markets & Operations Policy Committee Passed 
Unopposed

• TWG – Criteria 12.3.2 Passed Unopposed
• ORWG – Criteria 12.3.1 Passed Unopposed

www.spp.org

ORWG Criteria 12.3.1 Passed Unopposed

34
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Revisions to Working Group Charters

www.spp.org 35

Recommendation on ORWG Charter

• The MOPC recommends that the BOD approve the 
disbanding of the OMDWG and ODWG and the 
associated charter changes for the ORWG.

• Markets & Operation Policy Committee Passed 
Unopposed

• Operating Reliability Working Group Passed 
Unopposed

www.spp.org

pp

36
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Background
• Late 2008

• MOPC and BOD asked about working group 
ownership of ongoing and future markets trainingownership of ongoing and future markets training

• April 2009
• ORWG recommended that the OTWG explore two 

options:
1. 1st option - include market training in the OTWG 

Charter and change the reporting structure directly to 
the MOPC.

2 2nd ti d ki t dd k t

www.spp.org 37

2. 2nd option - second working group to address market 
training and have this working group report to the 
MWG. Keep the OTWG for reliability training & 
continue reporting to the ORWG.

Background
• May 2009

• OTWG met with the MWG to discuss the options 
recommended by the ORWGrecommended by the ORWG

1. MWG and OTWG supported the first option (include 
market training in the OTWG Charter and change the 
reporting structure directly to the MOPC)

www.spp.org 38
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Background
• June 2009

• The OTWG held a special meeting on June 18 to 
vote on the final draft of its Chartervote on the final draft of its Charter

• The OTWG voted unanimously to approve the 
revised Charter which included the training of 
market personnel and changed the reporting 
relationship of the OTWG from the ORWG to the 
MOPC

• The revised Charter was then sent to Richard Ross, 
Jim Useldinger Carl Monroe and Shannon Bolan

www.spp.org 39

Jim Useldinger, Carl Monroe, and Shannon Bolan 
on June 18

Recommendation
• Accept the revised Charter for the Operations 

Training Working Group, expanding its scope 
to include market training, and changing itsto include market training, and changing its 
current reporting structure from the ORWG to 
the MOPC

www.spp.org 40
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Recommendation on OTWG Charter

• To accept the revised Charter for the Operations 
Training Working Group, expanding its scope to 
include market training, and changing its current 
reporting structure from the ORWG to the MOPC.

• Markets & Operations Policy Committee Passed 
Unopposed

• Operations Training Working Group Passed 

www.spp.org

p g g p
Unopposed

41

Revisions to Appendix B STEP

www.spp.org 42
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Recommendation on Appendix B STEP

• MOPC endorsed and request the BOD approval of 
the STEP Appendix B revisions:
• Withdraw – Knoll-Vine Street 115 kV line
• Butler 161 kV capacitor
• San Andress 115 kV capacitor
• Modify Scope – Roswell Interchange 115/69 kV 

transformer (decrease size of transformer)
M k t & O ti P li C itt P d

www.spp.org

• Market & Operations Policy Committee Passed 
Unopposed

43

Waivers

www.spp.org 44
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Westar Request 1346837 - Meridian Way

• 96 MW from Meridian Way Wind farm 
• 10 year reservation
• Meets requirement of 20% wind DR capacity cap

• Safe Harbor Base Plan Funding cap: 96MW x 
$180,000 = $17,280,000
• Direct Assignment = $55,185
• Safe Harbor Cap – Direct Assignment = Base Plan 

C f $1 280 000 $ 18

www.spp.org

Funding Cap for Request – $17,280,000 - $55,185 = 
$17,224,815 E & C that can be base plan funded

• Allocated E & C Request is $380,166.  Direct Assignment 
is $55,185 so E & C potentially BPF is $324,981 for this 
request.

45

Westar Request 1346842 – Flat Ridge Wind 

• 100 MW from Flat Ridge Wind farm 
• 10 year Reservation
• Meets requirement of 20% wind DR capacity cap

• Safe Harbor Base Plan Funding cap: 100MW x 
$180,000 = $18,000,000
• Direct Assignment = $5,519,616
• Safe Harbor Cap – Direct Assignment = Base Plan 

C f $18 000 000 $ 19 616

www.spp.org

Funding Cap for Request – $18,000,000 - $5,519,616 = 
$12,480,384 E & C that can be base plan funded

• Allocated E & C Request is $17,158,681.  Direct 
Assignment is $5,519,616 so E & C potentially BPF is 
$11,639,065 for this request.

46
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Coffeyville Request 1352193 - Amended Waiver 

• Amended waiver covers Coffeyville’s owned 
facilities that are proposed to be brought under 
the SPP Tariff.
• Facilities are not presently under the SPP OATT.
• City of Coffeyville is taking steps to become a TO member 

of SPP and to put its transmission facilities under the 
SPP OATT and file a formula rate.

• 29 year commitment

www.spp.org

• 29 year commitment
• The city has provided an estimated E & C cost of $3.1 

million for their ownership of upgrades required in 2007-
AG3.

• 2007-AG3-AFS-7 Allocated Cost of SPP facilities is $9.3 
Million estimated E & C.

47

• Westar – Meridian Way
• SPP Staff recommended a waiver to a BPF cap of $17,280,000 

less the direct assignment of upgrades as allocated in final 
t d

Waiver Approval – Attachment J

study.
• MOPC approved the request at their June 12, 2009 meeting

• Westar – Flat Ridge
• SPP Staff recommends a waiver to a BPF cap of $18,000,000 

less the direct assignment of upgrades as allocated in final 
study.

• MOPC approved the request at their June 12, 2009 meeting.
• Coffeyville Amended Waiver 

www.spp.org 48

y
• Coffeyville estimates completion of steps should coincide with a 

vote at the July 2009 SPP Board of Directors meeting.
• SPP Staff recommended approval of the amended waiver 

request to fully fund the project including the CMLP-owned 
direct assignment upgrades at such time that the city owned 
facilities are brought under the OATT.

• MOPC approved the request at their June 12, 2009 meeting.
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Carl A. Monroe

501-614-3218
@cmonroe@spp.org
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Executive Summary 

The Balanced Portfolio is an SPP strategic initiative to develop a cohesive grouping of economic 
upgrades that benefit the SPP region and allocates the cost of those upgrades regionally.  Projects in 
the Balanced Portfolio include transmission upgrades of 345 kV projects that will provide customers 
with potential savings that exceed project costs. These economic upgrades are intended to reduce 
congestion on the SPP transmission system, resulting in savings in generation production costs. 
Economic upgrades may provide other benefits to the power grid; i.e., increasing reliability and 
lowering required reserve margins, deferring reliability upgrades, and providing environmental benefits 
due to more efficient operation of assets and greater utilization of renewable resources.   
 
The Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG), of the Regional State Committee (RSC), has worked 
diligently over an extended period through a stakeholder process to identify upgrades for inclusion in 
a portfolio that will provide a balanced benefit to customers over the specified ten-year payback 
period. “Balanced” is defined by the SPP Regional Tariff in Attachment O, such that for each Zone, 
the sum of the benefits of the potential Balanced Portfolio must equal or exceed the sum of the costs. 
The Tariff allows for the adjustment of revenue requirements to achieve balance for the portfolio.  
 
After development and review of the Balanced Portfolio, the CAWG endorsed Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” 
(without Chesapeake, without Reno Co – Summit).  Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” provides a significant 
benefit vs. cost to the SPP region, and would require lower transfer requirements necessary to 
achieve balance.  The CAWG along with the Economics Modeling and Methods Task Force 
(“EMMTF”, now called the Economic Studies Working Group “ESWG”) reviewed and approved the 
study assumptions used in the analysis of the Balanced Portfolio.  These assumptions are listed in the 
appendix.  Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” contains a diverse group of 345kV transmission projects addressing 
many of the top SPP flowgates.  The projects associated with Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” are as follows: 
 

• Tuco – Woodward District EHV, $229M 
• Iatan – Nashua, $54M 
• Swissvale – Stilwell tap at W. Gardner, $2M 
• Spearville – Knoll – Axtell, $236M 
• Sooner – Cleveland, $34M 
• Seminole – Muskogee, $129M 
• Anadarko Tap, $8M 
 
• Total E&C Costs:  $692M 

 
The CAWG endorsed Balanced Portfolio was presented to the Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee (MOPC) on April 15th, 2009.  The MOPC reviewed and discussed the portfolio options and 
the impact on the SPP footprint.  After discussion, the MOPC endorsed the Balanced Portfolio 3E 
“Adjusted” pending issuance of the final report, according to SPP Tariff.  
 
Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” provides substantial benefit to customers in the SPP footprint.  Based on a 
1,000 kWh/month usage of a residential customer, the Portfolio provides an estimated net benefit of 
$0.78/month ($1.66/mo on average versus a cost of $0.88/mo).  The existing transmission revenue 
requirements for the SPP region in this typical monthly residential customer bill are estimated to be 
$7.58.   
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The following table demonstrates the full, 10 year portfolio analysis including reliability costs and 
benefits.  These costs and benefits accrue in the years that the portfolio projects impact the reliability 
plan.  
 

Cost (E&C)
692$                 

Annual
2012 131.2$         93.73$         0.03$           93.7$                
2017 193.2$         12.4$           93.73$         2.53$           Total Annual
2022 239.0$         9.2$             93.73$         2.53$           93.8$                

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 131$            131$            94$              94$              1.40
2013 2 0.93 144$            133$            94$              87$              1.53
2014 3 0.86 156$            134$            94$              80$              1.66
2015 4 0.79 168$            134$            94$              74$              1.80
2016 5 0.74 181$            133$            94$              69$              1.93
2017 6 0.68 193$            131$            96$              66$              2.01
2018 7 0.63 202$            128$            96$              61$              2.10
2019 8 0.58 212$            123$            96$              56$              2.20
2020 9 0.54 221$            119$            96$              52$              2.29
2021 10 0.50 230$            115$            96$              48$              2.39
2022 11 0.46 239$            111$            96$              45$              2.48

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          1,837$         1,281$         950$            687$            1.87
Per Year Levelized 177$           95$             1.87

Portfolio 3-E
"Adjusted"

Discounted 
Costs B/C

Million of Dollars

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR
Reliability Cost

Discount 
Factor

Annual 
Benefits

Discounted 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs

 
 
The table below outlines the benefits by zones for the 10 year analysis of Portfolio 3E “adjusted”.   
 

# Zone
Portfolio 
Benefits

Portfolio 
Costs

Zonal ATRR 
Transfers Out 

(Col. 5 Attach H)

Regional 
Allocation of 
Zonal ATRR 

Transfers

Net of Zonal 
Transfers and 

Transfer 
Allocation Net Benefit B/C

1 AEPW $30.9 $21.3 $0.0 $7.0 $7.0 $2.6 1.1
2 EMDE ($0.3) $2.5 ($3.7) $0.8 ($2.8) $0.0 1.0
3 GRDA $0.9 $1.9 ($1.6) $0.6 ($1.0) $0.0 1.0
4 KCPL $8.4 $7.3 ($1.3) $2.4 $1.1 $0.0 1.0
5 MIDW $12.8 $0.7 $0.0 $0.2 $0.2 $11.9 14.1
6 MIPU ($1.3) $3.8 ($6.4) $1.3 ($5.2) $0.0 1.0
7 MKEC $11.8 $1.1 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $10.4 8.3
8 OKGE $26.6 $13.4 $0.0 $4.4 $4.4 $8.7 1.5
9 SPRM ($0.1) $1.5 ($2.1) $0.5 ($1.6) $0.0 1.0
10 SUNC $3.7 $1.0 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $2.3 2.7
11 SWPS $56.1 $10.9 $0.0 $3.6 $3.6 $41.5 3.9
12 WEFA $8.0 $3.0 $0.0 $1.0 $1.0 $4.0 2.0
13 WRI $14.2 $11.0 ($0.4) $3.6 $3.2 $0.0 1.0
14 NPPD $5.5 $7.6 ($4.6) $2.5 ($2.1) $0.0 1.0
15 OPPD $2.3 $5.9 ($5.6) $1.9 ($3.6) $0.0 1.0
16 LES ($3.1) $1.8 ($5.5) $0.6 ($4.9) $0.0 1.0

Total $176 $95 -$31 $31 $0 $81 1.86

Attachment H Transfer Adjustments - Portfolio 3E "Adjusted" - Annualized
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Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” 
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Introduction 

The Balanced Portfolio is an SPP strategic initiative to develop a cohesive grouping of economic 
upgrades that benefit the SPP region and allocates the cost of those upgrades regionally.  Projects in 
the Balanced Portfolio include transmission upgrades of 345 kV* projects that will provide customers 
with potential savings that exceed project costs. These economic upgrades are intended to reduce 
congestion on the SPP transmission system, resulting in savings in generation production costs. 
Economic upgrades may provide other benefits to the power grid; i.e. increasing reliability and 
lowering reserve margins, deferring reliability upgrades, and providing environmental benefits due to 
more efficient operation of assets and greater utilization of renewable resources.   
 
The Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG), of the Regional State Committee (RSC), has worked 
diligently over an extended period through a stakeholder process to identify upgrades for inclusion in 
a portfolio that will provide a balanced benefit to customers over the specified ten-year payback 
period. “Balanced” is defined by the SPP Regional Tariff in Attachment O, such that for each Zone, 
the sum of the benefits of the potential Balanced Portfolio must equal or exceed the sum of the costs. 
The Tariff allows for the adjustment of revenue requirements to achieve balance for the portfolio†.  

Economic Benefits: Adjusted Production Cost 

Balanced Portfolio development began with an economic screening of projects identified by 
stakeholders and SPP staff. After receiving stakeholder feedback, SPP staff compiled a list of 
economic projects with potential for a positive return.  

The first step is to conduct an economic analysis individually on each project considered for the 
Balanced Portfolio.  This process is done by determining the adjusted production cost metric for each 
project in the screen. Adjusted production cost is defined as:   
 

Adj Prod Cost = Production Cost - Revenue from Sales + Cost of Purchases 

Where: 

Revenues from Sales = Export x Zonal LMPGen Weighted 

and 

Cost of Purchases = Import x Zonal LMPLoad Weighted 
Production cost for each unit is based on fuel, variable O&M costs, environmental costs and both 
scheduled and forced outages‡.  Adjusted production cost savings account for the economy purchase 
and sale of power in the modeling footprint. This is important when benefits are being calculated for 
zones within the SPP as well as in differentiating overall benefits from the portfolio compared to the 
benefits accruing to SPP members. 

To calculate adjustments to production costs due to an economic transmission project, commercial 
production cost analysis software is used to estimate hourly unit commitment and dispatch of modeled 
                                                 
* Upgrades of voltages less than 345 kV can be included if needed to deliver the benefits of the extra high voltage (EHV) 

upgrade, where the cost of the lower voltage facilities does not exceed the cost of the EHV facilities. 
† The Tariff allows for deficient zones to be balanced by transferring a portion of the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement and/or the Zonal Annual transmission Revenue Requirement from the deficient Zone(s) to the 
Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

‡ SPP is currently using probabilistic techniques to simulate a single draw of outages to simulate forced outages 
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generators within a context of a modeled transmission system and load delivery points. The 
commitment and dispatch of the generators is constrained by the software to ensure that no overloads 
will occur on any monitored transmission element, typically referred to as the NERC book of 
flowgates, but can include additional congestion points of interest. The software produces a security 
constrained economic dispatch and unit commitment.  

Adjusted Production Cost was the only benefit metric used in the economic analysis.  There are other 
potential benefits which have not been directly quantified such as lowering reserve margins, reducing 
losses, and providing environmental benefits.  For the purpose of this study, these benefit metrics are 
not used to determine overall portfolio benefits to the region.   
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Balanced Portfolio Development 
The following table provides a timeline for the development of the various candidate portfolios that 
were developed by the SPP staff and presented during the regularly scheduled CAWG meetings 

Table: CAWG Timeline for Balanced Portfolio Development 

Months/Year Key Discussions at CAWG 
Aug-Nov 2007 Screening of Candidate Upgrades for Portfolio 
Feb –Apr 2008 Initial Portfolios 1, 2, 3 and 4 
May 2008 Trapped Generation Issues Discussion Begins 
Jun 2008 Spearville-Knoll-Axtell Added to  Portfolios 2 and 3 
Jul 2008 Portfolios 2 and 3 at 2008 Wind Levels and Turk 
Aug 2008 Portfolios 2 and 3: Firm Wind Sensitivities 
Sep 2008 Introduction of Portfolios 3-A and 3-B at 345 and 765 kV costs 
Oct 2008 Portfolio 3 (high wind) and 3-A (current wind) Analysis 
Dec 2008 Portfolio 3-C (modify 3 for high wind) 
Jan 2009 Further Analysis of Portfolios 3-A and 3-C with Nebraska 
Feb 2009 EMMTF Effort initiated to update and refine economic models 
Mar 2009 Final Balanced Portfolio Analysis 
Apr 2009 Balanced Portfolio Summit & Balanced Portfolio 

Recommendation 
 

August-November, 2007: Screening of Candidate Upgrades for Portfolios 
Over fifty candidate transmission upgrades for screening were gathered by SPP staff.  As agreed by 
stakeholders, the initial screening analysis was performed based on using only the summer months.  
A discussion at the CAWG led to additional analyses to include spring-fall months in the calculations 
of adjusted production cost benefits.  The screening analysis was then performed for the summer 
months and the spring-fall months starting with the spring of March 1, 2012.  These estimates of 
annual benefits were compared to the estimates of engineering and construction (E&C) cost obtained 
by SPP staff from transmission owners.  All projects screened were ranked from highest to lowest 
according to their benefit-to-cost (B/C) ratios.  The SPP staff then used these rankings as a basis for 
developing a collection of economic upgrades as alternative portfolios§. 

February-April, 2008: Initial Four Portfolios 
SPP staff developed four initial portfolios, labeled as Portfolios 1, 2, 3 and 4. Each portfolio had 
specific criteria for determining which projects to include.  
 

1. Portfolio 1 was a collection of every project from the economic project screening process 
that had a B/C ratio greater than 1.0.  
  

                                                 
§ Note:  Balanced Portfolio screening analysis considered assumptions for generation not contained in the 

subsequent portfolio analysis.  Of note in the original analysis was the inclusion of Holcomb 2, Red 
Rock, Hugo 2 as well as 4,600 MW of generic wind capacity which affected the calculated benefits of 
certain projects. 
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2. Portfolio 2 was a subset of Portfolio 1 where projects with similar benefits were narrowed 
to remove upgrades that would not provide additional benefits.   
 

3. Portfolio 3 was assembled with the intent of ensuring each Zone within the SPP region 
received a project (projects that crossed multiple zones were considered for each zone), 
with the most beneficial project chosen in each zone. 

 
4. Portfolio 4 was a collection of projects that would be mutually beneficial, thereby raising the 

overall benefit of the entire portfolio.  
 
These four portfolios, along with their B/C screening ratios, are shown in the following exhibits. 
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Screening of Proposed Economic Upgrades 

Project
Screening 
B/C Ratio P1 P2 P3 P4

Tolk - Potter 7.20 +
El Dorado - Longwood 3.36 + + +
Iatan - Nashua 2.95 + + + +
SWPS - Battlefield 2.66 + +
Chesapeake XF 2.26 + + +
Tuco - Tolk - Potter 1.73 + + +
Fairport - Sibley 1.31 + +
Pittsburg - Ft Smith 1.17 + + +
Spearville-Mooreland/Woodward-Tuco 1.13 + + + +
Seminole - Muskogee 1.08 +
Monett XF 1.04 +
Redbud - Horseshoe Lake 1.01 +
Cleveland - Sooner 0.91 + + + +
Sunnyside XF 0.89 + +
Northwest XF 0.89 + + +
Swissvale - Stilwell 0.67 +
Anadarko XF 0.48 +
Turk - McNeil 0.46 +
Mooreland/Woodward - Wichita 0.14 +
Mooreland/Woodward - Northwest (0.00) +  
 
(NOTE:  “Tolk – Potter” project is a subset of the “Tuco – Tolk – Potter” project.) 
 
The Balanced Portfolio screening analysis considered assumptions for generation not contained in the 
subsequent portfolio analysis. Of note was the inclusion of Holcomb 2, Red Rock, and Hugo 2 as well 
as 4,600 MW of generic wind capacity, each of which affected the calculated benefits of certain 
projects. 
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Portfolio 1 

 
 
 
Because Portfolio 2 eliminated duplicative upgrades from Portfolio 1, Portfolio 1 was not carried 
forward as a possible Balanced Portfolio candidate. 



SPP Balanced Portfolio Report 

 

12 

 Portfolio 2 
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 Portfolio 3 
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 Portfolio 4 
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May 2008: Trapped Generation 
The CAWG review of the four portfolios, including high wind sensitivities, discovered that the 
production cost analysis contained significant levels of “trapped generation” (generation that cannot 
get power out of the host zone due to transmission constraints, significantly impacting the modeling 
results) related to wind generation. The CAWG initiated the Trapped Generation Task Force (TGTF) 
to address this issue. The following graph demonstrates effects of trapped generation on portfolio B/C 
ratios. 
 
Trapped Generation in Economic Models 

Portfolio Balance

(7)

(6)

(5)

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

-

1

2

3

AEPW
EMDE

GRDA
KCPL

MID
W

MIPU
OKGE

SPCIU
T

SUNC

SWPS
WEFA

WEPLK
S

WRI

Zone

B/
C 

(1
0 

yr
)

Portfolio 2
Portfolio 3

1.0 = Balanced

Trapped, market based generation 
unable to leave host zone

Portfolio Balance

(7)

(6)

(5)

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

-

1

2

3

AEPW
EMDE

GRDA
KCPL

MID
W

MIPU
OKGE

SPCIU
T

SUNC

SWPS
WEFA

WEPLK
S

WRI

Zone

B/
C 

(1
0 

yr
)

Portfolio 2
Portfolio 3

1.0 = Balanced

Portfolio Balance

(7)

(6)

(5)

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

-

1

2

3

AEPW
EMDE

GRDA
KCPL

MID
W

MIPU
OKGE

SPCIU
T

SUNC

SWPS
WEFA

WEPLK
S

WRI

Zone

B/
C 

(1
0 

yr
)

Portfolio 2
Portfolio 3

1.0 = Balanced

Trapped, market based generation 
unable to leave host zone

 
 
The TGTF developed guidelines for including generation in the production cost modeling, that were 
reviewed by the Economic Modeling and Methods Task Force (“EMMTF”, now called the Economic 
Studies Working Group, “ESWG”). The TGTF decided that the base case models should contain wind 
levels consistent with current wind in service. These models contained 2,600 MW of nameplate wind,** 
down from 4,600 MW of generic wind included in previous models.  Change cases could include 
additional wind generation, but the TGTF recommended that the additional wind above existing levels 
must be matched with the transmission upgrades that would be needed to deliver the additional wind 
to the SPP energy market.   

June 2008: Wind and Spearville-Knoll-Axtell (SKA) 
SPP staff updated the study models after the TGTF determined that 2,600 MW of wind should be 
used in the base case.  The following table illustrates the resultant B/C ratios for Portfolios 2 through 
4, where 2,600 MW of wind is also included in the change case.  The adjusted production costs 

                                                 
** This coincides with the amount of wind in the SPP footprint at the end of 2008, as well as the transmission 
upgrades required to delivery wind with firm service. 
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shown are changes in adjusted production costs.  Therefore, a red parenthetical represents lower 
adjusted production costs after an upgrade takes place, and it is the estimate of overall benefit. 

Preliminary Portfolio Results, post-TGTF (June 26, 2008 CAWG Meeting) 

 
 
SPP staff conducted a sensitivity analysis of Spearville-Knoll-Axtell on the above portfolios to 
determine its impact. The Spearville-Knoll-Axtell (SKA) 345kV line is a transmission upgrade for which 
the Kansas Electric Transmission Authority (KETA) issued a Notice of Intent to Proceed with 
Construction on July 25, 2007.  Additionally, the SPP Board of Directors approved this transmission 
upgrade for inclusion in the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP).  The SPP Board of Directors 
requested that all projects of 345 kV and above approved for inclusion in the STEP also be 
considered candidates in the Balanced Portfolio analyses.  It was found in the analyses that the SKA 
project uniformly raised the B/C ratios of all portfolios, and it appeared that the SKA project should be 
included for consideration, although a similar analysis was not conducted for other low B/C ratio 
projects that were not included in the original portfolios. The results are shown in the following table. 
 
Impact of Spearville – Knoll – Axtell 

 
  
Because Portfolio 4 had a B/C ratio well below one, it was not included in further analyses in the 
Balanced Portfolio development process.   

July 2008: Update Designated Resources 

Portfolios 2 and 3 were updated to include the Turk Plant, a Designated Resource planned to be on 
line by 2012.  This change lowered the benefit to cost ratios below one, as shown in the following 
table.  These results were based on the 2008 wind levels in SPP (2,600 MW) but do not include the 
Spearville-Knoll-Axtell line. 
 

Impact of Updates on Portfolios 2 and 3 

 

August 2008: Firm Wind Sensitivities 

Additional wind sensitivities were conducted for Portfolios 2 and 3 to determine the impact that the 
amount of wind assumed in the model would have on the benefits.  Benefits were estimated for 700 
MW of firm wind in the base case and an additional 1,900 MW of market-based wind in the change 
case.  The results showed a significant increase in production cost savings for both Portfolios 2 and 3.  
The changes in benefits from adding the market-based wind without transmission upgrades were 
calculated to show the impact of trapped generation. Stakeholders supported the inclusion of all 
existing wind in the portfolios even though wind without firm transmission service would lower the B/C 
ratios. 

Project
Total Adjusted 
Production Cost SPP TIER1 Cost ($M) B/C SPP B/C

Portfolio 2 - July 08 ($38,291,000) ($28,825,000) ($9,466,000) 371$            0.70        0.53        
Portfolio 3 - July 08 ($42,033,000) ($32,281,000) ($9,751,000) 347$            0.82        0.63        

Project
Total Adjusted 
Production Cost SPP TIER1 Cost ($M) B/C

Economic Portfolio - P2_SKA_June08 ($90,215,000) ($71,327,000) ($18,889,000) 539$       1.13
Economic Portfolio - P3_SKA_June08 ($92,307,000) ($72,235,000) ($20,072,000) 515$       1.22
Economic Portfolio - P4_SKA_June08 ($84,031,000) ($64,709,000) ($19,322,000) 776$       0.73

Project
Total Adjusted 
Production Cost SPP TIER1 Cost ($M) B/C

Economic Portfolio - P2_June08 ($50,482,000) ($41,409,000) ($9,073,000) 371$       0.92
Economic Portfolio - P3_June08 ($53,325,000) ($42,060,000) ($11,266,000) 347$       1.04
Economic Portfolio - P4_June08 ($48,429,000) ($38,581,000) ($9,848,000) 608$       0.54
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September 2008: Introduction of Portfolio Variations 3-A and 3-B 

SPP staff developed two modified portfolios based on Portfolio 3. Adjustments to Portfolio 3 included 
an upgrade of the Wichita – Reno Co - Summit line and carried through the addition of Spearville-
Knoll-Axtell.  From this modification of Portfolio 3 two variations were developed and labeled 3-A and 
3-B.  These portfolios are shown pictorially below. 
 
Since many sections of Portfolio 3 included transmission paths that are also in the proposed EHV 
Overlay Plan, the CAWG decided to consider these common corridor projects for 765 kV construction 
in the balanced portfolio. The purple lines in the following maps illustrate this construction. 
 
 Portfolio 3, with Spearville – Knoll – Axtell (SKA) 
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 Portfolio 3-A with Wichita - Reno Co - Summit 

 



SPP Balanced Portfolio Report 

 

19 

 Portfolio 3-B with Wichita – Reno Co - Summit 
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Modeling assumptions for the dispatch of wind were still an issue in these results where SPP staff 
used a wind offer price of $20/MWh.  Given this caveat, the results showed that both Portfolios 3-A 
and 3-B had B/C ratios greater than one using 345 kV costs, but were marginal when 765 kV costs 
were used in the calculations.  Portfolio 3-B is a sensitivity of Portfolio 3-A used to test whether or not 
the Tolk-Potter upgrades would increase the B/C ratio.  Since they did, the SPP staff recommended 
going forward with Portfolio 3-A, as well as subsequent consideration of additional variations of 
Portfolio 3. 

Initial Results for Portfolios 3-A and 3-B 

 

October 2008: Portfolio 3 (High Wind) and 3-A (Current Wind) 
Two different types of analyses were considered for Portfolios 3 and 3-A.  Since Portfolio 3 has 
upgrades similar to those on the western portion of the proposed EHV system, the SPP staff 
evaluated Portfolio 3 using a high wind (7 GW) scenario with specific wind locations for wind capacity 
above the current 2008 level of 2.6 GWs.  In particular, the B/C ratio was calculated for both 345 kV 
and 765 kV costs to get a feel for whether or not Portfolio 3 could support a portion of the EHV 
upgrades in the western SPP region. 

High Wind (7 GW) for Portfolio 3 

 

 
 

SPP staff used Portfolio 3-A to test the sensitivity of a carbon tax on the estimate of benefits from 
savings in the adjusted production costs.  The results indicated that keeping wind at its current levels 
and imposing a carbon tax would, as expected,  result in a significant decrease in benefits for Portfolio 
3-A. 

Carbon Tax Sensitivity Results for Portfolio 3-A at Current Wind (2.6 GW) 
 

 

 

Project Cost ($M)
Proj 10 Year 

SPP Benefit ($M) SPP B/C

Portfolio 3-A $585 $776 1.33        
Portfolio 3-B $545 $693 1.27

Portfolio 3-A $761 $776 1.02        
Portfolio 3-B $721 $693 0.96

345 kV Construction

765 kV Construction

**

Project
Total Adjusted 
Production Cost SPP NON-OATT SPP OATT TIER1 Cost SPP B/C

Portfolio - P3A - Base ($119,180,000) ($2,454,920) ($111,931,080) ($4,794,000) 597$       1.27        
Portfolio - P3A - $15 Carbon Tax ($60,140,000) ($4,000) ($52,699,000) ($5,543,000) 597$       0.60        
Portfolio - P3A - $40 Carbon Tax ($17,992,000) ($317,000) ($16,926,000) ($1,630,000) 597$       0.19        
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December 2008: Portfolio 3-C (Modify Portfolio 3) 
Portfolio 3-C was developed as a hybrid of Portfolios 3 and 3-A by removing the Tolk - Potter 
upgrades but adding the Spearville – Knoll - Axtell and Wichita – Reno Co - Summit lines.  The 
following graph pictorially represents Portfolio 3-C.  

 
Portfolio 3-C 

 
 
It should be noted that by this time SPP staff had resolved a problem with its application of the 
PROMOD that had resulted in dispatching wind on a small number of days, resulting in what 
appeared to be a significant “trapped generation” problem.  With the resolution of that issue, wind was 
now being dispatched from specified injection points at $0.05/MWh.  Note that this was an offer price 
for the wind injection into the market since using an offer price of $0/MWh which caused problems in 
the modeling.  The final clearing price of wind is at the marginal zonal market price for each hour, 
which is significantly higher than the offer price; i.e. wind in the actual production cost models is priced 
at the marginal zonal market price.   
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SPP staff used Portfolio 3-C to perform an analysis of an integration plan for the EHV Overlay. For 
this effort, scenarios were conducted at 3,300 MW of wind injection in 2012, 7,000 MW of wind 
injection in 2017, and 13,500 MW of wind injection in 2023, with 765 kV transmission being added to 
the analysis to accommodate the higher wind levels assumed for wind. The following table shows the 
B/C ratio that would apply had the results of year 2012 been distributed uniformly over a ten-year 
period and compared to the ten-year cost.  In addition, the results are shown using ten years of 
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (ATRR) for the EHV projects contained in the study 
periods 2012, 2017 and 2023. 

 
Portfolio 3-C + EHV Build Out
Benefit - Cost Total B/C SPP B/C
10 yr vs E&C (P3-C) 0.74 0.66
10 yr vs E&C (P3-C+West EHV) 0.79 0.72
10 yr vs E&C (P-3C+West & Central EHV) 2.43 1.45
10 yr vs ATRR 0.71 0.49
Annual B/C (final year) 1.99 1.19  
SPP staff reran portfolio 3-A at 3,300 MW of wind to determine the impact of adding 700 MW of 
market-based wind to the benefits of this portfolio.  The following table gives the results for Portfolio 3-
A using 765 kV costs. 

 

Portfolio 3-A
Benefit - Cost Total B/C SPP B/C
10 yr vs E&C 1.46 1.30
10 yr vs ATRR 1.19 1.06
Annual B/C (final year) 1.46 1.29  

 
In addition to the adjusted production cost and cost benefit analysis, SPP Staff analyzed the impacts 
of the portfolio options on basic reliability. Portfolios 3-C and 3-A were considered in this analysis. The 
results of the total Engineering and Construction (E&C) cost impacts on regional reliability are shown 
in the table below with 3-C yielding the greatest benefits by reducing reliability needs to a net amount 
of $31M. More detailed impacts are shown in Appendix D. 

P3-A and 3-C impact on STEP reliability assessment 
Project New Violations Solved Violations Net
Portfolio 3-A $4,385,000 $4,004,900 -$380,100
Portfolio 3-C $4,585,000 $35,265,250 $30,680,250  

January 2009: Further Analysis of Portfolios 3-A and 3-C With Nebraska 

At the December 2008 CAWG meeting, further analysis of Portfolios 3-A and 3-C was requested, 
including the addition of the three pricing zones in Nebraska as a result of the Nebraska entities 
decision to join the Southwest Power Pool.  The emphasis on Portfolio 3-A was in regard to the 
balance of this portfolio when the Nebraska zones were added, and to compare this balance when 
Portfolio 3-A upgrades are priced at 345 kV versus 765 kV costs.  With the addition of Nebraska, the 
B/C ratio for Portfolio 3-A at 765 kV increased from 1.06 to 1.11, and at 345 kV from 1.27 to 1.50.  
The higher costs at 765 kV resulted in significant levels of cost transfers needed to balance the 
portfolio compared to the lower costs at 345 kV.   
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Portfolio Balance With Transfers for Portfolio 3-A at 345 KV Costs 

# Zone Benefits Costs
Transfer 

Allocation Transfer Out Transfer Net Net Benefit B/C
Original 

B/C
1 AEPW $20,880,672 $24,939,597 $14,640,350 -$18,699,275 -$4,058,925 $0 1.00 0.84
2 EMDE $5,828,820 $2,923,755 $1,716,339 $0 $1,716,339 $1,188,726 1.26 1.99
3 GRDA $1,797,527 $2,170,293 $1,274,032 -$1,646,798 -$372,766 $0 1.00 0.83
4 KCPL $8,337,354 $8,571,771 $5,031,907 -$5,266,324 -$234,417 $0 1.00 0.97
5 MIDW $1,590,879 $798,241 $468,593 $0 $468,593 $324,045 1.26 1.99
6 MIPU $1,598,074 $4,491,010 $2,636,368 -$5,529,303 -$2,892,935 $0 1.00 0.36
7 MKEC $5,294,897 $1,243,893 $730,206 $0 $730,206 $3,320,798 2.68 4.26
8 OKGE $44,982,968 $15,731,003 $9,234,607 $0 $9,234,607 $20,017,358 1.80 2.86
9 SPRM -$29,773 $1,719,556 $1,009,435 -$2,758,764 -$1,749,329 $0 1.00 -0.02

10 SUNC $389,069 $1,185,151 $695,722 -$1,491,804 -$796,082 $0 1.00 0.33
11 SWPS $43,102,775 $12,809,661 $7,519,685 $0 $7,519,685 $22,773,429 2.12 3.36
12 WEFA $11,792,345 $3,508,023 $2,059,323 $0 $2,059,323 $6,224,999 2.12 3.36
13 WRI $23,072,688 $12,818,241 $7,524,722 $0 $7,524,722 $2,729,725 1.13 1.80
14 NPPD -$608,956 $8,896,109 $5,222,303 -$14,727,368 -$9,505,065 $0 1.00 -0.07
15 OPPD -$472,047 $6,896,029 $4,048,192 -$11,416,267 -$7,368,075 $0 1.00 -0.07
16 LES -$145,808 $2,130,072 $1,250,421 -$3,526,301 -$2,275,880 $0 1.00 -0.07

Total $167,411,485 $110,832,404 $65,062,205 -$65,062,205 $0 $56,579,080 1.51 1.51  
All numbers in the above table represent annualized costs for Portfolio 3-A over a ten-year period. 

Transfers out of a zone represent the dollars that must be moved from the zonal rates to a region-
wide rate in order to achieve balance.  Two measures of the degree of balance of a portfolio include: 
a) the number of zones with positive net benefits after the transfers (in this case: 7 of 16 total zones); 
and b) the ratio of the transfers out to the costs of the upgrades (in this case: 58.7%). 

Additional analysis of the EHV upgrades in Portfolio 3-C were performed with and without Portfolio 3-
A to determine whether or not portfolio 3-A added more benefits than costs to a zone that would 
include parts of the EHV (765 kV) overlay.  The results indicated that Portfolio 3-A did add more 
benefits than costs. 

Analysis of Portfolio 3-C showed a B/C ratio of 0.58 using 765kV costs and a ratio of 0.94 using 345 
kV costs. 

 
CAWG Response 

Due to the difficulty in balancing a portfolio that includes 765 kV projects, as well the high level of 
uncertainty concerning the level of wind available to the SPP footprint on the planning horizon, it was 
decided in February 2009 that the Balanced Portfolio should include only existing wind generation in 
service or under construction.  The CAWG directed SPP staff to update the economic models to 
reflect these changes and to work through the EMMTF to ensure that the models were vetted through 
the stakeholder process to ensure that all member data was represented accurately.  Additionally, the 
CAWG requested that the Nebraska modeling parameters be updated to include a better, more 
expansive representation for utilities beyond Nebraska to better account for the economic interchange 
of energy beyond the Nebraska zones.  Lastly, the CAWG requested that SPP Staff work with the 
EMMTF to update all costs associated with the construction of portfolio projects.  The E&C costs had 
shown a significant degree of variability throughout the course of the Balanced Portfolio effort to date 
due to changes in the economic climate, leading the CAWG to seek an accurate, updated account of 
these associated construction costs from each respective constructing member. 
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SPP Staff Action Plan 

SPP staff, in response to the CAWG, developed an action plan to address the issues raised and also 
developed a timeline for the completion of the Balanced Portfolio analysis that would conclude with a 
staff recommendation in April 2009.  This action plan detailed how SPP staff would work with the 
EMMTF to address any outstanding modeling and cost issues for the simulation of the Balanced 
Portfolio.  Additionally, the action plan, corresponding to the suggestion by the CAWG, defined that 
the analysis would consider only existing wind resources.  SPP staff worked with stakeholders to 
determine the exact levels of existing wind resources on the system in the process of facilitating the 
modeling refinements through the EMMTF.  Also, as the RSC directed, Portfolios 3, 3-A and 3-C were 
used as a starting point for these additional analyses.  Lastly, Portfolio 3-D (shown below) was 
developed and included in the analysis.  This action plan was presented to the CAWG at the end of 
January 2009. 

 
Portfolio 3-D 
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March 2009: Final Balanced Portfolio Analysis 

Further material pertaining to the Balanced Portfolio was not presented until the March 2009 CAWG 
meeting.  staff and stakeholders spent the majority of February working through the EMMTF on 
updating process and refining the engineering models used for the analysis.  Additionally, the EMMTF 
members reviewed their respective output data and provided feedback to SPP staff.  The data was 
checked for the reasonableness of the output results as well as the accuracy of the input into the 
production cost modeling.  These changes were included in the Balanced Portfolio analysis. 

During the March 2009 CAWG meeting, the results from the analysis described above were 
presented.  SPP staff started with a screening analysis on Portfolios 3, 3-A, 3-C, and 3-D.  This 
analysis was conducted on the 2012 model and taken as an annual benefit to cost basis.  The results 
are shown in the following exhibits.  

 
1 Year (2012) Screening Results 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project
Total APC 
Benefit ($M)

SPP OATT 
Benefit ($M)

Tier 1 
Benefit ($M)

Annual Total 
Portfolio Cost 
($M) B/C Transfer %

P-3 $124 $122 $2.6 120$                1.02 242%
P-3A $117 $114 $2.7 121$                0.94 n/a
P-3C $159 $159 ($0.4) 166$                0.96 n/a
P-3D $148 $149 ($1.3) 139$               1.08 158%

1 Year (2012):  Results
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The Benefit to Cost ratio per zone is shown for the respective portfolios in the following pictures.  The 
B/Cs shown here are before transfers have been conducted to balance the respective portfolios. 
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Portfolio 3-D had the highest B/C ratio of the four portfolios screened and was selected for further 
development.  In this analysis, each of the individual projects in the Portfolio was removed to 
determine the impact of the project on the portfolio as a whole.  These results are shown in the 
following table.  The table is divided into total Adjusted Production Cost (APC) benefit, benefit for SPP 
Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) members as well as benefits to areas outside the region, 
shown here as Tier 1 benefits.  The transfer percentage (%) shown is the percentage of the total 
portfolio cost in dollars that must be transferred, following tariff provisions, to balance the respective 
portfolios shown below.  Ideally, the goal is a lower transfer percentage is desirable with a higher B/C.   
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Portfolio 3-D Refinement Analysis 

Project
Total APC 
Benefit ($M)

SPP Benefit 
($M)

Tier 1 Benefit 
($M)

Annual Total 
Portfolio Cost 
($M) B/C Transfer %

P-3D $148 $149 ($1.3) 139$               1.08 158%

no WRS (P-3E) $137 $132 $4.3 107$               1.24 121%
no SKA $127 $128 ($0.8) 114$               1.12 111%
no TW $121 $116 ($1.1) 105$                1.10 324%
no Ches $146 $148 ($1.4) 136$                1.09 156%
no SM $116 $122 ($6.6) 115$                1.06 183%
no IN $143 $142 $0.5 132$                1.08 168%
no WGard $152 $149 ($1.6) 138$                1.08 160%
no ADK $146 $147 ($0.9) 137$                1.07 159%
no SC $120 $122 ($1.2) 135$                0.90 n/a

Portfolio 3D sensitivities

 
 

The projects that were the best candidates for removal from Portfolio 3-D were (1) Wichita – Reno Co. 
– Summit, (2) Spearville – Knoll – Axtell and (3) the Chesapeake Transformer.  SPP staff 
recommended during the March 2009 CAWG meeting that the Wichita – Reno Co. – Summit line be 
removed from the portfolio, but also recommended Spearville – Knoll – Axtell and Chesapeake stay in 
the portfolio to maintain balance.  This Portfolio was labeled Portfolio 3-E and is shown in the 
following map. 
 
 
Portfolio 3-E 
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Portfolio 3-D and 3-E were selected as the candidates for the full 10-year analysis of portfolios as 
required by the Tariff.  The following tables demonstrate the results of the 10-year analysis, with 
interpolation between simulated years, 2012, 2017 and 2022.  The results are discounted back to 
present worth, using an 8% discount rate.  Levelized annual values were also calculated.  The annual 
cost of the each portfolio is given such that the host utility carrying charge rate is assumed to be used 
for the construction of the project.   

 
Portfolio 3-D: 10 Year Benefit vs. Costs 

Cost (E&C)
2012 149.0$         138.55$       826.4
2017 208.5$         11.904$       138.55$       -$          Annual
2022 260.3$         10.364$       138.55$       -$          138.5

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 149$            149$            139$            139$            1.08
2013 2 0.93 161$            149$            139$            128$            1.16
2014 3 0.86 173$            148$            139$            119$            1.25
2015 4 0.79 185$            147$            139$            110$            1.33
2016 5 0.74 197$            145$            139$            102$            1.42
2017 6 0.68 209$            142$            139$            94$              1.50
2018 7 0.63 219$            138$            139$            87$              1.58
2019 8 0.58 229$            134$            139$            81$              1.65
2020 9 0.54 240$            129$            139$            75$              1.73
2021 10 0.50 250$            125$            139$            69$              1.80
2022 11 0.46 260$            121$            139$            64$              1.88

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          2,010$         1,405$         1,385$         1,004$         1.40
Per Year Levelized 194$           139$           1.40

Discounted 
Benefits

Discounted 
Costs B/C

Portfolio 3-D

Discount 
Factor

Million of Dollars
Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Incremental 
Cost

Annual 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs
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Portfolio 3-DE: 10 Year Benefit vs. Costs 

Cost (E&C)
2012 132.3$         106.63$       657.4
2017 181.2$         9.786$         106.63$       -$          Annual
2022 229.5$         9.652$         106.63$       -$          106.6

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 132$            132$            107$            107$            1.24
2013 2 0.93 144$            133$            107$            99$              1.35
2014 3 0.86 156$            134$            107$            91$              1.46
2015 4 0.79 168$            133$            107$            85$              1.58
2016 5 0.74 180$            132$            107$            78$              1.69
2017 6 0.68 181$            123$            107$            73$              1.70
2018 7 0.63 192$            121$            107$            67$              1.80
2019 8 0.58 202$            118$            107$            62$              1.89
2020 9 0.54 212$            115$            107$            58$              1.99
2021 10 0.50 223$            111$            107$            53$              2.09
2022 11 0.46 229$            106$            107$            49$              2.15

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          1,790$         1,253$         1,066$         773$            1.62
Per Year Levelized 173$           107$           1.62

Discount 
Factor

Annual 
Benefits

Discounted 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs

Discounted 
Costs B/C

Million of Dollars

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR

Incremental 
Cost

Portfolio 3-E

 
 

A reliability impact analysis was conducted on the portfolio projects to determine the impact of the 
Balanced Portfolio on the STEP reliability analysis as well as on Tier 1 entities, third parties to SPP.  
This analysis was conducted in the same manner and with the same methodologies used in the 2008 
STEP 10 year reliability analysis.  The analysis was conducted for the entire collection of portfolio 
projects considered for the March CAWG meeting.  The results are broken into (1) advanced projects, 
those projects that would be moved up in the reliability timeline due to the Balanced Portfolio; (2) new 
projects, projects which are now needed that were not identified in the original 10 year reliability 
planning horizon, but may have been needed beyond that horizon; (3) third party impacts or projects 
needed on neighboring systems due to the Balanced Portfolio; and (4) deferred projects, projects 
which are either deferred beyond the planning horizon or mitigated entirely due to the portfolio.  A 
summary of these results is shown in the table below.   
 
Reliability Impact (E&C Dollars) 

 

 

Portfolio
Advanced 
Projects New Projects

3rd Party 
Impacts

Deferred 
Projects Net Benefit

P-3 1.0$                   3.4$                   10.2$                   42.1$                 27.5$                    
P-3A 1.0$                   3.4$                   10.2$                   27.7$                 13.1$                    
P-3C 1.0$                   3.4$                   10.2$                   42.1$                 27.5$                    
P-3D 1.0$                   19.2$                 10.2$                   42.1$                 11.7$                    
P-3E 1.0$                   19.2$                 10.2$                   42.1$                 11.7$                    
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April 2009: Balanced Portfolio Summit 
The material from the March 2009 CAWG meeting was presented at an open meeting in Dallas, TX, 
April 1, 2009 as an SPP open stakeholder summit.  Stakeholder comments and feedback were 
collected during this summit and incorporated in the final analysis used in the subsequent 
recommendation to the CAWG on an April 10th conference call. 

Feedback from stakeholders and the CAWG included a request to consider the inclusion of a portion 
of the Wichita – Reno Co – Summit in the final recommendation, if it was feasible, and to include the 
project given its benefit and costs.  Additionally, Empire District Electric Company staff requested that 
the Chesapeake transformer project be removed from the Balanced Portfolio recommendation due to 
the complex nature of the project and the associated third party impacts.  Also, the CAWG directed 
SPP to further refine cost estimates of the projects in the portfolio to include greater granularity in the 
itemization of project costs associated with the portfolio projects, including but not limited to material 
costs, right of way requirements, labor, etc.  Lastly, SPP staff was directed to determine the 
appropriate carrying charge rates to be used for each host zone to ensure that consistent values were 
being applied to all projects so that they could be considered on a consistent and reasonable basis.   

 

April 2009: CAWG Conference Call 
The work presented during the April SPP open stakeholder summit was refined to reflect the 
stakeholder feedback and comments and presented to the CAWG on April 10 via conference call. 

The first portfolio change was to consider the removal of the Chesapeake transformer.  The results 
are shown in the following tables. 
 
Portfolio 3-E No Chesapeake: 10 Year Benefit vs. Costs 

Cost (E&C)
2012 132.3$         93.73$         691.9
2017 181.2$         9.79$           93.73$         -$          Annual
2022 229.5$         9.65$           93.73$         -$          93.7

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 132$            132$            94$              94$              1.41
2013 2 0.93 145$            134$            94$              87$              1.55
2014 3 0.86 158$            135$            94$              80$              1.68
2015 4 0.79 171$            136$            94$              74$              1.82
2016 5 0.74 184$            135$            94$              69$              1.96
2017 6 0.68 181$            123$            94$              64$              1.93
2018 7 0.63 191$            120$            94$              59$              2.04
2019 8 0.58 201$            117$            94$              55$              2.14
2020 9 0.54 210$            114$            94$              51$              2.24
2021 10 0.50 220$            110$            94$              47$              2.35
2022 11 0.46 229$            106$            94$              43$              2.45

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          1,792$         1,257$         937$            679$            1.85
Per Year Levelized 173$           94$             1.85

Discount 
Factor

Annual 
Benefits

Discounted 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs

Discounted 
Costs B/C

Million of Dollars

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR

Incremental 
Cost

Portfolio 3-E
No Ches
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The transfer analysis for portfolio 3-E without Chesapeake is shown in the following table.  The 
analysis concluded that $32M of transfers were required to balance this portfolio.   

 

# Zone
Portfolio 
Benefits

Portfolio 
Costs

Zonal ATRR 
Transfers Out 

(Col. 5 Attach H)

Regional 
Allocation of 
Zonal ATRR 

Transfers

Net of Zonal 
Transfers and 

Transfer 
Allocation Net Benefit B/C

1 AEPW $30.8 $21.1 $0.0 $7.2 $7.2 $2.5 1.1
2 EMDE ($0.4) $2.5 ($3.7) $0.8 ($2.8) $0.0 1.0
3 GRDA $0.8 $1.8 ($1.6) $0.6 ($1.0) $0.0 1.0
4 KCPL $8.3 $7.2 ($1.4) $2.5 $1.1 $0.0 1.0
5 MIDW $12.8 $0.7 $0.0 $0.2 $0.2 $11.9 14.1
6 MIPU ($1.6) $3.8 ($6.7) $1.3 ($5.4) $0.0 1.0
7 MKEC $11.7 $1.1 $0.0 $0.4 $0.4 $10.2 8.3
8 OKGE $26.5 $13.3 $0.0 $4.6 $4.6 $8.6 1.5
9 SPRM ($0.2) $1.5 ($2.1) $0.5 ($1.6) $0.0 1.0
10 SUNC $3.2 $1.0 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $1.9 2.4
11 SWPS $56.0 $10.8 $0.0 $3.7 $3.7 $41.5 3.9
12 WEFA $7.9 $3.0 $0.0 $1.0 $1.0 $3.9 2.0
13 WRI $14.2 $10.8 ($0.4) $3.7 $3.4 $0.0 1.0
14 NPPD $5.5 $7.5 ($4.6) $2.6 ($2.0) $0.0 1.0
15 OPPD $2.2 $5.8 ($5.7) $2.0 ($3.7) $0.0 1.0
16 LES ($3.5) $1.8 ($5.9) $0.6 ($5.3) $0.0 1.0

Total $174 $94 -$32 $32 $0 $80 1.9

Attachment H Transfer Adjustments - Portfolio 3E no Ches - Annualized

 
 

Next, the inclusion of the Reno Co – Summit portion of the Wichita – Reno Co. – Summit Project was 
considered for inclusion after the removal of the Chesapeake transformer.  These results are shown 
below.   
 
Portfolio 3-E No Chesapeake, with Reno Co. - Summit: 10 Year Benefit vs. Costs 

Cost (E&C)
2012 178.0$         105.56$       789.0
2017 242.1$         12.816$       105.56$       -$          Annual
2022 290.4$         9.658$         105.56$       -$          105.6

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 178$            178$            106$            106$            1.69
2013 2 0.93 191$            177$            106$            98$              1.81
2014 3 0.86 204$            175$            106$            90$              1.93
2015 4 0.79 216$            172$            106$            84$              2.05
2016 5 0.74 229$            169$            106$            78$              2.17
2017 6 0.68 242$            165$            106$            72$              2.29
2018 7 0.63 252$            159$            106$            67$              2.38
2019 8 0.58 261$            153$            106$            62$              2.48
2020 9 0.54 271$            146$            106$            57$              2.57
2021 10 0.50 281$            140$            106$            53$              2.66
2022 11 0.46 290$            135$            106$            49$              2.75

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          2,325$         1,632$         1,056$         765$            2.13
Per Year Levelized 225$           106$           2.13

Portfolio 3-E
No Ches, With RS

Discount 
Factor

Million of Dollars
Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Incremental 
Cost

Annual 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs

Discounted 
Benefits

Discounted 
Costs B/C
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The transfer analysis for portfolio 3-E without Chesapeake but including with Reno Co. - Summit is 
shown in the following table.  The analysis concluded that $62M of transfers were required to 
balanced this portfolio 

 

# Zone
Portfolio 
Benefits

Portfolio 
Costs

Zonal ATRR 
Transfers Out 

(Col. 5 Attach H)

Regional 
Allocation of 
Zonal ATRR 

Transfers

Net of Zonal 
Transfers and 

Transfer 
Allocation Net Benefit B/C

1 AEPW $25.8 $23.7 ($11.8) $13.9 $2.1 $0.0 1.0
2 EMDE ($0.1) $2.8 ($4.5) $1.6 ($2.9) $0.0 1.0
3 GRDA $0.1 $2.1 ($3.2) $1.2 ($1.9) $0.0 1.0
4 KCPL $8.7 $8.2 ($4.2) $4.8 $0.5 $0.0 1.0
5 MIDW $12.8 $0.8 $0.0 $0.4 $0.4 $11.6 10.7
6 MIPU ($5.6) $4.3 ($12.4) $2.5 ($9.9) $0.0 1.0
7 MKEC $11.3 $1.2 $0.0 $0.7 $0.7 $9.4 6.0
8 OKGE $36.8 $15.0 $0.0 $8.8 $8.8 $13.0 1.5
9 SPRM ($0.3) $1.6 ($2.9) $1.0 ($1.9) $0.0 1.0
10 SUNC $3.6 $1.1 $0.0 $0.7 $0.7 $1.8 2.0
11 SWPS $55.9 $12.2 $0.0 $7.1 $7.1 $36.6 2.9
12 WEFA $11.8 $3.3 $0.0 $2.0 $2.0 $6.5 2.2
13 WRI $59.9 $12.2 $0.0 $7.1 $7.1 $40.6 3.1
14 NPPD $5.4 $8.5 ($8.0) $5.0 ($3.0) $0.0 1.0
15 OPPD $2.7 $6.6 ($7.7) $3.8 ($3.8) $0.0 1.0
16 LES ($3.9) $2.0 ($7.1) $1.2 ($5.9) $0.0 1.0

Total $225 $106 -$62 $62 $0 $120 2.1

Attachment H Transfer Adjustments - Portfolio 3E no Ches with RS - Annualized

 
 

An analysis was conducted to determine the impact on total Annual Transmission Revenue 
Requirement (ATRR) for each zone in the tariff.  The results are shown for portfolio 3-E, “3-E no 
Chesapeake” and “3-E no Chesapeake with Reno Co – Summit”.  These results are shown in the 
following table.   

 
Total ATRR for Proposed Balanced Portfolios 

BP 3E no Ches w RS

Zone

 Annual Zonal plus Annual Base 
Plan Zonal plus Annual Region 

Wide RR 

 Annual Zonal plus Annual Base 
Plan Zonal plus Annual Region 

Wide RR 

 Annual Zonal plus Annual Base 
Plan Zonal plus Annual Region 

Wide RR 
AEPW 175,484,688$                                  177,104,393$                            174,641,806$                                
SPRM 8,934,262$                                      8,659,884$                                8,524,079$                                    
EMDE 14,660,746$                                    14,007,997$                              14,294,209$                                  
GRDA 25,891,875$                                    26,032,862$                              25,312,950$                                  
KCPL 43,661,239$                                    44,709,872$                              45,060,781$                                  
OKGE 118,952,010$                                  116,849,771$                            122,735,245$                                
MIDW 5,277,346$                                      5,170,672$                                5,469,320$                                    
MIPU 19,618,726$                                    19,420,118$                              15,471,824$                                  
SWPA 9,431,500$                                      9,431,500$                                9,431,500$                                    
SWPS 104,700,870$                                  102,989,030$                            107,781,536$                                
SUNC 16,092,722$                                    15,934,343$                              16,377,746$                                  
WEFA 25,545,806$                                    25,077,005$                              26,389,469$                                  
WRI 128,845,823$                                  129,135,340$                            134,286,149$                                
MKEC 7,723,354$                                      7,557,124$                                8,022,505$                                    
LES 8,877,057$                                      8,718,252$                                8,313,564$                                    
NPPD 53,140,390$                                    53,181,895$                              53,125,563$                                  
OPPD 38,645,990$                                    38,661,265$                              39,227,136$                                  

805,484,404$                                  802,641,325$                           814,465,382$                                

BP 3E 3E no Ches
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Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted”  

 
 

Portfolio 3-E with Reno Co – Summit, without Chesapeake 
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Recommendation 
The CAWG endorsed portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” (without Chesapeake, without Reno Co – Summit).  
Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” provides a significant benefit vs. cost to the SPP region, as well as having 
lower balance transfer requirements.  Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” contains a comprehensive group of 
economic projects addressing many of the top constraints in the SPP.  The projects associated with 
portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” are as follows: 
 

• Tuco – Woodward District EHV, $229M 
• Iatan – Nashua, $54M 
• Swissvale – Stilwell tap at W. Gardner, $2M 
• Spearville – Knoll – Axtell, $236M 
• Sooner – Cleveland, $34M 
• Seminole – Muskogee, $129M 
• Anadarko Tap, $8M 
 
• Total E&C Costs:  $692M 

 
The supporting material for portfolio 3-E was presented to the Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee (MOPC) in April 2009.  The MOPC reviewed and discussed the portfolio options and the 
impact on the footprint.  After discussion, the MOPC endorsed the recommendation for Balanced 
Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” pending issuance of the final report, according to the SPP Tariff.   
 
Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” provides substantial benefit to customers in the SPP footprint.  Based on a 
1,000 kWh/month usage of a residential customer, the Portfolio provides an estimated net benefit of 
$0.78/month ($1.66/mo on average versus a cost of $0.88/mo).  The existing transmission revenue 
requirements for the SPP region in this typical monthly residential customer bill are estimated to be 
$7.58.  Additionally, it should be noted that the Portfolio could incur a construction cost increase of up 
to 113%, or more than double the estimated construction cost, and still provide a benefit to cost ratio 
of 1.0 for the region.  Therefore, the Balanced Portfolio could have a total E&C final cost of over $1.4B 
and still provide benefits greater than costs. 
  
Estimated SPP average customer impact (based on 1,000 kWh/month usage) 

Existing 
Zonal ATRR P-3E Costs

1/3 2/3 1/3 2/3 Annual
$688M $7M $14M $33M $66M $106 M

13%
88 ¢

P-3E "Adjusted" Benefit = $1.66

Avg. Cost Per Customer Per Month:  $7.58

Base Plan New Base Plan NTCs

Total:   $808M

  
 
The CAWG and MOPC recommendation of Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” was presented to the SPP 
Regional State Committee (RSC) during their April 27, 2009 meeting in Oklahoma City where Portfolio 
3-E “Adjusted” was endorsed by the RSC.  Staff then presented to the MOPC and RSC the 
recommended Portfolio during the SPP Board of Directors meeting on April 28th.  The SPP Board 
approved the projects in Balanced Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” for inclusion in the SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan.  The SPP Board went on to direct staff to finalize the Balanced Portfolio Report in 
accordance with the SPP tariff.  Furthermore, the Board directed that Notification To Construct letters 
for the Projects in the Balanced Portfolio be issued once the required Balanced Portfolio Report is 
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finalized after CAWG review and MOPC approval.
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Balanced Portfolio Stakeholder Process 
The SPP Regional State Committee (RSC) requested the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) to 
consider alternative cost allocations for economic upgrades.  
 
Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) 
The CAWG has been the primary stakeholder group overseeing development of the Balanced 
Portfolio.  The CAWG created the Economic Concepts whitepaper. Many representatives from other 
SPP stakeholder groups attend the CAWG’s monthly meetings. 
 
Trapped Generation Task Force (TGTF) 
This CAWG Task Force determined wind assumptions in the Adjusted Production Cost (APC) 
models. 
 
Economic Modeling and Methods Task Force (EMMTF) 
The EMMTF focused on the planning process and development of additional economic benefit 
metrics. It initially worked to acquire detailed data on generation units in the model. The EMMTF 
addressed confidential issues.  The EMMTF is currently the Economic Studies Working Group 
(ESWG) 
 
Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) 
The RTWG facilitated acquiring FERC approval of Attachment O language for the Balanced Portfolio 
process. 
 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC), Board of Directors (BOD), Regional State 
Committee (RSC) 
These groups will review and approve the Balanced Portfolio. 
 
Planning Summits 
Proposed Balanced Portfolios and related concepts were shared at planning summits in May and 
August. 
 
Posting 
Portfolios and associated information are posted on SPP.org: 
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?pageID=120 
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Appendix 

Final Benefit to Cost Results for the Balanced Portfolio 
 
The following table demonstrates the full, 10 year portfolio analysis including reliability costs and 
benefits.  These costs and benefits accrue in the years that the portfolio projects impact the reliability 
plan.  
 
Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” 10 yr B/C with Reliability Impact 

 
The following three tables break out the benefits from the economic analysis.  These tables do not 
include the reliability benefits.  The numbers represent a change between the change and base 
cases, with the change case including the Balanced Portfolio.  A negative number denotes a reduction 
in cost which is considered a benefit.  Likewise a positive number is a cost increase. 
 

Cost (E&C)
692$                 

Annual
2012 131.2$         93.73$         0.03$           93.7$                
2017 193.2$         12.4$           93.73$         2.53$           Total Annual
2022 239.0$         9.2$             93.73$         2.53$           93.8$                

Year 8.00%
Year #

2012 1 1.00 131$            131$            94$              94$              1.40
2013 2 0.93 144$            133$            94$              87$              1.53
2014 3 0.86 156$            134$            94$              80$              1.66
2015 4 0.79 168$            134$            94$              74$              1.80
2016 5 0.74 181$            133$            94$              69$              1.93
2017 6 0.68 193$            131$            96$              66$              2.01
2018 7 0.63 202$            128$            96$              61$              2.10
2019 8 0.58 212$            123$            96$              56$              2.20
2020 9 0.54 221$            119$            96$              52$              2.29
2021 10 0.50 230$            115$            96$              48$              2.39
2022 11 0.46 239$            111$            96$              45$              2.48

Ten Year Totals Yrs 1-10 7.25          1,837$         1,281$         950$            687$            1.87
Per Year Levelized 177$           95$              1.87

Portfolio 3-E
"Adjusted"

Discounted 
Costs B/C

Million of Dollars

Total 
Benefit

Incremental 
Benefit

Total Cost 
SPP OATT 

ATRR
Reliability Cost

Discount 
Factor

Annual 
Benefits

Discounted 
Benefits

Annual   
Costs
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Zone SumOfChange in Production Cost SumOfDelta Purchases SumOfDelta Sales Adjusted Production Cost
AEPW $21,285,000 ($14,003,000) $31,439,000 ($24,155,000)
EMDE $2,990,000 ($2,096,000) $207,000 $687,000
GRDA $72,000 $159,000 $982,000 ($751,000)
KCPL $4,273,000 ($637,000) $9,994,000 ($6,358,000)
LES $1,297,000 $1,226,000 $0 $2,523,000
MIDW ($350,000) ($8,783,000) $0 ($9,133,000)
MIPU $6,027,000 ($3,968,000) ($5,000) $2,064,000
MKEC ($7,563,000) ($2,015,000) ($925,000) ($8,653,000)
NPPD $6,519,000 ($28,000) $11,726,000 ($5,235,000)
OKGE ($85,787,000) $52,737,000 ($9,386,000) ($23,664,000)
OPPD $2,165,000 $160,000 $4,247,000 ($1,922,000)
SPRM $734,000 ($42,000) $668,000 $24,000
SUNC ($5,206,000) ($2,096,000) ($5,171,000) ($2,131,000)
SWPS ($70,516,000) $31,769,000 ($519,000) ($38,228,000)
WEFA ($13,163,000) $4,105,000 ($375,000) ($8,682,000)
WRI ($5,257,000) ($359,000) $2,131,000 ($7,747,000)

2012 Balanced Portfolio 3E "Adjusted"  Benefits

 

Zone SumOfChange in Production Cost SumOfDelta Purchases SumOfDelta Sales Adjusted Production Cost
AEPW $55,943,000 ($17,738,000) $71,548,000 ($33,344,000)
EMDE $3,525,000 ($3,272,000) $100,000 $153,000
GRDA ($28,000) $163,000 $889,000 ($754,000)
KCPL $6,229,000 ($3,576,000) $11,897,000 ($9,244,000)
LES $2,019,000 $1,970,000 $0 $3,989,000
MIDW ($764,000) ($14,046,000) $0 ($14,810,000)
MIPU $5,483,000 ($3,915,000) $79,000 $1,489,000
MKEC ($10,893,000) ($2,667,000) ($793,000) ($12,767,000)
NPPD $5,842,000 ($779,000) $10,741,000 ($5,678,000)
OKGE ($129,794,000) $88,180,000 ($14,032,000) ($27,582,472)
OPPD $3,030,000 $276,000 $5,663,000 ($2,357,000)
SPRM $603,000 ($60,000) $251,000 $292,000
SUNC ($7,575,000) ($2,386,000) ($6,776,000) ($3,185,000)
SWPS ($80,497,000) $18,914,000 ($924,000) ($60,659,000)
WEFA ($22,863,000) $14,785,000 ($468,000) ($7,610,000)
WRI ($14,392,000) ($1,073,000) $1,674,000 ($17,139,000)

2017 Balanced Portfolio 3E "Adjusted"  Benefits
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Zone SumOfChange in Production Cost SumOfDelta Purchases SumOfDelta Sales Adjusted Production Cost
AEPW $67,322,000 ($22,618,000) $83,884,000 ($39,181,000)
EMDE $4,703,000 ($4,421,000) $91,000 $191,000
GRDA ($480,000) $123,000 $1,003,000 ($1,360,000)
KCPL $6,624,000 ($2,828,000) $14,974,000 ($11,178,000)
LES $2,249,000 $2,150,000 $0 $4,399,000
MIDW ($736,000) ($14,659,000) $0 ($15,395,000)
MIPU $2,680,000 ($1,044,000) ($19,000) $1,655,000
MKEC ($14,429,000) ($1,525,000) ($287,000) ($15,667,000)
NPPD $6,488,000 ($1,250,000) $10,748,000 ($5,510,000)
OKGE ($138,499,000) $85,998,000 ($22,388,000) ($30,113,000)
OPPD $3,787,000 $378,000 $6,258,000 ($2,093,000)
SPRM $637,000 ($317,000) $301,000 $19,000
SUNC ($7,360,000) ($2,495,000) ($3,923,000) ($5,932,000)
SWPS ($89,381,000) $2,205,000 ($1,184,000) ($85,992,000)
WEFA ($20,837,000) $13,197,000 ($575,000) ($7,065,000)
WRI ($11,595,000) ($6,705,000) $2,730,000 ($21,030,000)

2022 Balanced Portfolio 3E "Adjusted"  Benefits

 
 
The following table demonstrates the benefits, costs and transfers on an annualized basis after the 
resulting reliability impacts, both the advancement and deferral, are accounted for.  The net B/C 
impact of the reliability projects was an approximate marginal increase of .01 of the total Portfolio. 
 
Portfolio 3-E “Adjusted” Annualized Benefits, Costs and Transfers, including Reliability 
Impacts

# Zone
Portfolio 
Benefits

Portfolio 
Costs

Zonal ATRR 
Transfers Out 

(Col. 5 Attach H)

Regional 
Allocation of 
Zonal ATRR 

Transfers

Net of Zonal 
Transfers and 

Transfer 
Allocation Net Benefit B/C

1 AEPW $30.9 $21.3 $0.0 $7.0 $7.0 $2.6 1.1
2 EMDE ($0.3) $2.5 ($3.7) $0.8 ($2.8) $0.0 1.0
3 GRDA $0.9 $1.9 ($1.6) $0.6 ($1.0) $0.0 1.0
4 KCPL $8.4 $7.3 ($1.3) $2.4 $1.1 $0.0 1.0
5 MIDW $12.8 $0.7 $0.0 $0.2 $0.2 $11.9 14.1
6 MIPU ($1.3) $3.8 ($6.4) $1.3 ($5.2) $0.0 1.0
7 MKEC $11.8 $1.1 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $10.4 8.3
8 OKGE $26.6 $13.4 $0.0 $4.4 $4.4 $8.7 1.5
9 SPRM ($0.1) $1.5 ($2.1) $0.5 ($1.6) $0.0 1.0
10 SUNC $3.7 $1.0 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $2.3 2.7
11 SWPS $56.1 $10.9 $0.0 $3.6 $3.6 $41.5 3.9
12 WEFA $8.0 $3.0 $0.0 $1.0 $1.0 $4.0 2.0
13 WRI $14.2 $11.0 ($0.4) $3.6 $3.2 $0.0 1.0
14 NPPD $5.5 $7.6 ($4.6) $2.5 ($2.1) $0.0 1.0
15 OPPD $2.3 $5.9 ($5.6) $1.9 ($3.6) $0.0 1.0
16 LES ($3.1) $1.8 ($5.5) $0.6 ($4.9) $0.0 1.0

Total $176 $95 -$31 $31 $0 $81 1.86

Attachment H Transfer Adjustments - Portfolio 3E "Adjusted" - Annualized

 
 
 
The spreadsheet which was used to calculate the transfers in the above table can be found on the 
Balanced Portfolio section of the SPP Website.†† 
 

                                                 
†† http://www.spp.org/section.asp?pageID=120 
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The table shown below demonstrates the MW-mi impact of the deferred reliability projects.  This 
impact is used to determine who receives the benefit for the deferral of each reliability project from the 
portfolio. 
 

Portfolio 3-E – Reliability Impact MW-mi analysis 

HUNTSVILLE - HEC 
115KV CKT 1 - 
Rebuild

HUNTSVILLE - 
ST_JOHN 115KV 
CKT 1 - Rebuild

CLEARWATER-GILL 
ENERGY CENTER 
WEST 138KV CKT 1 -
Rebuild

EL RENO- EL RENO 
SW 69KV CKT 1 - 
Upgrade

LONGVIEW-
WESTERN 
ELECTRIC 161KV 
CKT 1 - Replace 
Wavetraps

Date 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018
AEPW 1.6%
EMDE
GRDA
KCPL
MIDW 46.7% 16.2%
MIPU 100.0%
MKEC 19.4% 36.0%
OKGE 1.3% 5.3% 24.7%
SPRM
SUNC 9.9% 10.9%
SWPS 4.4%
WEFA 75.3%
WRI 22.6% 22.1% 100.0%
NPPD 3.6%
OPPD
LES

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Reliability Results 

The reliability results for the Portfolio 3E “Adjusted” are shown in the following table.  The projects are 
broken into “deferred” and “mitigated” issues and “new” issues.  Additionally, projects are shown for 
potential third party impacts.  Note that a project highlighted in yellow (e.g. EARLSBORO – FIXICO) 
indicates that the project is merely advanced in time and not an entirely new issue.   

 
It should be noted that the third party impact of Platte City 161/69 kV transformer was coordinated 
with Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. (AECI) staff.  AECI staff did not see the same issue in their 
analysis.

Portfolio 3e without Chesapeake
Costs of STEP Projects Solved by Portfolio 3e, with STEP date

Issue Type Project Name Area STEP Date

Deferred costs to 
TO: STEP projects 

solved by BP 

Overload
CLEARWATER - GILL ENERGY CENTER 
WEST 138KV CKT 1 - Rebuild WERE 16SP $3,324,375

Overload
EL RENO - EL RENO SW 69KV CKT 1 - 
Upgrade WFEC 17SP $1,950,000

Overload HUNTSVILLE - HEC 115KV CKT 1 - Rebuild WERE 15SP $12,487,500

Overload
HUNTSVILLE - ST_JOHN 115KV CKT 1 - 
Rebuild MIDW 15SP $7,965,000

Overload
LONGVIEW - WESTERN ELECTRIC 161KV 
CKT 1 - Replace Wavetraps MIPU 18SP $50,000

Voltages None
Totals $25,776,875

Description Project Name Area Date of Needed Mitigation
SPP New Issues, 

Cost
Third Party 

Issues: Cost

Overloads-SPP
EARLSBORO - FIXICO 69KV CKT 1 - 
Increase limits (trap, CT ratio) OKGE 13SP $150,000

Overloads-SPP
MED LODGE-PRATT, ST.JOHN-
GREATBENDTAP 115 KV LINE REBUILD MKEC 18SP $15,840,000

Overloads-Third Party
PLATTE CITY 161/69KV TRANSFORMER 
CKT 1 - Replace AECI XFMR MIPU-AECI 13WP $7,500,000

Voltages None
Totals $15,990,000 $7,500,000

Grand Total $23,490,000

Net: Solved Minus SPP New $9,786,875
Net: Solved Minus Total New $2,286,875

Cost of potential mitigation for New issues due to implementation of portfolio improvements
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Congestion Impact 

Congestion Impact

STEP Mitigation

BP Mitigation

 
 
The graphic shown above represents the top flowgates in the SPP EIS Market as they exist today.  
Congestion here is shown as an orange highlight.  Portfolio projects, shown on the map as bold red 
highlight lines, relieve or mitigate much of the congestion that exists today.  The congestion relief 
provided by the portfolio is shown as a green circle.  Projects in the 10-year STEP plan that provide 
additional congestion relief are shown in light blue. 
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B/C by State 
 

All States > 1, B/C

 
 
The diagram above demonstrates the B/C ratio of the Balanced Portfolio divided by state boundaries.  
While it should be noted that the portfolio of projects provides broad, regional benefits to all SPP 
members, this diagram is a good representation of the balance aspect of the portfolio broken into the 
respective state boundaries.  This picture represents the balance of the portfolio after transfers have 
taken place in order to balance all zones.  As can be seen from the diagram, all states have a B/C 
ratio greater than 1 
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  Zone OKGE OKGE OKGE SPS KCPL NPPD ITC KCPL OKGE 

  Project 
Sooner - 
Cleveland 

Seminole - 
Muskogee Tuco - Woodward Tuco - Woodward 

Iatan - 
Nashua Knoll - Axtell Spearville - Knoll - Axtell Swissvale - Stilwell Tap Andadarko Sub 

  Projected In-Service Date 12/31/2012 12/31/2013 5/19/2014 5/19/2014 6/1/2015 6/1/2013 6/1/2013 6/1/2012 12/31/2011 
Total Cost $33,530,000 $129,000,000 $79,000,000 $148,727,500 $54,444,000 $71,377,015 $165,180,000 $2,00,000 $8,000,000 
Cost Per Mile $900,000 $1,250,000 $900,000 $688,750 $1,214,800 $1,416,667 $846,000   $666,666 
Miles 36 100 72 178 30 45 170   3 
Substation Cost $1,130,000 $4,000,000 $15,000,000 $26,130,000 $18,000,000 $6,827,000 $16,800,000     

Cost 

Fixed Charge Rates 15.1% 15.1% 15.1% 12.1% 15.1% 13.5% 12.0% 15.1% 15.1% 

Size 

2 Conductor 
Bundle 
795 ACSR 

2 Conductor Bundle 
1590 ACSR 

2 Conductor Bundle 
795 ACSR 

2 Conductor 
Bundle 
795 ACSR 

2 Conductor 
Bundle  
1192.5, 38/19 
Grackle TW 

2 Conductor 
Bundle 
477 T2 Hawk 

2 Conductor Bundle 
1590 ACSR 

2 Conductor Bundle 795
ACSR 138 kV line 

Design Single Circuit Single Circuit Single Circuit Single Circuit Single Circuit Single Circuit Single Circuit     

Electrical Capacity 

2578 Amps 
1540 MVA at 
345kV 

3000 Amps 
1800 MVA at 345kV 

2578 Amps 
1540 MVA at 345kV 

2468 Amps 
Normal 4,100A 

2,324 amps per 
bundle 3,000 amps     

Conductor 

Other 
Fiber-optic Shield 
wire 

Fiber-optic Shield 
wire Fiber-optic Shield wire 

Fiber-optic Shield 
wire           

Type H-frame Single Pole H-frame H-frame H-frame Single Pole H-frame     
Materials Steel Steel Steel Steel Steel Steel Steel     

Base 
Direct buried w/ 
aggregate backfill 

Steel base plate 
reinforced concrete 

Direct buried w/ 
aggregate backfill 

Direct buried with 
aggregate or 
natural backfill Direct Embed 

Poured concrete
anchor bolt 

Direct embed 
concrete piers     

NESC Assumption Heavy Heavy Heavy Heavy Heavy 
Heavy, 1.5 inch 
ice load       

Dead Ends Unknown Unknown Unknown 
Unknown @ 
$65,000 each 

16 @ $50,000 
each 

20 @ $140,000 
each 60 @ $50,000 each 2 to 3 Deadends   

Structure 

Under build No No No No No No No     

Transformers 
Breakers and 
Relays Two 345/138kV 

345/138kV 50 MVAR 
reactor bank 

345/230kV 560 
MVA 600 MVA None 

345/230kV 
200 MVA   345/138 kV 

Breaker Scheme Ring-bus 
Ring-bus, replace 2 
2,000 A breakers Ring-bus 345kV Ring Ring-bus Ring-bus Ring-bus 

2 breakers, breaker 
disconnects, line panels   

Protection Scheme 
included in sub 
cost included in sub cost included in sub cost $1,000,000  $400,000  $156,000 $220,000    included in sub cost 

Voltage Control     +\- 50 MVAR             

Substations 

Cost (millions) $1 $4 $15 $26 $18 $4 $14     

Amount 
1/3 of line 
construction 

1/3 of line 
construction 1/3 of line construction             Construction 

Labor Cost (millions) $14 $52 $27 $18 $7 $17 $49     

ROW 
150ft @$5,500 an 
acre 

200ft @$5,500 an 
acre 

150ft @ $5,500 an 
acre 150ft 160ft 200ft 150ft     

ROW Condition rural, pasture 

rural, pasture, hill, 
rock, 
high tree clearing 
cost rural, pasture 

Farmland and 
Pasture 

50% Urban 
50% Rural 

rural farmland 
rainwater basin 

rural, agri, pasture, 
range land 

No ROW acquisition 
required   

Permitting/Certifications RR and Highway RR and Highway RR and Highway 

Texas CCN, 
Highway, storm 
water, RR, County 
roads Yes 

NE Power 
Review Board, 
NPSC, RR, 
Airport, etc Included     

Escalation Rate 2.5% per year 2.5% per year 2.5% per year   2.5% per year 3% per year 0% for 2 years     
Eng. Design / Proj. Mang.       Included $349,000  $8,798,000  $13,770,000      

Eng Design, 
Project 

Management, 
Permitting 

Total Cost (millions) cost included cost included cost included $15 $26 $18 $24     
Loadings and 

Overheads Type 1 
Included in total 
cost Included in total cost Included in total cost 

Included in total 
cost $123,000  

Included in total 
cost 

20% of line and substation
work, $26.7 million     

Other Cost  
Factors and 

Notes     

$25,000/ mile cost 
included for tree 
clearing   

Included in 
substation cost is 
$6.52 mil for mid-
point reactor 
station 

Large portion 
involves 
developed 
urban areas 

Environmentally 
sensitive 
areas, possible 
double- 
circuit for 10 
miles 

$4.56 mil addition 
contingency added     
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Study Assumptions 
 
Fuel Price Assumptions – Fuel price assumptions are taken from EIA forecasts and updated 
according to member specific data for particular plants.  For the purpose of this study, the average 
gas price is $6.50/MMBtu starting in 2012.  The price is then escalated for inflation for the years 2017 
and 2022 at the rate of 1.81%. 
 
Environmental Costs - Carbon sensitivities have been conducted, but were not included in the 
portfolio selection process.  A price of $15 and $40 per metric ton was used in these sensitivities.  No 
sensitivity analysis was conducted for higher SO2 or NOX prices.  SO2 and NOX were priced at 
$466.50 and $1742.16 per ton respectively. 
 
Plant Outages – Stakeholders provided outage and maintenance rates to SPP staff through the 
EMMTF data collection effort.  Forced outages were taken as a single draw and locked for the change 
and the base case.  Similarly, maintenance outages were also locked down from a single scheduled 
pattern.  These outage rages were plant specific and provided by each member. 
 
Load Forecast – Load forecasts for the region were provided by each stakeholder in early 2009 for 
the projected years of 2012, 2017 and 2022 through the EMMTF update effort.  These non coincident 
peak loads for the region were, in aggregate, as follows: 2012 - 43,068MW, 2017 – 47,109 MW, 2022 
– 51,530 MW.  The zonal shares of the 2012 load submittals were used to allocate the costs on a load 
ratio share basis. 
 
Resource Forecast – The CAWG and EMMTF determined the criteria for inclusion of new resources 
into the Balanced Portfolio analysis.  It was determined that only plants with firm transmission service 
and signed agreements or plants that were currently under construction would be included in the 
analysis.  The following units are those which were included as a future resource. 

• Turk (618 MW) 
• Whelan Energy Center 2 (220 MW) 
• Iatan 2 (900 MW) 
• Central Plains (99 MW) 
• Cloud County (201 MW) 
• Flat Ridge (100 MW) 
• Red Hills (120 MW) 
• Smoky Hills (359 MW) 
 

Hurdle Rates – A dispatch hurdle rate of $5/MW and a commit hurdle rate of $8/MW was used to 
commit resources across regional boundaries.   
 
Demand Side Management – Interruptible load was modeled as supplied by the LSE’s. 
 
Market Structure – The simulation was conducted considering a single balancing authority and a 
day-ahead market structure for the SPP region. 
 
Flowgate Assumptions – The NERC Book of Flowgates was used as the source for flowgates used 
in the analysis. 
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DC Tie Profiles - Historical DC Tie profiles were used to simulate best known profiles for all DC Ties 
in the SPP region.    
 
Wind Profiles – Historical wind profiles were used to simulate the wind output at each wind farm.  
 
Load Profiles – Load profiles were simulated as supplied by each LSE through the EMMTF effort.   
 
RMR Requirements – Each Balancing Authority submitted their respective Reliability Must Run 
(RMR) requirements to be simulated in the analysis. 
 
Operating Reserves – SPP’s current reserve sharing program (as of 2008) was used in the 
simulation for operating reserves.   



 
Southwest Power Pool 

Regional State Committee, Board of Directors/Members Committee &  
Regional Entity Trustees 

Future Meeting Dates & Locations 
 
 

2009 
 

 RSC/BOD/RET   January  26-28   Dallas 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   April 27-29   Oklahoma City 
 
 *BOD    June 8-9   Little Rock 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   July 27-29   Kansas City 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   October 26-28   Tulsa 

(Annual Meeting of Members) 
 
 **BOD    December 8    Dallas 
 
 

2010 
 

RSC/BOD/RET   January  25-27   New Orleans 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   April 26-28   Oklahoma City 
 
 *BOD    June 7-8   Little Rock 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   July 26-28   Omaha 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   October 25-27   Kansas City 

(Annual Meeting of Members) 
 
 **BOD    December 7   Dallas 
 
 
The RSC/BOD/RET meetings are Mon/Tues/Wed with the RSC held on Monday afternoon, the 
BOD/Members Committee meeting on Tuesday and RET meeting on Wednesday.    
 
* The June BOD meetings are for educational purposes. There will be no RSC of RET meetings 
in conjunction with these meetings. 
 
** The December BOD meetings are intended to be one day in and out meetings for 
administrative purposes.  There will be no RSC or RET meetings in conjunction with these 
meetings. 
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