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Monday, July 18, 2016 

10:00 - 4:00 p.m. 

Westin, DFW 

Dallas, Texas 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
2. PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

a. Roll Call and Declaration of a Quorum 
b. Adoption of Minutes from April 25 and June 10, 2016 

3. UPDATES 
a. RSC Second Quarter Financial Report  
b. SPP 
c. FERC  

4. BUSINESS MEETING 
a.     RSC Audit Report [Voting Item] 

5. CAWG REPORT AND VOTING ITEMS 
a. CAWG Report………………………………………………………………………..………..….........Dallas Rippy 

This report provides an update on CAWG activity 

i. New Member Cost Allocation Review Process [Voting Item]……...…………………..John Krajewski 

Update on the New Member Cost Allocation Review Process developed by CAWG 

ii. Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria…………………………………………………………..Adam McKinnie 
Update on the CAWG Evaluation of the Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria Evaluation  

b. Capacity Margin Task Force..………………………….…........................................................Lanny Nickell 

Update on activities of CMTF 

c. RARTF Update – RCARII  [Voting Item]……………………………………………………..……….Steve Stoll 
This report will provide an update on the activities of the Regional Allocation Review Task Force. 

d.   Update: Group B Safe Harbor Waiver Requests related to Z2 [Potential Voting Item]…….Steve Purdy 
 

6. REPORTS/PRESENTATIONS 
a. Integration Transmission Planning Near-Term (ITPNT) Assessment ……………………. Lanny Nickell 

This report will update the RSC on the 2016 ITPNT Assessment and Report 

b. Seams Update…………………………………………………………..…….........…………….……Carl Monroe 
This report will provide an update on the pending matters at FERC related to SPP’s seams.  

c. Integrated Marketplace Update……………………………….………………….………….………..Bruce Rew 

This report will update the RSC on the Integrated Marketplace. 

d. Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force Update..………………………………….Brian Gedrich 
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This report will provide an update on the activities of the Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force  

7. OTHER RSC MATTERS     
8. ACTION ITEMS 
9. SCHEDULING OF NEXT REGULAR MEETINGS, SPECIAL MEETINGS OR EVENTS 

 
RSC Meetings: 

October 24, 2016 – Little Rock, AR 
January 30, 2017 – Dallas, TX 
 

10. ADJOURN 

 

* NOTE:  ADDITIONAL INFORMATIONAL MATERIAL ATTACHED 

 
Attached to the RSC’s meeting agenda and background material is additional material that is either for 
informational or reporting purposes.   
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Southwest Power Pool 
REGIONAL STATE COMMITTEE 

Eldorado Hotel, Santa Fe, NM 
April 25, 2016 

• MINUTES • 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 
The following members were in attendance: 
 

Patrick Lyons, New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC) 
Steve Stoll, Missouri Public Service Commission (MOPSC)  
Shari Feist Albrecht, Kansas Corporation Commission (KCC) 
Cindy Ireland, (Proxy for Lamar Davis), Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC)  
Dennis Grennan, Nebraska Power Review Board (NPRB)  
Kristie Fiegen, South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC) 
Brian Kalk, North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC) 
Libby Jacobs, Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) 
Dana Murphy, Oklahoma Corporation Commission (OCC) 
Donna Nelson, Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)  
 

President Patrick Lyons called the Regional State Committee (RSC) meeting to order at 1:02 p.m. with roll call 
and a quorum was declared.  He then requested introductions of those in attendance.  There were 118 in 
attendance, either in person or via the phone (Attendance & Proxies – Attachment 1).  President Lyons asked 
the each Commissioner to take a few minutes to provide information about themselves, what they are currently 
working on, and what issues they are facing in their individual states.  Each commissioner provided an update 
and introduced their staff.   
  
The first item of business was the approval of the January 25, 2016 meeting minutes (RSC Minutes 1/25/16 – 
Attachment 2).  Commissioner Kristie Fiegen moved to approve the minutes; Commissioner Libby 
Jacobs seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 

UPDATES 
 
RSC First Quarter Financial Report 
Mr. Paul Suskie, Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) Staff provided the financial report (RSC 2015 Q1 Financials – 
Attachment 3).  He noted that everything was on target but over just a bit in the area of travel which was 
expected.   
 
SPP Report 
Mr. Nick Brown, SPP Staff, provided the President’s Report.  He began by mentioning that the Board meeting 
on Tuesday will have some historical significance for SPP.  The Board will consider a recommendation to 
complete the inaugural trip through the Order 1000 Transmission Owner selection process.  Over the last few 
years a lot of work has gone into the development process through our stakeholder involvement Mr. Brown 
thanked everyone involved for their hard work.  He noted that maintaining balance between reliability and 
economics is one of the five value propositions that have driven SPP.  At the meeting on Tuesday, the Board 
will also consider recommendations on the Capacity Margin requirement, specifically reducing the planning 
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reserve margin from 13.6% to 12%.  Mr. Brown noted that it has been 18 years since the Board has addressed 
reserve margin requirements At its meeting on Tuesday the Board will recognize Mr. John Meyer for his years of 
service to this organization as the Chairman of the Regional Entity Trustees.  Mr. Meyer was elected by the 
Membership in 2007 and selected by the Trustees to serve as the chairman.  In closing Mr. Brown stated that 
SPP is celebrating its 75th year as an organization.  The celebration will occur at the meetings in Little Rock in 
October.  A historical book is being worked on to capture all of the history.  If you have anything you would like 
to share please let Nick or any of the officers know.    
 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Report 
Mr. Patrick Clarey provided the report on FERC.  FERC has issued a Notice of Inquiry seeking comment on the 
need to reform its regulations for the provision and compensation of primary frequency response.  FERC noted 
that generators are retiring base-load synchronous units.  The March agenda meeting focused on the State of 
the Markets Report.  Representatives from the U.S. Department of Energy and several of its national 
laboratories were present at the April meeting to discuss modernization of the electric power grid.  Mr. Clarey 
reported that there will be several technical conferences over the next few months exploring a number of topics.  
In May, Staff will conduct a technical conference to discuss generation interconnection issues related to a 
petition for rulemaking submitted by the American Wind Energy Association in Docket No. RM15-21-000.  The 
petition seeks a variety of reforms to the interconnection procedures.  There will be a technical conference to 
discuss opportunities for increasing real-time and day-ahead market efficiency through improved software and a 
separate conference focused on issues related to the competitive transmission development processes.  In 
June there will be a workshop to discuss compensation for Reactive Supply and Voltage Control within RTOs 
and ISOs. 
 
CAWG REPORT AND VOTING ITEMS 
 
CAWG Report 
Mr. Dallas Rippy (NMPRC) provided the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) report (CAWG Report – 
Attachment 4).  He reviewed meeting dates and subjects discussed at the meetings.  The New Member Cost 
Allocation process document is in the background materials and available for your review.  Mr. Rippy provided 
brief updates on the Z2 project, Wind Capacity Accreditation Report, the SPP-MISO settlement, and an IPSAC 
update.  He updated the RSC on the recommendations of the Capacity Margin Task Force (CMTF). In its last 
meeting, the CAWG voted to recommend approval of the policies developed by the CMTF and recommends that 
they be approved as a package by the RSC.  Further, the CAWG believes that the policies are interrelated and 
should be considered as a package.  It is the CAWG’s position that the proposal provides benefits to ratepayers 
without jeopardizing reliability.   
  
Mr. John Krajewski (NPRB) provided the New Member Cost Allocation Review Process report (NMCAR Report – 
Attachment 5).  He discussed the history and background of this effort, the overview of the process. The purpose 
and goal of the New Member Cost Allocation Review Process is to evaluate the impact of new transmission 
owning members on stakeholders (including retail ratepayers) in the existing SPP footprint and assess the 
benefits that would accrue to existing stakeholders. 
 
Mr. Adam Mckinnie provided the Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria update report (Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria 
Evaluation Report – Attachment 6).  Mr. Mckinnie explained what the aggregate study process is, who pays for 
the study, and what the criteria is for the study.  Mr. Mckinnie further explained that this is a cost allocation issue 
which is under the RSC authority per the SPP bylaws.  The decisions made by the RSC and CAWG on this issue 
will determine what transmission project costs are paid for by companies purchasing transmission service versus 
being recovered across the SPP footprint. 
 
Mr. Lanny Nickell (SPP Staff) provided the Capacity Margin Task Force report (CMTF Report – Attachment 7).  
Mr. Nickell outlined the background, load responsibility, planning reserve margin requirement, planning reserve 
assurance policy, deliverability study, and finally the CMTF recommendation.  Currently SPP criteria obligates 
load serving members to meet SPP’s reserve margin requirement.  Not all load in the SPP Balancing Authority 
(BA) footprint is served by an SPP member.  The CMTF proposed that all load serving obligations in the SPP 
Balancing Authority include an obligation to meet SPP’s Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) requirement.  The 
proposed policy package from the CMTF contains the following priorities:  Load Responsible Entity, Planning 
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Reserve Margin Requirement, Planning Reserve Assurance Policy, and Deliverability Study.  The policies identify 
who is responsible for resource adequacy, what the resource adequacy requirement is, and how and when the 
resource adequacy requirement can and should be met.  The CMTF believes the policies are dependent on each 
other to yield the intended economic and reliability benefits and believes the policies should be approved and 
implemented collectively. 
 
Commissioner Steve Stoll moved to approve the policies developed by the CMTF as approved by the 
CAWG; Board Member Dennis Grennan seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
REPORTS/PRESENTATIONS 
 
Regional Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF) Update 
Commissioner Steve Stoll provided an update on the RARTF (RARTF Update – Attachment 8 and RR-155 
Potential RCAR Remedies – Attachment 9).  Commissioner Stoll provided an update on the Regional Cost 
Allocation Review (RCAR) II. The task force worked through the language for a new business practice that best 
describes each of the remedies listed in the RARTF Report, the remedy definitions, remedy approval process, 
and remedy implementation process.  The language will be provided for stakeholder review at the Markets and 
Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) meeting in July and ready for a vote by the RSC in July. 
 
Integration Transmission Planning Near-Term (ITPNT Assessment) 
Mr. Lanny Nickell provided the Integration Transmission Planning Near-Term report (ITPNT Report – Attachment 
10).  The 2016 ITPNT is a near-term reliability assessment performed annually.  There are key differences from 
the 2015 ITPNT.  These differences include; expansion of the footprint, the notification to construct (NTC) re-
evaluation projects have been removed from base models and been reviewed.  The timeframe for the 2016 
ITPNT is 2017-2020 and it contains 49 projects and 86 upgrades with an estimated cost of $229.2M.  MOPC 
approved the assessment at the April meeting and it will go before the Board at its April meeting. 
 
Seams Update 
Mr. Carl Monroe, SPP Staff, provided a Seams Update.  SPP has received funds from MISO based on the FERC 
settlement.  SPP has filed with FERC asking how to distribute those funds Discussion on the distribution is still 
being addressed by the parties to the FERC docket.   
 
Integrated Marketplace Update 
Mr. Bruce Rew, SPP Staff, provided an update on the Integrated Marketplace, (Integrated Marketplace Update – 
Attachment 11).  There are currently 172 market participants of which 110 are financial only and 62 are asset 
owning.  Six new market participants have been added since the January report.  The market continues to 
provide savings even with extremely low natural gas prices.  There have been enhancements made to the 
Integrated Marketplace in the areas of real-time data precision and short-term intra-day performance.  Mr. Rew 
also reported that there was a two-day Wind Integration Summit held in Little Rock in February.  There were 
almost 200 attendees who provided Staff with feedback on the study results.  Some recommendations made from 
the study are to enhance real-time operational monitoring tools, provide flexibility in operations dispatch, enhance 
planning criteria for more detailed scenarios, and evaluate impacts of solar PV in combination with wind. 
 
Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force (TPITF) Update 
Mr. Brian Gedrich, Chair of the TPITF, provided an update on the work of the TPITF, (Transmission Planning 
Improvement TF Update – Attachment 12 and TPITF Whitepaper – Attachment 13).  The TPITF Scope is to 
propose recommendations on the current planning cycle and assessments, utilization of data, including data 
collected by operations to ensure consistency in the planning process, the methodologies and modeling practices 
used in the planning, compliance, and model building groups to ensure effectiveness and consistency between 
processes.  The task force recommends the implementation of an annual ITP planning cycle, standardizing the 
study scope, establishing a common reliability planning model for all SPP planning assessments, utilizing a 
holistic approach to planning, and to create a staff/stakeholder accountability program.  The TPITF will conduct 
workshops to inform and educate stakeholders on the proposed improvements prior to the July 2016 meetings 
and will take a final set of recommendations to the MOPC, Strategic Planning Committee, the RSC, and the 
Board in July 2016 for approval or review.   
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ACTION ITEMS: 
 
A list is attached here to. (Action Items – Attachment 14). 
 
SCHEDULING OF NEXT REGULAR MEETINGS, SPECIAL MEETINGS OR EVENTS: 
 
 July 18, 2016 – Dallas, TX 

October 24, 2016 – Little Rock, AR 
 
With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:14 p.m.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Paul Suskie 
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Southwest Power Pool 
REGIONAL STATE COMMITTEE 

Conference Call 
June 10, 2016 

• MINUTES • 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 
The following members were in attendance: 
 

Patrick Lyons, New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC) 
Steve Stoll, Missouri Public Service Commission (MOPSC)  
Shari Feist Albrecht, Kansas Corporation Commission (KCC) 
Lamar Davis, Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC)  
Dennis Grennan, Nebraska Power Review Board (NPRB)  
Kristie Fiegen, South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC) 
Victor Schook, (Proxy for Brian Kalk), North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC) 
Scott Bents, (Proxy for Libby Jacobs), Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) 
Dana Murphy, Oklahoma Corporation Commission (OCC) 
Donna Nelson, Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)  
 

President Patrick Lyons called the Regional State Committee (RSC) meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. with roll call 
and a quorum was declared.  He then requested introductions of those in attendance.  There were 55 in 
attendance on the phone (Attendance & Proxies – Attachment 1).   
 

BUSINESS MEETING 
 
Safe Harbor Waiver Requests Related to Z2 Crediting Process 
Mr. Steve Purdy, Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) Staff reported on the waiver requests for Group A and B 
(Aggregate Study Waiver Requests for Z2 – Attachment 2).  Commissioner Kristie Fiegen made a motion to 
approve Base Plan funding of the Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs (DAUC) associated with the Z2 
crediting process for the Group A waiver requests to clarify that the previously granted waiver of the Safe 
Harbor Cost Limit includes the recently identified DAUC to be Base Plan funded.  Commissioner Steve 
Stoll seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Purdy then reported on the Group B waiver requests.  Commissioner Dana Murphy moved to delay a 
vote and decision on the Group B waiver requests until after the MOPC meeting in July and the item will 
be added to the RSC agenda for the RSC meeting on 7/18/16.  Commissioner Donna Nelson seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously.   
 
SCHEDULING OF NEXT REGULAR MEETINGS, SPECIAL MEETINGS OR EVENTS: 
 
 July 18, 2016 – Dallas, TX 

October 24, 2016 – Little Rock, AR 
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With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:31 a.m.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Paul Suskie 
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July 18, 2016 
 

Thomas & Thomas LLP 
Heritage West Building 
201 East Markham, Suite 500 
Little Rock, Arkansas  72201 
 

This representation letter is provided in connection with your audit of the financial statements of the 
Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee (the Organization) which comprise the statements of 
cash receipts and disbursements for the years then ended December 31, 2015 and 2014, and the related 
notes to the financial statements, for the purpose of expressing an opinion as to whether the financial 
statements are presented fairly, in all material respects, in accordance with the cash receipts and 
disbursements basis of accounting. 
 
Certain representations in this letter are described as being limited to matters that are material. Items are 
considered material, regardless of size, if they involve an omission or misstatement of accounting 
information that, in light of surrounding circumstances, makes it probable that the judgment of a 
reasonable person relying on the information would be changed or influenced by the omission or 
misstatement. An omission or misstatement that is monetarily small in amount could be considered 
material as a result of qualitative factors. 
 
We confirm, to the best of our knowledge and belief, as of July 18, 2016, the following representations 
made to you during your audit. 
 
Financial Statements

 

• We have fulfilled our responsibilities, as set out in the terms of the audit engagement letter 
dated January 13, 2016, including our responsibility for the preparation and fair presentation of 
the financial statements in accordance with the cash receipts and disbursements basis of 
accounting. 

• The financial statements referred to above are fairly presented in conformity with the cash 
receipts and disbursements basis of accounting. 

• We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation and maintenance of internal 
control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are free 
from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

• We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation and maintenance of internal 
control to prevent and detect fraud. 
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Thomas & Thomas LLP 
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Financial Statements (Continued)

 

• Significant assumptions we used in making accounting estimates, including those measured at 
fair value, are reasonable. 

• Related party relationships and transactions have been appropriately accounted for and 
disclosed in accordance with the cash receipts and disbursements basis of accounting. 

• There are no events subsequent to the date of the financial statements and for which the cash 
receipts and disbursements basis of accounting requires adjustment or disclosure. 

• We are not aware of any pending or threatened litigation, claims, or assessments or unasserted 
claims or assessments that are required to be disclosed in the financial statements in accordance 
with the cash receipts and disbursements basis of accounting and we have not consulted a 
lawyer concerning litigation, claims or assessments. 

• Material concentrations have been properly disclosed in accordance with the cash receipts and 
disbursements basis of accounting. 

• There are no guarantees, whether written or oral, under which the Organization is contingently 
liable that must be recorded or disclosed in the financial statements in accordance with the cash 
receipts and disbursements basis of accounting. 
 

Information Provided 

• We have provided you with: 

o Access to all information, of which we are aware, that is relevant to the 
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements, such as records, 
documentation and other matters. 

o Additional information that you have requested from us for the purpose of the 
audit. 

o Unrestricted access to persons within the Organization from whom you 
determined it necessary to obtain audit evidence. 

• All material transactions have been recorded in the accounting records and are reflected in the 
financial statements. 

• We have disclosed to you the results of our assessment of the risk that the financial statements 
may be materially misstated as a result of fraud. 

• We have no knowledge of any fraud or suspected fraud that affects the Organization and 
involves: 

o Management, 

o Other administrative officers who have significant roles in internal control or 

o Others where the fraud could have a material effect on the financial statements. 
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Page Three  
 
 
Information Provided (Continued) 

• We have no knowledge of any allegations of fraud or suspected fraud affecting the Organization’s 
financial statements communicated by regulators or others. 

• We have no knowledge of any instances of noncompliance or suspected noncompliance with laws 
and regulations whose effects should be considered when preparing financial statements. 

• We are not aware of any pending or threatened litigation, claims, or assessments or unasserted 
claims or assessments that are required to be disclosed in the financial statements in accordance 
with the cash receipts and disbursements basis of accounting, and we have not consulted a 
lawyer concerning litigation, claims or assessments. 

• We have disclosed to you the identity of the Organization’s related parties and all the related 
party relationships and transactions of which we are aware. 

• We are responsible for compliance with the laws, regulations and provisions of contracts and 
grant agreements applicable to us. 

• Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee is an exempt organization under Section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code.  We are not aware of any activities that would jeopardize 
the Organization’s tax-exempt status, and there have been no activities that would incur 
unrelated business income or excise tax or other tax.  All required filings with tax authorities are 
up-to-date. 

• We understand that you prepared the draft financial statements and related notes from the 
general ledger which we provided.  We have reviewed and approved the financial statements and 
related notes and believe they are adequately supported by the books and records of the 
Organization.  

• In regards to the tax preparation services and financial statement preparation services performed 
by you, we have: 

o Assumed all management responsibilities. 

o Overseen the services by designating an individual with suitable skill, knowledge or 
experience. 

o Evaluated the adequacy and results of the services performed. 

o Accepted responsibility for the results of the services. 

 
 
      
Patrick Lyons, President 
Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 
 
 
      
Paul Suskie, Executive Vice President Regulatory Policy  
   and General Counsel 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
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Thomas &
Thomas LLP 

Certified Public Accountants 
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www.thomasthomasllp.com 
Little Rock Office  201 E. Markham, Suite 500, Little Rock, Arkansas 72201  Telephone (501) 375-2025  FAX (501) 375-8704 

Texarkana Office  2900 St. Michael Drive, Suite 302, Texarkana, Texas 75503  Telephone (903) 831-3477  FAX (903) 831-3482 

Members American Institute Certified Public Accountants 
Center for Public Company Audit Firms and PCPS 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT  

Members of the  
   Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 

We have audited the accompanying statements of cash receipts and disbursements of Southwest Power 
Pool Regional State Committee (the Organization) for the years ended December 31, 2015 and 2014, and 
the related notes to the financial statements. 

Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in 
accordance with the cash basis of accounting described in Note 1; this includes determining that the cash 
basis  of  accounting  is  an  acceptable  basis  for  the  preparation  of  the  financial  statements  in  the 
circumstances.   Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation  and  maintenance  of 
internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are free from 
material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor’s Responsibility 

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on the financial statements based on our audits. We conducted 
our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audits to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the 
financial statements are free from material misstatement. 

An audit  involves performing procedures  to obtain audit evidence about  the amounts and disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor’s  judgment,  including  the 
assessment of  the  risks of material misstatements of  the  financial  statements, whether due  to  fraud or 
error.    In making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity’s 
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are 
appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of 
the entity’s  internal control.   Accordingly, we express no such opinion.   An audit also  includes evaluating 
the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant accounting estimates 
made by management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial statements. 

We believe  that  the audit evidence we obtained  is  sufficient and appropriate  to provide a basis  for our 
audit opinion. 
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Members of the  
   Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 
Page Two 
 
 
Opinion 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to  in the first paragraph present fairly,  in all material 
respects,  the  statements of cash  receipts and disbursements of  the Organization  for  the years ended 
December 31, 2015 and 2014, in accordance with the cash basis of accounting described in Note 1. 
 
Basis of Accounting 

We draw attention to Note 1 of the financial statements, which describes the basis of accounting.  These 
financial statements are prepared on the cash basis of accounting, which is a basis of accounting other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.    Our  opinion  is  not 
modified with respect to this matter. 

 
 
Certified Public Accountants 
 
July 18, 2016 
Little Rock, Arkansas 
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STATEMENTS OF CASH RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 
Years Ended December 31, 2015 and 2014  

 
 

2015 2014

CASH RECEIPTS
Reimbursements 236,431$      248,350$     

CASH DISBURSEMENTS

Administrative 2,325            2,225           

Consultants ‐              19,913         

Meetings 33,135          57,083         

Travel 203,877       168,038       
Total Cash Disbursements 239,337       247,259       

(DECREASE) INCREASE IN CASH (2,906)           1,091           

CASH (NEGATIVE CASH), BEGINNING OF YEAR ‐              (1,091)          

(NEGATIVE CASH) CASH, END OF YEAR (2,906)$          ‐$           
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NOTE 1:  NATURE OF OPERATIONS AND SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 
(a)  General 
Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee  (the Organization)  is a public‐benefit  corporation 
incorporated  in  the  State  of  Arkansas.    The  primary  purpose  of  the  Organization  is  to  provide 
collective state  regulatory agency  input  to Southwest Power Pool,  Inc.  (SPP) on matters of  regional 
importance related to the development and operation of bulk electric transmission. The Organization 
is  comprised of  retail  regulatory  commissioners  from agencies  in Arkansas,  Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 
Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota and Texas.  

 
All general and administrative functions related to the operation of the Organization are performed 
by employees of SPP at no charge to the Organization.  In addition, SPP provides all financial support 
necessary to cover costs incurred by the Organization. 
 
(b)  Basis of Accounting  
The accompanying financial statements have been prepared on the cash receipts and disbursements 
basis  of  accounting.    Under  this method,  the  only  asset  recognized  is  cash,  and  no  liabilities  are 
recognized.   Non‐cash transactions are not recognized.   All transactions are recorded as either cash 
receipts or disbursements.  
 
(c)  Cash 
These  financial  statements  reflect all  receipts and disbursements attributable  to  the Organization’s 
operating bank account maintained at a financial institution. Negative cash presented on the financial 
statements  represents  reimbursements due  from SPP  for operating  costs  incurred and paid by  the 
Organization.  These reimbursements are received the next business day. 
 
(d)  Income Taxes 
The Organization is exempt from income taxes under Section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code.  
 
The  Organization  may  be  subject  to  audit  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service;  however  there  are 
currently no audits for any tax periods in progress.    
 
 

NOTE 2:  SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 
 

Management  has  evaluated  subsequent  events  through  July  18,  2016,  the  date  that  the  financial 
statements were available to be issued. 
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June 28, 2016

Thomas &
Thomas LLP 

Certified Public Accountants  

www.thomasthomasllp.com 
Little Rock Office  201 E. Markham, Suite 500, Little Rock, Arkansas 72201  Telephone (501) 375-2025  FAX (501) 375-8704 

Texarkana Office  2900 St. Michael Drive, Suite 302, Texarkana, Texas 75503  Telephone (903) 831-3477  FAX (903) 831-3482 

Members American Institute Certified Public Accountants 
Center for Public Company Audit Firms and PCPS 

Members of the 
   Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 
Management of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

We have audited  the  statement of cash  receipts and disbursements of Southwest Power Pool Regional 
State Committee  (the Organization)  for  the year ended December 31, 2015, and have  issued our report 
thereon dated July 18, 2016. Professional standards require that we provide you with  information about 
our responsibilities under generally accepted auditing standards, as well as certain information related to 
the planned scope and timing of our audit.  We have communicated such information to you in our letter 
dated  January 13, 2016.   Professional standards also  require  that we communicate  to you  the  following 
information related to our audit.  

Significant Audit Findings 

Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices  

Management  is  responsible  for  the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies.   The significant 
accounting policies used by the Organization are described  in Note 1 to the financial statement. No new 
accounting policies were adopted and  the application of existing policies was not changed during 2015.  
We noted no  transactions entered  into by  the Organization during  the year  for which  there  is a  lack of 
authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.   All  significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial 
statement  in  the  proper  period  in  accordance  with  the  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  basis  of 
accounting.   

Accounting estimates  are  an  integral part of  the  financial  statement prepared by management and are 
based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and current events and assumptions about 
future events. Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive because of their significance to the 
financial statement and because of the possibility that future events affecting them may differ significantly 
from  those  expected.  We  noted  no  particularly  sensitive  accounting  estimates  applicable  to  the 
Organization’s December 31, 2015 financial statement. 

The financial statement disclosures are neutral, consistent and clear. 

Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit  

We encountered no significant difficulties  in dealing with management  in performing and completing our 
audit. 

Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements  

Professional standards require us to accumulate all misstatements  identified during the audit, other than 
those that are clearly trivial, and communicate them to the appropriate level of management.  We did not 
identify any misstatements to report.  
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Members of the 
   Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 
Management of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Page Two 
 
 
Significant Audit Findings (Continued) 

Disagreements with Management  

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting  or 
auditing matter, whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statement or the auditor’s report.  We are pleased to report that no such disagreements arose during the 
course of our audit. 
 
Management Representations  

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from management  that  are  included  in  the management 
representation letter dated July 18, 2016, a copy of which is included in Attachment A. 
 
Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants  

In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and accounting 
matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations. If a consultation involves application 
of  an  accounting  principle  to  the Organization’s  financial  statement  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of 
auditor’s  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  the  statement,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting accountant to check with us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts. To our 
knowledge, there were no such consultations with other accountants. 
 
Other Audit Findings or Issues  

We generally discuss a variety of matters,  including the application of accounting principles and auditing 
standards, with management each year prior to retention as the Organization’s auditors. However, these 
discussions occurred  in the normal course of our professional relationship and our responses were not a 
condition to our retention. 
 

* * * * * 
 
This information is intended solely for the use of the members and management of the Organization and is 
not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties.  

 
 
Certified Public Accountants 
 
July 18, 2016 
Little Rock, Arkansas 
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The Organization provided collective state regulatory agency input to
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) and SPP's board of directors,
committees, working groups and task forces. The Organization is
reimbursed for it's expenses by SPP. These reimbursements are the
Organization's sole source of revenue.

239,337.
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c

a

b

Organizations that may receive deductible contributions under section 170(c).

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

7d

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds. 

Sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds.

a

b

Section 501(c)(7) organizations. 

a

b

10a

10b

Section 501(c)(12) organizations. 

a

b

11a

11b

a

b

Section 4947(a)(1) non-exempt charitable trusts. 12a

12b

Section 501(c)(29) qualified nonprofit health insurance issuers.

Note.

a

b

c

a

b

13a

13b

13c

14a

14b

e-file

If "No," to line 3b, provide an explanation in Schedule O

If "No," provide an explanation in Schedule O

Did the organization receive a payment in excess of $75 made partly as a contribution and partly for goods and services provided to the payor?

Form  (2015)

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part V ���������������������������

Enter the number reported in Box 3 of Form 1096. Enter -0- if not applicable ~~~~~~~~~~~

Enter the number of Forms W-2G included in line 1a. Enter -0- if not applicable ~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization comply with backup withholding rules for reportable payments to vendors and reportable gaming

(gambling) winnings to prize winners? �������������������������������������������

Enter the number of employees reported on Form W-3, Transmittal of Wage and Tax Statements,

filed for the calendar year ending with or within the year covered by this return ~~~~~~~~~~

If at least one is reported on line 2a, did the organization file all required federal employment tax returns?

If the sum of lines 1a and 2a is greater than 250, you may be required to  (see instructions)

~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization have unrelated business gross income of $1,000 or more during the year?

If "Yes," has it filed a Form 990-T for this year? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~

At any time during the calendar year, did the organization have an interest in, or a signature or other authority over, a

financial account in a foreign country (such as a bank account, securities account, or other financial account)?~~~~~~~

If "Yes," enter the name of the foreign country:

See instructions for filing requirements for FinCEN Form 114, Report of Foreign Bank and Financial Accounts (FBAR).

Was the organization a party to a prohibited tax shelter transaction at any time during the tax year?

Did any taxable party notify the organization that it was or is a party to a prohibited tax shelter transaction?

~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," to line 5a or 5b, did the organization file Form 8886-T? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Does the organization have annual gross receipts that are normally greater than $100,000, and did the organization solicit

any contributions that were not tax deductible as charitable contributions?

If "Yes," did the organization include with every solicitation an express statement that such contributions or gifts

were not tax deductible?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," did the organization notify the donor of the value of the goods or services provided?

Did the organization sell, exchange, or otherwise dispose of tangible personal property for which it was required

to file Form 8282?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

����������������������������������������������������

If "Yes," indicate the number of Forms 8282 filed during the year

Did the organization receive any funds, directly or indirectly, to pay premiums on a personal benefit contract?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~Did the organization, during the year, pay premiums, directly or indirectly, on a personal benefit contract?

If the organization received a contribution of qualified intellectual property, did the organization file Form 8899 as required?

If the organization received a contribution of cars, boats, airplanes, or other vehicles, did the organization file a Form 1098-C?

~

Did a donor advised fund maintained by the 

sponsoring organization have excess business holdings at any time during the year? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the sponsoring organization make any taxable distributions under section 4966?

Did the sponsoring organization make a distribution to a donor, donor advisor, or related person?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Enter:

Initiation fees and capital contributions included on Part VIII, line 12

Gross receipts, included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 12, for public use of club facilities

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~

Enter:

Gross income from members or shareholders

Gross income from other sources (Do not net amounts due or paid to other sources against

amounts due or received from them.)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Is the organization filing Form 990 in lieu of Form 1041?

If "Yes," enter the amount of tax-exempt interest received or accrued during the year ������

Is the organization licensed to issue qualified health plans in more than one state?

 See the instructions for additional information the organization must report on Schedule O.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Enter the amount of reserves the organization is required to maintain by the states in which the

organization is licensed to issue qualified health plans

Enter the amount of reserves on hand

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization receive any payments for indoor tanning services during the tax year?

If "Yes," has it filed a Form 720 to report these payments? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

����������

5
Part V Statements Regarding Other IRS Filings and Tax Compliance

990
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State Committee 20-1035424

1
0

X

0

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
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Yes No

1a

1b

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

a

b

2

3

4

5

6

7a

7b

8a

8b

9

a

b

a

b

Yes No

10

11

a

b

10a

10b

11a

12a

12b

12c

13

14

15a

15b

16a

16b

a

b

12a

b

c

13

14

15

a

b

16a

b

17

18

19

20

For each "Yes" response to lines 2 through 7b below, and for a "No" response
to line 8a, 8b, or 10b below, describe the circumstances, processes, or changes in Schedule O. See instructions.

If "Yes," provide the names and addresses in Schedule O
(This Section B requests information about policies not required by the Internal Revenue Code.)

If "No," go to line 13

If "Yes," describe
in Schedule O how this was done

 (explain in Schedule O)

If there are material differences in voting rights among members of the governing body, or if the governing

body delegated broad authority to an executive committee or similar committee, explain in Schedule O.

Did the organization contemporaneously document the meetings held or written actions undertaken during the year by the following:

Were officers, directors, or trustees, and key employees required to disclose annually interests that could give rise to conflicts?

Form  (2015)

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part VI ���������������������������

Enter the number of voting members of the governing body at the end of the tax year

Enter the number of voting members included in line 1a, above, who are independent

~~~~~~

~~~~~~

Did any officer, director, trustee, or key employee have a family relationship or a business relationship with any other

officer, director, trustee, or key employee? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization delegate control over management duties customarily performed by or under the direct supervision

of officers, directors, or trustees, or key employees to a management company or other person? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization make any significant changes to its governing documents since the prior Form 990 was filed?

Did the organization become aware during the year of a significant diversion of the organization's assets?

Did the organization have members or stockholders?

~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization have members, stockholders, or other persons who had the power to elect or appoint one or

more members of the governing body?

Are any governance decisions of the organization reserved to (or subject to approval by) members, stockholders, or

persons other than the governing body?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The governing body?

Each committee with authority to act on behalf of the governing body?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Is there any officer, director, trustee, or key employee listed in Part VII, Section A, who cannot be reached at the

organization's mailing address? �����������������

Did the organization have local chapters, branches, or affiliates?

If "Yes," did the organization have written policies and procedures governing the activities of such chapters, affiliates,

and branches to ensure their operations are consistent with the organization's exempt purposes?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Has the organization provided a complete copy of this Form 990 to all members of its governing body before filing the form?

Describe in Schedule O the process, if any, used by the organization to review this Form 990.

Did the organization have a written conflict of interest policy? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~

Did the organization regularly and consistently monitor and enforce compliance with the policy? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization have a written whistleblower policy?

Did the organization have a written document retention and destruction policy?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the process for determining compensation of the following persons include a review and approval by independent

persons, comparability data, and contemporaneous substantiation of the deliberation and decision?

The organization's CEO, Executive Director, or top management official

Other officers or key employees of the organization

If "Yes" to line 15a or 15b, describe the process in Schedule O (see instructions).

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization invest in, contribute assets to, or participate in a joint venture or similar arrangement with a

taxable entity during the year? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," did the organization follow a written policy or procedure requiring the organization to evaluate its participation

in joint venture arrangements under applicable federal tax law, and take steps to safeguard the organization's

exempt status with respect to such arrangements? ������������������������������������

List the states with which a copy of this Form 990 is required to be filed 

Section 6104 requires an organization to make its Forms 1023 (or 1024 if applicable), 990, and 990-T (Section 501(c)(3)s only) available

for public inspection. Indicate how you made these available. Check all that apply.

Own website Another's website Upon request Other

Describe in Schedule O whether (and if so, how) the organization made its governing documents, conflict of interest policy, and financial

statements available to the public during the tax year.

State the name, address, and telephone number of the person who possesses the organization's books and records: |

6
Part VI Governance, Management, and Disclosure 

Section A. Governing Body and Management

Section B. Policies 

Section C. Disclosure

990

 

J

       

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

X

10

10

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

None

X

The Organization - 501-682-5767
1000 Center Street, Little Rock, AR  72203-0400
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(do not check more than one
box, unless person is both an
officer and a director/trustee)

532007  12-16-15

 current

 

Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees

1a  

current 

current 

former 

former directors or trustees 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

 

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part VII ���������������������������

Complete this table for all persons required to be listed. Report compensation for the calendar year ending with or within the organization's tax year.

¥ List all of the organization's officers, directors, trustees (whether individuals or organizations), regardless of amount of compensation.
Enter -0- in columns (D), (E), and (F) if no compensation was paid.

¥ List all of the organization's key employees, if any. See instructions for definition of "key employee."
¥ List the organization's five  highest compensated employees (other than an officer, director, trustee, or key employee) who received report-

able compensation (Box 5 of Form W-2 and/or Box 7 of Form 1099-MISC) of more than $100,000 from the organization and any related organizations.

¥ List all of the organization's officers, key employees, and highest compensated employees who received more than $100,000 of
reportable compensation from the organization and any related organizations.

¥ List all of the organization's that received, in the capacity as a former director or trustee of the organization,
more than $10,000 of reportable compensation from the organization and any related organizations.

List persons in the following order: individual trustees or directors; institutional trustees; officers; key employees; highest compensated employees; 
and former such persons.

Check this box if neither the organization nor any related organization compensated any current officer, director, or trustee.

PositionName and Title Average 
hours per

week 
(list any

hours for
related

organizations
below
line)

Reportable
compensation

from 
the

organization
(W-2/1099-MISC)

Reportable
compensation
from related

organizations
(W-2/1099-MISC)

Estimated
amount of

other
compensation

from the
organization
and related

organizations

Form (2015)

7
Part VII Compensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest Compensated

Employees, and Independent Contractors

990

 

 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

X

(1)  Dana Murphy 1.00
President X X 0. 0. 0.
(2)  Patrick Lyons 1.00
Vice-President X X 0. 0. 0.
(3)  Steve Stoll 1.00
Secretary/Treasurer X X 0. 0. 0.
(4)  Donna Nelson 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(5)  Steve Lichter 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(6)  Shari Feist Albrecht 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(7)  Lamar Davis 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(8)  Brian Kalk 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(9)  Libby Jacobs 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
(10) Kristie Fiegen 1.00
Member X 0. 0. 0.
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(do not check more than one
box, unless person is both an
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Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees 

(B) (C)(A) (D) (E) (F)

1b

c

d

Sub-total

Total from continuation sheets to Part VII, Section A

Total (add lines 1b and 1c)

2

Yes No

3

4

5

former 

3

4

5

Section B. Independent Contractors

1

(A) (B) (C)

2

(continued)

If "Yes," complete Schedule J for such individual

If "Yes," complete Schedule J for such individual

If "Yes," complete Schedule J for such person

Page Form 990 (2015)

PositionAverage 
hours per

week
(list any

hours for
related

organizations
below
line)

Name and title Reportable
compensation

from 
the

organization
(W-2/1099-MISC)

Reportable
compensation
from related

organizations
(W-2/1099-MISC)

Estimated
amount of

other
compensation

from the
organization
and related

organizations

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

~~~~~~~~~~ |

������������������������ |

Total number of individuals (including but not limited to those listed above) who received more than $100,000 of reportable

compensation from the organization |

Did the organization list any officer, director, or trustee, key employee, or highest compensated employee on

line 1a? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

For any individual listed on line 1a, is the sum of reportable compensation and other compensation from the organization

and related organizations greater than $150,000? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did any person listed on line 1a receive or accrue compensation from any unrelated organization or individual for services

rendered to the organization? ������������������������

Complete this table for your five highest compensated independent contractors that received more than $100,000 of compensation from 

the organization. Report compensation for the calendar year ending with or within the organization's tax year.

Name and business address Description of services Compensation

Total number of independent contractors (including but not limited to those listed above) who received more than

$100,000 of compensation from the organization |

Form  (2015)

8
Part VII

990

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

0. 0. 0.
0. 0. 0.
0. 0. 0.

0

X

X

X

NONE

0
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Noncash contributions included in lines 1a-1f: $

532009  12-16-15

Total revenue. 

 

(A) (B) (C) (D)

1 a

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

1

1

1

1

1

1

a

b

c

d

e

f

C
o

n
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
s

, 
G

if
ts

, 
G

ra
n

ts
a

n
d

 O
th

e
r 

S
im

il
a

r 
A

m
o

u
n

ts

Total. 

Business Code

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

2

P
ro

g
ra

m
 S

e
rv

ic
e

R
e

ve
n

u
e

Total. 

3

4

5

6 a

b

c

d

a

b

c

d

7

a

b

c

8

a

b

9 a

b

c

a

b

10 a

b

c

a

b

Business Code

11 a

b

c

d

e Total. 

O
th

e
r 

R
e

ve
n

u
e

12

Revenue excluded
from tax under

sections
512 - 514

All other contributions, gifts, grants, and

similar amounts not included above

See instructions.

Form  (2015)

Page Form 990 (2015)

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part VIII �������������������������

Total revenue Related or
exempt function

revenue

Unrelated
business
revenue

Federated campaigns

Membership dues

~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~

Fundraising events

Related organizations

~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~

Government grants (contributions)

~~

Add lines 1a-1f ����������������� |

All other program service revenue ~~~~~

Add lines 2a-2f ����������������� |

Investment income (including dividends, interest, and

other similar amounts)

Income from investment of tax-exempt bond proceeds

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

|

Royalties ����������������������� |

(i) Real (ii) Personal

Gross rents

Less: rental expenses

Rental income or (loss)

Net rental income or (loss)

~~~~~~~

~~~

~~

�������������� |

Gross amount from sales of

assets other than inventory

(i) Securities (ii) Other

Less: cost or other basis

and sales expenses

Gain or (loss)

~~~

~~~~~~~

Net gain or (loss) ������������������� |

Gross income from fundraising events (not

including $ of

contributions reported on line 1c). See

Part IV, line 18 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Less: direct expenses~~~~~~~~~~

Net income or (loss) from fundraising events ����� |

Gross income from gaming activities. See

Part IV, line 19 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Less: direct expenses

Net income or (loss) from gaming activities

~~~~~~~~~

������ |

Gross sales of inventory, less returns

and allowances ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Less: cost of goods sold

Net income or (loss) from sales of inventory

~~~~~~~~

������ |

Miscellaneous Revenue

All other revenue ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines 11a-11d ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

|�������������

9
Part VIII Statement of Revenue

990

 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

Reimbursed Expenses 900099 236,431. 236,431.

236,431.

236,431. 236,431. 0. 0.
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Check here if following SOP 98-2 (ASC 958-720)

532010  12-16-15

Total functional expenses. 

Joint costs.

 

(A) (B) (C) (D)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

a

b

c

d

e

25

26

Section 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) organizations must complete all columns. All other organizations must complete column (A).

Grants and other assistance to domestic organizations

and domestic governments. See Part IV, line 21

Compensation not included above, to disqualified 

persons (as defined under section 4958(f)(1)) and 

persons described in section 4958(c)(3)(B)

Pension plan accruals and contributions (include

section 401(k) and 403(b) employer contributions)

Professional fundraising services. See Part IV, line 17

(If line 11g amount exceeds 10% of line 25,

column (A) amount, list line 11g expenses on Sch O.)

Other expenses. Itemize expenses not covered 
above. (List miscellaneous expenses in line 24e. If line
24e amount exceeds 10% of line 25, column (A)
amount, list line 24e expenses on Schedule O.)

Add lines 1 through 24e

 Complete this line only if the organization

reported in column (B) joint costs from a combined

educational campaign and fundraising solicitation.

 

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part IX ��������������������������

Total expenses Program service
expenses

Management and
general expenses

Fundraising
expenses

~

Grants and other assistance to domestic

individuals. See Part IV, line 22 ~~~~~~~

Grants and other assistance to foreign

organizations, foreign governments, and foreign

individuals. See Part IV, lines 15 and 16 ~~~

Benefits paid to or for members ~~~~~~~

Compensation of current officers, directors,

trustees, and key employees ~~~~~~~~

~~~

Other salaries and wages ~~~~~~~~~~

Other employee benefits ~~~~~~~~~~

Payroll taxes ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Fees for services (non-employees):

Management

Legal

Accounting

Lobbying

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Investment management fees

Other. 

~~~~~~~~

Advertising and promotion

Office expenses

Information technology

Royalties

~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Occupancy ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Travel

Payments of travel or entertainment expenses

for any federal, state, or local public officials

Conferences, conventions, and meetings ~~

Interest

Payments to affiliates

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~

Depreciation, depletion, and amortization

Insurance

~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~

All other expenses

|

Form (2015)

Do not include amounts reported on lines 6b,

7b, 8b, 9b, and 10b of Part VIII.

10
Part IX Statement of Functional Expenses

990

 

 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

2,325. 2,325.

203,877. 203,877.

33,135. 33,135.

239,337. 239,337. 0. 0.
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(A) (B)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10c

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

a

b

10a

10b

A
s

s
e

ts

Total assets. 

L
ia

b
il

it
ie

s

Total liabilities. 

Organizations that follow SFAS 117 (ASC 958), check here and

complete lines 27 through 29, and lines 33 and 34.

27

28

29

Organizations that do not follow SFAS 117 (ASC 958), check here

and complete lines 30 through 34.

30

31

32

33

34

N
e

t 
A

s
s

e
ts

 o
r 

F
u

n
d

 B
a

la
n

c
e

s

 

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part X �����������������������������

Beginning of year End of year

Cash - non-interest-bearing

Savings and temporary cash investments

Pledges and grants receivable, net

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Accounts receivable, net ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Loans and other receivables from current and former officers, directors,

trustees, key employees, and highest compensated employees. Complete

Part II of Schedule L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Loans and other receivables from other disqualified persons (as defined under

section 4958(f)(1)), persons described in section 4958(c)(3)(B), and contributing

employers and sponsoring organizations of section 501(c)(9) voluntary

employees' beneficiary organizations (see instr). Complete Part II of Sch L ~~

Notes and loans receivable, net

Inventories for sale or use

Prepaid expenses and deferred charges

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Land, buildings, and equipment: cost or other

basis. Complete Part VI of Schedule D

Less: accumulated depreciation

~~~

~~~~~~

Investments - publicly traded securities

Investments - other securities. See Part IV, line 11

Investments - program-related. See Part IV, line 11

Intangible assets

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Other assets. See Part IV, line 11 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines 1 through 15 (must equal line 34) ����������

Accounts payable and accrued expenses

Grants payable

Deferred revenue

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Tax-exempt bond liabilities

Escrow or custodial account liability. Complete Part IV of Schedule D

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~

Loans and other payables to current and former officers, directors, trustees,

key employees, highest compensated employees, and disqualified persons.

Complete Part II of Schedule L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Secured mortgages and notes payable to unrelated third parties ~~~~~~

Unsecured notes and loans payable to unrelated third parties ~~~~~~~~

Other liabilities (including federal income tax, payables to related third

parties, and other liabilities not included on lines 17-24). Complete Part X of

Schedule D ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines 17 through 25 ������������������

|

Unrestricted net assets

Temporarily restricted net assets

Permanently restricted net assets

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

|

Capital stock or trust principal, or current funds

Paid-in or capital surplus, or land, building, or equipment fund

Retained earnings, endowment, accumulated income, or other funds

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~

~~~~

Total net assets or fund balances ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Total liabilities and net assets/fund balances ����������������

Form (2015)

11
Balance SheetPart X

990

 

 

 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

0. 0.

0. 0.

0. 2,906.
0. 2,906.

X

0. -2,906.

0. -2,906.
0. 0.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Yes No

1

2

3

a

b

c

2a

2b

2c

a

b

3a

3b

 

Form 990 (2015) Page 

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part XI ���������������������������

Total revenue (must equal Part VIII, column (A), line 12)

Total expenses (must equal Part IX, column (A), line 25)

Revenue less expenses. Subtract line 2 from line 1

Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (must equal Part X, line 33, column (A))

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~

Net unrealized gains (losses) on investments

Donated services and use of facilities

Investment expenses

Prior period adjustments

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Other changes in net assets or fund balances (explain in Schedule O)

Net assets or fund balances at end of year. Combine lines 3 through 9 (must equal Part X, line 33,

column (B))

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

�����������������������������������������������

Check if Schedule O contains a response or note to any line in this Part XII ���������������������������

Accounting method used to prepare the Form 990: Cash Accrual Other

If the organization changed its method of accounting from a prior year or checked "Other," explain in Schedule O.

Were the organization's financial statements compiled or reviewed by an independent accountant? ~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," check a box below to indicate whether the financial statements for the year were compiled or reviewed on a

separate basis, consolidated basis, or both:

Separate basis Consolidated basis Both consolidated and separate basis

Were the organization's financial statements audited by an independent accountant? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," check a box below to indicate whether the financial statements for the year were audited on a separate basis,

consolidated basis, or both:

Separate basis Consolidated basis Both consolidated and separate basis

If "Yes" to line 2a or 2b, does the organization have a committee that assumes responsibility for oversight of the audit,

review, or compilation of its financial statements and selection of an independent accountant?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If the organization changed either its oversight process or selection process during the tax year, explain in Schedule O.

As a result of a federal award, was the organization required to undergo an audit or audits as set forth in the Single Audit 

Act and OMB Circular A-133? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes," did the organization undergo the required audit or audits? If the organization did not undergo the required audit

or audits, explain why in Schedule O and describe any steps taken to undergo such audits ����������������

Form (2015)

12
Part XI Reconciliation of Net Assets

Part XII Financial Statements and Reporting

990

 

 

     

     

     

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

236,431.
239,337.
-2,906.

0.

0.

-2,906.

X

X

X

X

X

X
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OMB No. 1545-0047

Department of the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

532051
11-02-15

Held at the End of the Tax Year

(Form 990) | Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990,
Part IV, line 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11a, 11b, 11c, 11d, 11e, 11f, 12a, or 12b.

| Attach to Form 990.
| Information about Schedule D (Form 990) and its instructions is at 

Open to Public
Inspection

Name of the organization Employer identification number

(a) (b) 

1

2

3

4

5

6

Yes No

Yes No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

a

b

c

d

2a

2b

2c

2d

Yes No

Yes No

1

2

a

b

(i)

(ii)

a

b

For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990. Schedule D (Form 990) 2015

Complete if the

organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 6.

Donor advised funds Funds and other accounts

Total number at end of year

Aggregate value of contributions to (during year)

Aggregate value of grants from (during year)

Aggregate value at end of year

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~

~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization inform all donors and donor advisors in writing that the assets held in donor advised funds

are the organization's property, subject to the organization's exclusive legal control?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization inform all grantees, donors, and donor advisors in writing that grant funds can be used only

for charitable purposes and not for the benefit of the donor or donor advisor, or for any other purpose conferring

impermissible private benefit? ��������������������������������������������

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 7.

Purpose(s) of conservation easements held by the organization (check all that apply).

Preservation of land for public use (e.g., recreation or education)

Protection of natural habitat

Preservation of open space

Preservation of a historically important land area

Preservation of a certified historic structure

Complete lines 2a through 2d if the organization held a qualified conservation contribution in the form of a conservation easement on the last

day of the tax year.

Total number of conservation easements

Total acreage restricted by conservation easements

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Number of conservation easements on a certified historic structure included in (a)

Number of conservation easements included in (c) acquired after 8/17/06, and not on a historic structure

listed in the National Register

~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Number of conservation easements modified, transferred, released, extinguished, or terminated by the organization during the tax

year |

Number of states where property subject to conservation easement is located |

Does the organization have a written policy regarding the periodic monitoring, inspection, handling of

violations, and enforcement of the conservation easements it holds? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Staff and volunteer hours devoted to monitoring, inspecting, handling of violations, and enforcing conservation easements during the year 

|

Amount of expenses incurred in monitoring, inspecting, handling of violations, and enforcing conservation easements during the year 

| $

Does each conservation easement reported on line 2(d) above satisfy the requirements of section 170(h)(4)(B)(i)

and section 170(h)(4)(B)(ii)? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

In Part XIII, describe how the organization reports conservation easements in its revenue and expense statement, and balance sheet, and

include, if applicable, the text of the footnote to the organization's financial statements that describes the organization's accounting for

conservation easements.

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 8.

If the organization elected, as permitted under SFAS 116 (ASC 958), not to report in its revenue statement and balance sheet works of art,

historical treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide, in Part XIII,

the text of the footnote to its financial statements that describes these items.

If the organization elected, as permitted under SFAS 116 (ASC 958), to report in its revenue statement and balance sheet works of art, historical

treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide the following amounts

relating to these items:

Revenue included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 1

Assets included in Form 990, Part X

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ | $

$~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

If the organization received or held works of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets for financial gain, provide

the following amounts required to be reported under SFAS 116 (ASC 958) relating to these items:

Revenue included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 1

Assets included in Form 990, Part X

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ | $

$����������������������������������� |

LHA

www.irs.gov/form990.

Part I Organizations Maintaining Donor Advised Funds or Other Similar Funds or Accounts. 

Part II Conservation Easements. 

Part III Organizations Maintaining Collections of Art, Historical Treasures, or Other Similar Assets.

SCHEDULE D Supplemental Financial Statements 2015

   

   

   
   
 

   

   

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424
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532052
09-21-15

3

4

5

a

b

c

d

e

Yes No

1

2

a

b

c

d

e

f

a

b

Yes No

1c

1d

1e

1f

Yes No

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

1

2

3

4

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

a

b

c

a

b

Yes No

(i)

(ii)

3a(i)

3a(ii)

3b

(a) (b) (c) (d) 

1a

b

c

d

e

Total. 

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015

(continued)

(Column (d) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B), line 10c.)

Two years back Three years back Four years back

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015 Page 

Using the organization's acquisition, accession, and other records, check any of the following that are a significant use of its collection items

(check all that apply):

Public exhibition

Scholarly research

Preservation for future generations

Loan or exchange programs

Other

Provide a description of the organization's collections and explain how they further the organization's exempt purpose in Part XIII.

During the year, did the organization solicit or receive donations of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets

to be sold to raise funds rather than to be maintained as part of the organization's collection? ������������

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 9, or
reported an amount on Form 990, Part X, line 21.

Is the organization an agent, trustee, custodian or other intermediary for contributions or other assets not included

on Form 990, Part X?

If "Yes," explain the arrangement in Part XIII and complete the following table:

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Amount

Beginning balance

Additions during the year

Distributions during the year

Ending balance

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Did the organization include an amount on Form 990, Part X, line 21, for escrow or custodial account liability?

If "Yes," explain the arrangement in Part XIII. Check here if the explanation has been provided on Part XIII

~~~~~

�������������

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 10.

Current year Prior year

Beginning of year balance

Contributions

Net investment earnings, gains, and losses

Grants or scholarships

~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~

Other expenditures for facilities

and programs

Administrative expenses

End of year balance

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~

Provide the estimated percentage of the current year end balance (line 1g, column (a)) held as:

Board designated or quasi-endowment

Permanent endowment

Temporarily restricted endowment

The percentages on lines 2a, 2b, and 2c should equal 100%.

| %

| %

| %

Are there endowment funds not in the possession of the organization that are held and administered for the organization

by:

unrelated organizations

related organizations

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

If "Yes" on line 3a(ii), are the related organizations listed as required on Schedule R?

Describe in Part XIII the intended uses of the organization's endowment funds.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 11a. See Form 990, Part X, line 10.

Description of property Cost or other
basis (investment)

Cost or other
basis (other)

Accumulated
depreciation

Book value

Land

Buildings

Leasehold improvements

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~

Equipment

Other

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

��������������������

Add lines 1a through 1e. |�������������

2
Part III Organizations Maintaining Collections of Art, Historical Treasures, or Other Similar Assets 

Part IV Escrow and Custodial Arrangements. 

Part V Endowment Funds. 

Part VI Land, Buildings, and Equipment.

   
   
 

   

   

   
 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

0.
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(including name of security)

532053
09-21-15

Total. 

Total. 

(a) (b) (c) 

(1)

(2)

(3)

(a) (b) (c) 

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(a) (b) 

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Total. 

(a) (b) 1.

Total. 

2.

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015

(Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, col. (B) line 15.)

(Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, col. (B) line 25.)

Description of security or category 

(Col. (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, col. (B) line 12.) |

(Col. (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, col. (B) line 13.) |

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015 Page 

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 11b. See Form 990, Part X, line 12.

Book value Method of valuation: Cost or end-of-year market value

Financial derivatives

Closely-held equity interests

Other

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 11c. See Form 990, Part X, line 13.
Description of investment Book value Method of valuation: Cost or end-of-year market value

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 11d. See Form 990, Part X, line 15.

Description Book value

���������������������������� |

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 11e or 11f. See Form 990, Part X, line 25.

Description of liability Book value

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Federal income taxes

����� |

Liability for uncertain tax positions. In Part XIII, provide the text of the footnote to the organization's financial statements that reports the

organization's liability for uncertain tax positions under FIN 48 (ASC 740). Check here if the text of the footnote has been provided in Part XIII

3
Part VII Investments - Other Securities.

Part VIII Investments - Program Related.

Part IX Other Assets.

Part X Other Liabilities.

 

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

Bank Overdraft
2,906.

2,906.
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1

2

3

4

5

1

a

b

c

d

e

2a

2b

2c

2d

2a 2d 2e

32e 1

a

b

c

4a

4b

4a 4b

3 4c. 

4c

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

a

b

c

d

e

2a

2b

2c

2d

2a 2d

2e 1

2e

3

a

b

c

4a

4b

4a 4b

3 4c. 

4c

5

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015

(This must equal Form 990, Part I, line 12.)

(This must equal Form 990, Part I, line 18.)

Schedule D (Form 990) 2015 Page 

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 12a.

Total revenue, gains, and other support per audited financial statements

Amounts included on line 1 but not on Form 990, Part VIII, line 12:

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Net unrealized gains (losses) on investments

Donated services and use of facilities

Recoveries of prior year grants

Other (Describe in Part XIII.)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines through ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Subtract line from line ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Amounts included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 12, but not on line 1:

Investment expenses not included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 7b

Other (Describe in Part XIII.)

~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines and 

Total revenue. Add lines and 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

�����������������

Complete if the organization answered "Yes" on Form 990, Part IV, line 12a.

Total expenses and losses per audited financial statements

Amounts included on line 1 but not on Form 990, Part IX, line 25:

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Donated services and use of facilities

Prior year adjustments

Other losses

Other (Describe in Part XIII.)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines through 

Subtract line from line 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Amounts included on Form 990, Part IX, line 25, but not on line 1:

Investment expenses not included on Form 990, Part VIII, line 7b

Other (Describe in Part XIII.)

~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Add lines and 

Total expenses. Add lines and 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

����������������

Provide the descriptions required for Part II, lines 3, 5, and 9; Part III, lines 1a and 4; Part IV, lines 1b and 2b; Part V, line 4; Part X, line 2; Part XI,

lines 2d and 4b; and Part XII, lines 2d and 4b. Also complete this part to provide any additional information.

4
Part XI Reconciliation of Revenue per Audited Financial Statements With Revenue per Return.

Part XII Reconciliation of Expenses per Audited Financial Statements With Expenses per Return.

Part XIII Supplemental Information.

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

236,431.

0.
236,431.

0.
236,431.

239,337.

0.
239,337.

0.
239,337.
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Department of the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

532211
09-02-15

Information about Schedule O (Form 990 or 990-EZ) and its instructions is at 

Complete to provide information for responses to specific questions on
Form 990 or 990-EZ or to provide any additional information.

| Attach to Form 990 or 990-EZ.
| 

(Form 990 or 990-EZ)

Open to Public
Inspection

Employer identification number

For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990 or 990-EZ. Schedule O (Form 990 or 990-EZ) (2015)

Name of the organization

LHA

www.irs.gov/form990.

SCHEDULE O Supplemental Information to Form 990 or 990-EZ 2015
Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

Form 990, Part VI, Section B, line 11:

A draft of the Form 990 is provided to the entire board for review and

discussion before filing.

Form 990, Part VI, Section C, Line 19:

Required documents are available upon request at the Organization's address

listed on Page 1.
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Department of the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

File by the
due date for
filing your
return. See
instructions.

523841
04-01-15

| File a separate application for each return.

| Information about Form 8868 and its instructions is at .

 Automatic 3-Month Extension, complete only Part I

 Additional (Not Automatic) 3-Month Extension, complete only Part II

Electronic filing . 

Enter filer's identifying number

Type or

print

Application

Is For

Return

Code

Application

Is For

Return

Code

1

2

3a

 b

 c

3a

3b

3c

$

$

$

Balance due.

Caution. 

For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see instructions. 8868

www.irs.gov/efile e-file for Charities & Nonprofits.

All other corporations (including 1120-C filers), partnerships, REMICs, and trusts must use Form 7004 to request an extension of time
to file income tax returns.

Form

(Rev. January 2014)
OMB No. 1545-1709

¥ If you are filing for an  and check this box ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

¥ If you are filing for an  (on page 2 of this form).

you have already been granted an automatic 3-month extension on a previously filed Form 8868.

You can electronically file Form 8868 if you need a 3-month automatic extension of time to file (6 months for a corporation

required to file Form 990-T), or an additional (not automatic) 3-month extension of time. You can electronically file Form 8868 to request an extension

of time to file any of the forms listed in Part I or Part II with the exception of Form 8870, Information Return for Transfers Associated With Certain

Personal Benefit Contracts, which must be sent to the IRS in paper format (see instructions). For more details on the electronic filing of this form,

visit and click on 

A corporation required to file Form 990-T and requesting an automatic 6-month extension - check this box and complete

Part I only ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

Name of exempt organization or other filer, see instructions. Employer identification number (EIN) or

Number, street, and room or suite no. If a P.O. box, see instructions.

City, town or post office, state, and ZIP code. For a foreign address, see instructions.

Social security number (SSN)

Enter the Return code for the return that this application is for (file a separate application for each return) ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Form 990 or Form 990-EZ

Form 990-BL

Form 4720 (individual)

Form 990-PF

01

02

03

04

05

06

Form 990-T (corporation) 07

08

09

10

11

12

Form 1041-A

Form 4720 (other than individual)

Form 5227

Form 6069

Form 8870

Form 990-T (sec. 401(a) or 408(a) trust)

Form 990-T (trust other than above)

¥ The books are in the care of |

Telephone No. | Fax No. |

¥ If the organization does not have an office or place of business in the United States, check this box~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ |

¥ If this is for a Group Return, enter the organization's four digit Group Exemption Number (GEN) . If this is for the whole group, check this

box . If it is for part of the group, check this box and attach a list with the names and EINs of all members the extension is for.| |

I request an automatic 3-month (6 months for a corporation required to file Form 990-T) extension of time until

, to file the exempt organization return for the organization named above. The extension

is for the organization's return for:

|

|

calendar year or

tax year beginning , and ending .

If the tax year entered in line 1 is for less than 12 months, check reason: Initial return Final return

Change in accounting period

If this application is for Forms 990-BL, 990-PF, 990-T, 4720, or 6069, enter the tentative tax, less any

nonrefundable credits. See instructions.

If this application is for Forms 990-PF, 990-T, 4720, or 6069, enter any refundable credits and

estimated tax payments made. Include any prior year overpayment allowed as a credit.

 Subtract line 3b from line 3a. Include your payment with this form, if required,

by using EFTPS (Electronic Federal Tax Payment System). See instructions.

If you are going to make an electronic funds withdrawal (direct debit) with this Form 8868, see Form 8453-EO and Form 8879-EO for payment
instructions.

LHA Form  (Rev. 1-2014)

www.irs.gov/form8868

Do not complete Part II unless  

 (e-file)

Part I Automatic 3-Month Extension of Time. Only submit original (no copies needed).

8868 Application for Extension of Time To File an
Exempt Organization Return

 

 

 

   

 
 

   
 

X

Southwest Power Pool Regional
State Committee 20-1035424

1000 Center Street

Little Rock, AR  72203-0400

0 1

The Organization
1000 Center Street - Little Rock, AR 72203-0400

501-682-5767

August 15, 2016

X 2015

0.

0.

0.
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Dallas Rippy
NMPRC

Cost Allocation Working Group
(CAWG)
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CAWG activities since last RSC/BOD meeting:

•May 10, 2016 – WebEx/Teleconference 

•June 7, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX

•July 7, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX
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May 10, WebEx/Teleconference:

•Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria Scope

•New Member Cost Allocation Process

•Z2 Crediting Process Update

•New exploder for Revision Requests
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June 7, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX:

•RCAR II Results

•Z2 Crediting Process Update

•Safe Harbor Cost Limit Waiver Requests                 
(No Action Taken)

•Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria Scope

•Crediting Process Task Force Update

•Project Tracking Report
40 of 292



July 7, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX:

•Z2 Crediting Process Update
•Safe Harbor Cost Limit Waiver Request  

Update
•New Member Cost Allocation Review

(Unanimously approved)
•RCAR II
•TPITF Update and Planning Re-org
•CMTF Update
•TCR Update
•Aggregate Study Waiver Scope Data
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New Member Cost Allocation Process

• Nebraska CAWG Member John Krajewski
will present document and CAWG is asking
for RSC approval
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Aggregate Study Waiver Criteria Scope:

Missouri CAWG Member Adam McKinnie 
will present update
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Capacity Margin Task Force:

The CAWG has requested that it be allocated 
two (2) voting members on SAWG and Iowa 
CAWG member, Scott Bents has graciously 
agreed and received approval to be one of the 
CAWG members on the SAWG.
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Z2 Update:

•MOPC, RSC, and Board all voted to defer
action on the Group B waiver requests

•MOPC meeting scheduled for 7-11-16 and CAWG
scheduled a possible conference call on 7-15-16 
should action need to be taken on this matter

•FERC approved SPP-requested Tariff waiver on
7-7-16
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Data Results Ag Study Waiver Criteria 
Scope:
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Wind to Load Ratio
Calculation

8
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0%-5% 6%-10% 11%-15%

Network Customers
16%-20% 21% or greater

Customer's Wind to Load Ratio
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Resources to Load Ratio
Calculation

10

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0 100% or Less 101%-110% 111%-119% 120%-124% 125% or Greater

Resource To Load Ratio

Network Customers
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Upcoming CAWG Meetings:

•August 9, 2016 – WebEx/Teleconference 

•September 8, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX

•October 4, AEP Offices, Dallas, TX
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Questions ?
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New Member Review 
Process Document

Recommendation 
Report
John Krajewski
July 18, 2016
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Background
• In 2015, RSC tasked the CAWG with developing a 

process document for reviewing cost allocation 
issues related to new member additions
– Supplements the process approved by the Board of 

Directors, working through the Strategic Planning 
Committee

– Focused on cost allocation issues under purview of 
the RSC

• RSC approved the scope for the document in July 
2015

2
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Recommendation Report
• Document is complete and was approved by 

CAWG, subject to RSC review of one particular 
section

• Most sections have been complete since April, 
with primarily minor changes submitted since then
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Section 6.4
• Texas representative to CAWG proposed introductory 

paragraph as follows:
The issue of cost sharing between SPP and a new member for 
existing upgrades and projects approved for construction within 
the SPP system or the new member system whether approved by 
the SPP Board or the relevant board of a new member, as 
applicable, before or after the integration date is a cost allocation 
issue that falls under the RSC authority pursuant to Section 7.2 of 
the SPP Bylaws.

• There was no consensus on whether to include this 
paragraph or not
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Section 6.4
• SPP staff is opposed to inclusion of the paragraph for 

various reasons

• CAWG members did not reach consensus on whether 
to include paragraph or not
– Some members strongly support inclusion based on 

broad reading of Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws

– Some members are concerned about including it given 
outstanding litigation and the ambiguity of Section 7.2

– At least one member, while agreeing that the effective 
date of cost sharing is under RSC purview, doesn’t 
believe this is appropriate place to make that statement 
in such a definitive manner
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CAWG Decision

6

• CAWG approved the document subject to a 
determination by the RSC on whether or not to include 
the introductory paragraph in Section 6.4

• CAWG requests the RSC review the paragraph and 
decide if it is should be included in the final process 
document
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CAWG Motion

7

• The Cost Allocation Working Group recommends that 
the Regional State Committee approve the New 
Member Cost Allocation Review Process document, 
dated July 7, 2016, subject to a determination by the 
RSC as to whether to include the highlighted paragraph 
in Section 6.4.
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1. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

In 2004, the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) was approved as a Regional Transmission 
Organization (RTO) by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).  Since that time, 
there have been two occasions where SPP experienced a significant expansion of its footprint.  
Cost allocation for transmission facilities was one issue that was addressed in negotiations 
between the new members and SPP. 
 
When SPP became an RTO, the Regional State Committee (RSC) was formed and given policy 
oversight responsibilities for four significant areas.  One of these areas was transmission cost 
allocation.  The RSC, working primarily through the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG), 
exercises authority in two specific areas related to transmission cost allocation: 
 

a. whether and to what extent participant funding will be used for transmission 
enhancements 

b. whether license plate or postage stamp rates will be used for the regional access 
charge 

 
Prior to 2010, facilities were funded under a variety of methodologies, ranging from “MW-Mile” 
allocation to the “Balanced Portfolio”.1  In April 2010, the RSC approved the current 
“Highway/Byway” methodology for new transmission facilities.2  Under this methodology, any 
costs for facilities included in the “Base Plan” after June 19, 2010 would be allocated as follows: 
 

1. Less than or equal to 100 kV facilities: 100% on a zonal basis 
2. Greater than 100 kV and less than 300 kV facilities:  2/3 to the zone in which the 

facilities are located, 1/3 on a regional basis 
3. Greater than or equal to 300 kV:  100% on regional basis 

 
The Integrated System (IS) joined SPP on October 1, 2015.  Much of the negotiation involving 
IS and SPP occurred in 2013 between SPP Staff and IS representatives.  During those 
negotiations, the SPP Staff and IS agreed to propose to the Membership and the RSC a method to 
include them under the Highway/Byway funding methodology. The intent of the tariff changes 
was to establish October 1, 2015 as the effective date of cost sharing applicable to SPP members 
and the IS.  The net effect of this change was that the IS zones did not fund SPP facilities with a 
need date prior to October 1, 2015.  Similarly, SPP entities would not fund IS facilities with a 
need date prior to October 1, 2015. 
 
The other key tariff revision, the Federal Service Exemption (FSE) among other considerations, 
provided as part of the IS integration, was that the Western Area Power Administration 
(Western) is not required to pay for regional funding for Federal deliveries to its loads using the 
IS facilities pursuant to statutory obligations.  
 
During the review of proposed membership of the IS in SPP, several items became clear: 
                                                 

1 The Balanced Portfolio methodology involved calculation of benefit/cost ratios and transfer payments to 
deficient zones. 

2 The Highway/Byway methodology was approved by FERC on June 17, 2010. 
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1. While the issues under the authority of the RSC are clear, there was not a consensus 

that certain issues such as the establishment of the effective date for cost sharing of 
facilities were in fact cost allocation issues.   

2. There were no guidelines for what standards should be applied in reviewing issues 
that were under the RSC’s authority under Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws.  The lack 
of standards made it difficult to determine what information was necessary to review 
the reasonableness of the changes impacting issues under the RSC’s authority. 

3. The schedule for the RSC to complete its review was not defined. 
 
As a result of the issues listed above, the RSC and CAWG were unable to reach a consensus on 
what actions should be taken in spite of a number of unresolved questions, particularly related to 
the effective date of cost sharing and the appropriateness of the one portion of the FSE.  The one 
motion taken to endorse the new membership proposal at the CAWG failed for lack of a second.  
The CAWG ultimately voted to take no position on the proposed IS integration.  The RSC did 
not make a motion regarding the membership, though three individual states sent a joint letter on 
June 6, 2014 to the SPP Board of Members and Members Committee expressing concerns about 
various aspects of the proposal and the need for further analysis regarding the terms and impacts 
of the proposed IS membership on existing members and ratepayers within the then-current SPP 
footprint.  The three states requested that the SPP Board of Directors and Members Committee 
delay their decision to no sooner than the regular July 2014 Board meeting.  The state of Kansas 
intervened in the FERC proceeding opposing the change in the effective date of cost sharing, the 
FSE, along with other issues. The state of Texas also intervened in the FERC proceeding and 
submitted comments to state that it did not support the proposed revisions to SPP’s governing 
documents due to concerns regarding the cost-benefit analysis and the FSE, among other issues. 
 
The RSC discussed the communication and process issues related to new member review over 
the course of several meetings in early 2015.  In April 2015, the RSC directed the CAWG to 
develop a cost allocation review process that could be used in future discussions involving new 
members.  The CAWG drafted a scope of the issues that would be included in the review process 
and a schedule for completion.  That scope (included as Attachment A) was approved by the 
RSC at the July 27, 2015 meeting.  
 
This document is designed to provide a process for the RSC and CAWG to follow in the future 
when a potential new member is being considered, particularly when that new member is asking 
for significant changes to the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) or Membership 
Agreement that would impact the RSC approved regional cost allocation.  This process is 
intended to work as a separate, parallel process with the communication and work group 
processes delineated in the New Member Task Force report that was approved by the RSC at the 
July 27, 2015 meeting and subsequently approved by the SPP Board of Directors (see 
Attachment B).  It is anticipated that information will be shared between SPP Staff, the RSC and 
CAWG to ensure timely completion of the review process contemplated in this document. 
Sharing of information would be subject to the resolution of any issues pertaining to 
confidentiality. 
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2. PURPOSE / GOAL STATEMENT 

The purpose of this document is to provide the RSC and CAWG a process to follow when 
considering cost allocation issues related to potential new transmission-owning member 
additions to the SPP.  This review process is particularly important when the new member is 
requesting modifications to SPP’s governing documents (OATT, Bylaws, Membership 
Agreement) that go beyond pro forma changes and would impact the authority of the RSC 
pursuant to Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws.   
 

2.1 GOAL STATEMENT 

The goals of the New Member Cost Allocation Review Process (Review Process) is to 
evaluate the impact of new transmission owning members on stakeholders (including 
retail ratepayers) in the existing SPP footprint and assess the benefits that would accrue to 
existing stakeholders. The impact assessment is intended to take into account economic 
and non-economic impacts. In addition, this process is intended to assist the RSC in 
developing a position regarding cost allocation issues for new members as well as an 
action plan, consistent with the RSC’s authority under Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws. 

 
The RSC positions developed as a result of this document regarding the areas under its authority 
pursuant to Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws may be used by the RSC to determine whether to 
intervene in FERC proceedings or file an alternative cost allocation methodology, which may be 
in conflict with the methodology filed by SPP staff.  
 
3. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

The Review Process will consist of several steps, which will be completed over a prescribed time 
period as outlined in Section 8.1.  The process generally includes the following steps: 
 

1. Collect information about proposed new member (Section 4).  
2. Review previous cost allocation and integration approaches(Section 5). 
3. Complete analyses (Section 6). 
4. Discuss other considerations (Section 7). 
5. Prepare recommendation for RSC action. 

 
4. NEW MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS 

SPP Staff shall provide all available information to the RSC and CAWG about the new member 
as set forth in the SPP Stakeholder Communication Process3, for purposes of completing the 
Review Process.  Certain information may be confidential or unavailable. In addition, the 
information provided pursuant to this section  may be Critical Energy Infrastructure Information 
(CEII) and as such would need to be afforded the appropriate protections. The information to be 
collected by SPP and provided to the RSC/CAWG is as follows: 
 
                                                 
3 Link to where process is posted on the world wide web. 
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4.1 TRANSMISSION FACILITIES AND PLANNING INFORMATION  

Related to transmission facilities owned by the potential new member: 
 

1. Line miles of transmission owned, separated by voltage class 
2. List of existing interconnection points to SPP 
3. List of interconnection points to neighboring RTO regions 
4. List of utilities in non-RTO regions that new member is interconnected with, 

along with interconnection points 
5. Transmission planning studies used to determine if existing facilities are 

adequate to meet SPP Planning Criteria and applicable NERC TPL standards 
(steady state, dynamics and short circuit) in effect when the evaluation is 
being prepared 

6. Current cost recovery mechanism for transmission service (i.e., Stand-alone 
FERC-jurisdictional Open Access Transmission Tariff, joint tariff with other 
transmission owners, membership in Regional Transmission Organization, 
non-jurisdictional transmission tariff) 

 
4.2 GENERATION AND LOAD INFORMATION 

Related to the potential new member: 
 

1. Actual summer and winter peak demand (including capacity sales) for most 
recently completed calendar year. (Note: May be provided for alternate 12-
month time period based on information availability.) 

2. Comparison of peak demand to capacity resources by month for most recent 
year, including calculation of reserve margin. 

3. Projected peak demand for 10-year period, beginning in current year. 
4. Comparison of projected peak demand to resources for subsequent 10-year 

period. 
5. For planned resources, identify location and status of transmission planning to 

integrate resources into transmission system. 
6. Resource mix, including fuel type. 

 
4.3 MODIFICATION TO SPP GOVERNING DOCUMENTS 

SPP Staff shall provide, as developed in the SPP stakeholder process (see Attachment B), 
in clean and redline format, all proposed changes to the following documents related to 
the new member that impact areas under the authority of the RSC pursuant to Section 7.2 
of the SPP Bylaws: 

 
1. Open Access Transmission Tariff 
2. Membership Agreement 
3. SPP Bylaws 
4. Regional State Committee Bylaws 
5. SPP Criteria 

 

63 of 292



Page 5 
 

New Member Cost Allocation Review Process 
DRAFT 
July 8, 2016 

SPP Staff shall provide a summary of those changes that go beyond “pro forma” changes 
and provide information related to any changes that affect cost allocation and other areas 
under the authority of the RSC pursuant to Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws.  SPP Staff 
shall identify and provide the purpose for any changes that impact areas under the 
authority of the RSC pursuant to Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws beyond pro forma 
changes.  The RSC and CAWG can review and ensure that the proposed changes are 
consistent with the Goals listed in Section 2.1. 
 
For purposes of this document, a “pro forma” change to a governing document (Tariff, 
Bylaws, Membership Agreement, and Service Agreement) is defined as, but not limited 
to, one of the following examples: 

 
1. Addition of new member to list of signatories. 
2. Addition of new members taking service under the pro forma Tariff. 

Examples include Attachment H (addition of a new member’s stated rate or 
Formula Rate Template to Revenue Requirements calculations) or Attachment 
M (a new member’s Transmission loss factors). 

3. Effective date of integration for new member, unless establishment of the 
effective date results in other substantial revisions to the Tariff. 

4. Creation of a new zone for a new member, or adding a new member to 
existing zone, provided no other cost allocation changes are being proposed. 
 

5. PREVIOUS COST ALLOCATION AND INTEGRATION 
APPROACHES 

The purpose of this section is to provide the RSC and CAWG examples of how new member 
integration has occurred in the past within SPP as well as in other RTOs.  These examples are 
intended to provide a “range” of reasonable cost allocation approaches that have been used 
previously and approved by FERC so the RSC and CAWG can determine if the new member 
integration is being treated in a fashion similar to previous situations. However, approaches that 
differ from an approach previously used will be evaluated on their own merits to determine if 
they  are just and reasonable.  If a new member is offered terms that differ substantially from 
those that have been offered in previous new member integration cases, then the RSC and 
CAWG may want to complete further investigation into the reasonableness of the proposed 
changes. 
 
Because of the volume of information and the potential for additional data in the future, this 
information is included as a separate Appendix 4. 

 
6. CRITERIA FOR COST ALLOCATION REVIEW 

6.1 RATE STANDARD 

The SPP OATT is governed by FERC and is required to meet the “just and reasonable” 
rate standard.  As such, any tariff changes related to the addition of a new member must 
meet this rate standard.  
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6.2 IMPACT TO EXISTING MEMBERS 

In the past, SPP evaluated the impact on existing members using two primary metrics:  
ATRR and SPP Schedule 1-A (Administration Charge).  The costs for these two 
components were evaluated to determine if there would be a cost or savings.  In the case 
of the IS integration, each existing transmission zone had a net benefit when ATRR and 
Administration Charge were considered. 

 
The CAWG will evaluate the effect of new members on the existing SPP region.  Any 
proposed integration that results in a benefit/cost ratio to the existing SPP customer base 
of less than 1.0 may warrant further consideration by the RSC. 
 
6.3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

6.3.1 ADMINISTRATION CHARGE 
 

SPP will calculate the projected change in the Administration Charge (Schedule 
1-A) with the new member integration.  The revised Schedule 1-A costs will take 
into account projected load changes as well as projected incremental costs, if any, 
associated with serving new members.  The change in Administration Charge 
shall be tabulated for the existing SPP footprint and for each existing transmission 
zone. 

 
6.3.2 TRANSMISSION COSTS 

 
SPP will calculate the existing (without new members) and projected ATRR for 
each transmission zone and for the existing SPP footprint as a whole.  The 
calculations will take into account already-issued Notices to Construct (NTCs) for 
the existing footprint and facilities planned by the potential new member(s) that 
are expected to receive base plan funding. 

 
6.3.3 PRODUCTION COSTS 

 
For purposes of new member integration benefit/cost analysis, adjusted 
production cost benefits may be considered in certain circumstances.  In general, 
production cost analysis will not be included unless one of the following 
conditions is expected: 

 
1. The new member has significantly different generation profile than the 

existing footprint. 
2. Integration of the new member is expected to result in significant 

changes in locational marginal prices or congestion in the existing SPP 
footprint. 

 
6.3.4 OVERALL BENEFIT / COST EVALUATION 
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The following parameters shall be used to determine the benefit/cost ratio of the 
new member on existing members: 

 
1. The economic parameters most-recently approved for use by the 

Economic Studies Working Group shall be used. These parameters 
may be associated with a recently completed study or a study that is in 
process. 

2. A 40-year study horizon shall be used. 
3. Only costs and benefits associated with the Administration Charge 

(Schedule 1-A) and ATRR shall be considered, unless CAWG 
determines that it is appropriate to model adjusted production costs. 

4. Other benefits, such as reserve sharing costs, market related benefits or 
transmission planning synergies, may be considered on a case by case 
basis. 

 
The net benefits/costs shall be calculated for SPP as a whole and for each existing 
transmission zone if possible.  Benefits and costs related to the Administration 
Charge, ATRR, production (if applicable and if possible), and other benefits as 
determined will be provided by SPP Staff if available as specified in the SPP 
Stakeholder Communication Process (Attachment B).   

 
6.3.5 NON-ECONOMIC / QUALITATIVE BENEFITS 

If there are other non-economic or qualitative benefits that would accrue to existing SPP 
stakeholders, SPP staff will identify those benefits and provide information to the RSC 
regarding those benefits. Non-economic or qualitative benefits may be taken into account 
in the evaluation, but will not be considered as an offset against costs to existing 
stakeholders. In situations where economic benefits to existing stakeholders associated 
with a new member are minimal, non-economic or qualitative benefits may be considered 
by the RSC in developing a position regarding cost allocation issues associated with the 
new member. 

 
6.4 EFFECTIVE DATE FOR HIGHWAY/BYWAY COST-SHARING 

The issue of cost sharing between SPP and a new member for existing upgrades and 
projects approved for construction within the SPP system or the new member system 
whether approved by the SPP Board or the relevant board of a new member, as 
applicable, before or after the integration date is a cost allocation issue that falls under the 
RSC authority pursuant to Section 7.2 of the SPP Bylaws. 
 
Among the considerations that may inform the analyses on the reasonableness of the cost 
sharing are the following: 

 
1. Should the effective date of cost sharing be tied to the need date for SPP 

projects and the projects of a new member?   The various approaches to cost 
sharing may include but are not limited to the following: 
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a. Need Date Approach:  
 

i. Upgrades in the existing SPP system and those in the new member 
system that have a need date prior to a certain date (e.g. integration 
date) are not subject to cost sharing;  

ii. Upgrades in the existing SPP system and those in the new member 
system that have a need date after a certain date (e.g. integration date) 
are subject to cost sharing. The analysis may consider whether the only 
evaluation required for projects of a new member is a need-by date 
analysis or whether such projects must be evaluated in an SPP regional 
planning process or a high priority planning process before they can be 
subject to cost sharing. 
 

b. Combination of Need Date and Regional Cost Allocation Review (RCAR) 
Approach:  In addition to the need date approach, the benefits derived by 
the new member from the use of SPP highway/byway facilities in place 
before the cost sharing date and, if applicable and possible, the benefits 
derived by SPP from the use of existing upgrades of the new members 
would be evaluated in a future RCAR study. 

 
c. Delay and/or Transition Period for Cost Sharing Approach:  Factors that 

may be considered are: 
 

i. a need for a pre-determined transition period after the integration date 
during which cost sharing for existing upgrades or new projects does 
not occur or occurs to a limited extent;  

ii. the cost sharing for existing upgrades whether approved by the SPP 
board or the relevant board of a new member, as applicable, is phased 
in over a period of time according to a pre-determined methodology 
and the cost sharing for projects with a need date after the effective 
date of integration is applied only to transmission projects that have 
been evaluated and studied in an SPP regional planning process (e.g. 
ITP process or a high priority study as delineated in SPP tariffs). 
 

d. Cost Sharing for All Applicable Projects Regardless of Need Date and 
Effective Date of Membership:  There is no distinction made between 
projects based on need date for projects with respect to cost sharing.  

 
i. Cost Sharing for Existing Upgrades:  A new member and SPP will 

share in the unrecovered costs of each other’s existing upgrades (100 
kV and above). The analysis may limit the scope of the upgrades to 
which such cost sharing may apply to the extent there are any 
complexities involved in implementing this approach.   
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ii. Cost Sharing for New Upgrades:  The costs of projects 100 kV and 
above that are approved for construction by the SPP Board or by the 
relevant board of a new member, as applicable, will be shared by SPP 
and the new member.  The analysis may consider whether the only 
evaluation required for projects approved by the relevant board of a 
new member is a need-by date analysis or whether such projects must 
be evaluated in an SPP regional planning process or a high priority 
planning process before they can be subject to cost sharing. 
 

2. Should the impact of the integration date on SPP stakeholders (including the 
existing retail rate-payers in the SPP footprint) or the new member as it relates 
to cost sharing be considered? 
 
The analysis may consider if, with respect to cost sharing, the date on which a 
new member seeks to integrate into the SPP system adversely impacts SPP 
stakeholders or the new member.  As an example, SPP or the new member 
may approve projects as a result of federal regulations and policy directives 
(e.g. Clean Power Plan).  These projects may entail significant investment and 
have need dates prior to the effective date of integration of the new member 
into SPP.  If establishment of an effective date for cost-sharing results in 
disproportionate benefits to either the new member or the existing SPP 
stakeholders, a change in cost allocation methodology may be warranted.  
Under certain cost sharing approaches (e.g. need date approach), described 
above, the new member and SPP will not be responsible for cost sharing for 
such SPP or new member projects. 

 
6.5 FACILITIES AND ENTITIES TO WHICH COST-SHARING APPLIES 

The analysis should consider the following aspects of facilities to which cost sharing may 
apply: 

1. Voltage of transmission lines 
2. Classification of upgrades, if applicable:  Reliability, Economic, and Public 

Policy 
 

6.6  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

There may be other relevant considerations in an analysis regarding cost sharing. 
 

6.6.1 MINIMIZING ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN ON SPP 

One of the goals of a cost sharing approach adopted in the context of new member 
integration should be to maintain consistency/uniformity in tariff rates and 
minimize the administrative burden on SPP, its members, and the new member to 
the extent possible without compromising on the goals outlined in section 2.1 of 
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this document.  For example, there should be an effort to avoid creating new 
schedules that reflect different region wide rates for new members. 

   
6.6.2  CONSIDERATION OF SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

To the extent there are special circumstances that need to be considered in the 
evaluation of cost sharing for new members such as exemptions for certain new 
members (e.g. exemption due to federal statutory requirements or grandfathered 
agreements), SPP Staff shall provide information on the following in a manner 
consistent with the  SPP Stakeholder Communication Process: 

 
1. Scope of the exemption 
2. Legal analysis demonstrating that such exemption is warranted, if 

applicable 
3. Technical evidence demonstrating that the new member seeking 

exemption will not benefit from upgrades in the SPP system after 
integration 

4. Documents supporting the basis for such exemption, if applicable 
 

6.6.3  USE OF THIRD-PARTY VS. SPP ANALYSES 

Each prospective new transmission-owning member may have unique 
characteristics associated with its transmission system.  SPP Staff shall provide 
the following information in a manner consistent with Proposed SPP Stakeholder 
Communication Process: 

 
1. A benefit/cost analysis to determine the impact the addition of the 

prospective transmission –owning member’s system would have on 
existing SPP members. 

2. A more extensive production benefit/cost analysis conducted by SPP 
Staff or by a third party under SPP direction, if requested by the SPC 
or the RSC. 

3. To the extent SPP relies on benefit/cost analysis or a study performed 
by the new member, detailed information of such studies to permit 
review of such studies (to the extent it is available and not protected by 
confidentiality provisions). 

7. FACTORS WHICH MAY RESULT IN DEVIATION FROM 
APPROVED COST ALLOCATION CRITERIA 

This is not an exhaustive list of circumstances that may warrant a deviation from following these 
criteria or strictly adhering to this process.  Any and all requests for deviation shall follow 
Section 6 – Criteria for Cost Allocation Review in addition to the considerations or factors noted 
in this section.   
 

7.1 REMOTE SYSTEM WITHOUT AC INTERCONNECTION 
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Should a new member request joining SPP without having any direct AC interconnection 
to the SPP system, several factors will need to be considered.  First and foremost is what 
transmission path, or paths, is available for connection to the SPP system should energy 
be dispatched to or from the new member system.  This may prove difficult to determine 
and independently verify as the pathways are outside of the SPP footprint and 
management.  It shall be the responsibility of the new member to identify these pathways 
and determine what costs are associated with delivering energy to and from the SPP 
system to the requesting member’s system, including any congestion and their associated 
costs which may arise from moving energy across non-SPP systems.  Second, the new 
member shall provide a benefit/cost analysis for each and every identified pathway and a 
methodology for mitigation and independent verification should a non-SPP system owner 
determine that energy moved across pathways was not identified by SPP or the new 
member.  Lastly, once the pathways for interconnection are identified, the new member 
shall propose what form of agreement be in place to effectuate efficient and cost effective 
transmission of energy over non-SPP member systems including proposed time frames 
for such agreements, and proposed exit payment provisions should these agreements not 
be renewed. 

 
Should the new member request that their system remain as a stand -alone system , the 
preferred methodology for cost allocation for the new member will be that all 
transmission cost for the new member’s system be directly assigned to that new member.  
Any request for an alternate cost allocation methodology under this scenario shall be 
accompanied by a benefit/cost analysis. 

 
7.2 SYSTEM WITH LIMITED INTERCONNECTION CAPABILITY 

Should a new member request to join SPP having only limited interconnection to the SPP 
system, the following factors will need to be considered.  For pathways on the new 
member’s system with limited interconnection capability the new member shall clearly 
identify the nature of those limitations including both qualitative and quantitative analysis 
of the limitations noting any time based limitations.  Additionally, the new member shall 
identify what alternate transmission path or paths are available for connection to the SPP 
system should energy be dispatched to or from the requesting member and the 
interconnection limitations force energy to travel along alternate paths on non-SPP 
systems. It shall be the responsibility of the new member to identify these pathways and 
determine what costs are associated with delivering energy to and from the SPP system to 
the requesting member’s system, including any congestion and their associated costs 
which may arise from moving energy across non-SPP systems.  The new member shall 
provide a benefit/cost analysis for each and every identified pathway and a methodology 
for mitigation and independent verification should a non-SPP system owner determine 
that energy moved across pathways was not identified by SPP or the new member. Again, 
this may prove difficult to determine and independently verify as the pathways may lie 
outside of the SPP footprint and management.  It shall be the responsibility of the new 
member to identify these pathways and determine what costs are associated with 
delivering energy to and from the SPP system to the requesting member’s system, 
including any congestion which may arise from moving across non-SPP systems.  
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7.3 SYSTEM EMBEDDED IN EXISTING SPP MEMBER 

There are a number of entities that are not members of SPP embedded within existing 
transmission owners.  It is possible at some point in the future they may seek membership 
in SPP, either as a transmission owner or as a transmission user.  One example of this 
type of entity would be a municipal system with transmission interconnections to a single 
transmission system.  Another example would be a cooperative system that is a member 
of a cooperative that is already an SPP member that is seeking its own separate 
membership. 

 
To the extent these entities do not seek changes beyond pro forma changes to SPP’s 
governing documents, the necessary review under this document would be unnecessary.  
If the embedded entity is seeking changes to cost allocation methodology, effective date 
of cost-sharing for new facilities, or any other changes to SPP’s governing documents, 
the provisions of this document would apply. 

 
There have been instances where a new member is requesting to have its loads and 
transmission facilities included in the zone of an existing transmission zone.  SPP Staff 
reviews such requests in a manner consistent with the tariff and the requirement that rates 
meet the just and reasonable standard established by FERC.  If no other changes to cost 
allocation are being requested by the new member, the CAWG will not complete a 
review of the new member using this document.   
 
7.4 SYSTEM WITH REQUIREMENTS TO SERVE UNDER FEDERAL LAW 

OR PRE-EXISTING CONTRACTS 

There may be situations where a new member has a statutory prohibition from 
participating in the existing cost allocation methodology. This occurred in the case of the 
IS membership through the application of the FSE. Exempting future members from 
SPP’s transmission allocation methodology will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by 
the CAWG. The CAWG will consider the following factors in determining the 
acceptability of any potential exemptions or deviations from cost allocation methodology 
in a manner consistent with the  SPP Stakeholder Communication Process: 
 

1. Legal review of the requested cost allocation approach 
2. Benefit/cost review of requested cost allocation approach 
3. Impact on existing members and proposed members 
4. Precedent established for future membership applications 

 
8. REVIEW PROCEDURES 

The following review procedures shall be followed to ensure timely review of cost allocation 
issues related to potential new transmission-owning member additions to the Southwest Power 
Pool.  
  

8.1  SCHEDULE 
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The following schedule shall be followed after the SPC’s new member forum discusses 
the proposed new member. All dates referenced are relative to the date when all 
necessary information is provided by SPP staff: 

 
• 30 days:  CAWG shall meet to discuss information and analyses. 
• 60 days:  CAWG shall provide a report to the RSC, including the CAWG’s 

recommended course of action. 
 

Next scheduled RSC meeting following receipt of the CAWG report:  RSC shall discuss the 
report findings and vote on action to be taken.  Note:  If the proposed integration has shorter 
timeframe, a special RSC meeting may be necessary. 

 
8.2  REPORT OF FINDINGS TO RSC 

The CAWG shall provide a report to the RSC that includes, but is not limited to, the 
following information: 

 
1. Proposed New Member Information 

a. Transmission Facilities and Planning Information (Section 4.1)  
b. Generation and Load Information (Section 4.2) 
c. Proposed Modifications to SPP Governing Documents (Section 4.3) 

 
2. Cost Allocation Review 

a. Rate Standard (Section 6.1) 
b. Impact to Existing Members (Section 6.2) 
c. Evaluation of Costs and Benefit/Cost Analysis (Section 6.3) 
d. Effective Date for Cost-Sharing (Section 6.4) 
e. Facilities and Entities to Which Cost-Sharing Applies (Section 6.5) 
f. Other Considerations (Section 6.6) 

 
3. Recommendation to RSC, including Action Plan 

 
8.3  ACTION PLAN 

The report shall include a recommended course of action that may include, but is not 
limited to:  
 

1. Endorsement of the proposed member(s);  
2. No action taken; or  
3. Oppose the integration of the proposed new member(s) through FERC 

proceedings. Opposition may or may not include filing of alternate cost 
allocation methodology (Section 205 filing). 
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ATTACHMENT A:  NEW MEMBER REVIEW PROCESS SCOPE 

 
Approved by RSC, July 27, 2015 
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New Member Cost Allocation Review Process Scope Document 
 

1. Identify new member characteristics 
a. Transmission Facilities 
b. Generation and Load Characteristics 
c. Proposed modifications beyond pro forma changes to the Tariff and other governing 

documents 
 

2. Identify cost allocation and integration approaches used in other similar situations 
a. Existing SPP integration – Nebraska and Integrated System 
b. Other RTO member additions 
c.  Non RTO member additions 

 
3. Develop criteria used to analyze the application of existing cost allocation methodologies for 

future new members  
a. Rate standard 

i. Public interest 
ii. Just and reasonable 

b. Impact to existing members and new members 
c. Evaluation methodology 

i. Administrative costs 
ii. Production costs 

iii. Transmission costs 
iv. Appropriate benefit / cost measurements 
v. Ensure coordination with SPP 

d. Appropriate effective date for cost-sharing  
e.  Appropriate facilities and entities to which cost-sharing to be applied 
f. Practical considerations for implementing cost-sharing  

 
4. Identify other factors that may warrant deviation from established cost allocation criteria 

a. Remote system without direct AC interconnections 
b. System with limited interconnection capability to SPP region 
c. Systems embedded within SPP member transmission system 

 
5. Draft procedures for CAWG/RSC use in future reviews 

a. Schedule for completion 
b. Reporting findings 
c. Action plan 

 
6. Other considerations 

a. Need for uniformity in tariff language relating to cost-sharing 
b. Minimizing administrative burden on SPP  
c. Phasing in or delaying of cost allocation for new members 
d. Consideration of special circumstances (ex. Federal Service Exemption) 
e. Ensure that a Goal Statement is included in the final draft of the scope document 
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f. Use of third-party technical and/or economic analysis in addition to SPP internal 
technical and/or economic analysis  

 
7. Other Issues of Interest to the RSC 

 
 

 
Schedule for Completion 

 
1. Approval of scope for July 2015 RSC meeting 
2. Review scope items 1, 2, and 3 – October 2015 
3. RSC approval of CAWG review procedures – January 2016 
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ATTACHMENT B:  SPP TASK FORCE ON NEW MEMBERS  SPP 
STAKEHOLDER COMMUNICATIONS PROCESS 

Approved by SPP Board of Directors, July 2015. 
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SPP Task Force on New Members 
 

Proposed SPP Stakeholder Communication Process 
 

* * Final Report * * 
 

Introduction 

Given communication concerns raised during the Integrated Systems addition to the 
Southwest Power Pool (SPP) in 2013/2014, the SPP Board charged the Strategic Planning 
Committee to develop improved and enhanced communications and processes for new 
member additions to SPP.  At the July 17, 2014 SPP Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) 
meeting, the SPC Task Force on New Members (SPCTFNM) was formed and charged with 
developing recommended prospective communication and work group processes that would 
be followed during the various stages of engaging prospective transmission-owning and load 
serving members.  The outcome of this Final Report and Communication Process only 
applies to prospective transmission-owning members who request membership contingent 
upon modifications beyond minor pro forma changes to typical new members to the SPP 
Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT), Governing Documents, or Regional State 
Committee (RSC) Bylaws.4 

The SPCTFNM had several meetings over the course of fall of 2014 and reviewed the 
existing SPP Staff process document for adding prospective transmission-owning members 
and discussed improvements in the SPP Staff process as well as documenting a 
recommended Communication Process for future transmission-owning member additions.  
The SPCTFNM was guided by the overarching need to allow flexibility to deal with unique 
features of the prospective transmission-owning member throughout the process, while 
balancing appropriate transparency for member participation while allowing for confidential 
discussions/negotiations. Noteworthy is that the SPP staff remains solely responsible for the 
direct negotiations with the prospective member with input from the stakeholders on both 
policy and specific changes to the governing documents. 

When evaluating the overall process of adding new transmission-owning members, the 
prospective member goes through the following five stages: 

1. Initial Discussions 
2. Due Diligence and Membership Agreement Discussions 
3. SPP OATT and Governing Document Changes 
4. FERC Approvals 
5. Integration 

                                                 
4 The applicability of the process contained herein is further defined in Chart 1, Applicability of New Member 
Process, contained on Page 6. 
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Each of these stages will be discussed further in this Final Report and the recommended 
Communication Process improvements are noted for each of the stages.   The focus of the 
SPCTFNM efforts was on Stages 1, 2 and 3 as those are the stages where most 
communications and discussions are confidential and proprietary to the SPP region and 
where the communication concerns were concentrated.   

Regarding the effective date for regional cost sharing associated with the integration of the 
new member, the SPCTFNM brought the issue to the RSC to determine how the issue 
should be addressed.  The SPCTFNM recommends that while the issue is a significant 
concern when adding a new transmission-owning member to the SPP region, the issue is 
outside the scope of this task force which was tasked with improving the communication 
process. 

This document is the final product of the SPCTFNM and recommends the Strategic 
Planning Committee (SPC) approve the recommendations for process improvements.  SPP 
Staff has also made a series of changes and clarifications in the Staff work process 
document, which is included in this report as ATTACHMENT A. 

Key Definitions 

Stakeholders – Stakeholders include existing transmission-owning members, transmission-
using members, and RSC members and their staffs.   

Prospective transmission-owning member – A potential SPP member who is seeking to 
bring its transmission system into the SPP region.  Due to its request for membership, the 
prospective member requires modifications to the SPP OATT (beyond minor pro forma 
changes for typical new members), Governing Documents, or RSC Bylaws. 

Members Forum – A group of interested SPP members, including SPP members who are 
electrically adjacent to the prospective transmission-owning member, who will give 
guidance to SPP Staff.  A prerequisite to joining the Members Forum is an executed SPP 
Members Agreement and confidentiality agreement. 

State Commission Forum – A group of interested RSC Commissioners or Commission Staff 
who will give guidance to SPP Staff.  A prerequisite to joining the State Commission Forum 
is an executed confidentiality agreement. 

Governing Documents – Includes the SPP Bylaws and SPP Membership Agreement. 

First Triggering Event – Typically when the potential new transmission-owning member 
formally requests SPP to begin negotiations to change the SPP OATT, Governing 
Documents, or RSC Bylaws to allow for its membership into SPP. 

Second Triggering Event – This occurs when SPP Staff and the prospective transmission-
owning member determine that the discussions and the potential new member information 
need to become public to all SPP Stakeholders. 
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Communication Process 

Stage 1:  Initial Discussions 
Periodically, prospective transmission-owning members approach SPP, typically in 
confidence, indicating they would like to discuss membership.  SPP Staff will periodically 
report to the SPP SPC the general discussions and these discussions may remain “general” 
for months and years.  SPP Staff does not take any formal action until the First Triggering 
Event occurs, which is typically when the prospective new transmission-owning member 
formally requests SPP to begin negotiations to change the SPP OATT, Governing 
Documents, or RSC Bylaws to allow for its membership into SPP. 
 
Once this First Triggering Event occurs, SPP Staff formally notifies the SPC.  If the 
potential new member requests confidentiality of the negotiations, or if the new member is 
also negotiating with another Regional Transmission Organization (RTO), the negotiations 
are considered proprietary, and updates to the SPC are conducted in Executive Session with 
proper notification given, by ensuring the meeting agendas note an Executive Session is 
expected and the topic is New Members.  In the Executive Session, the phones may be 
closed out; however, all SPP Members and RSC Commissioners or Commissioner Staff 
present at the meeting shall be permitted to remain in the Executive Session.5  
 
Once this First Triggering Event occurs, SPP Staff also shall establish a Members Forum 
and State Commission Forum to give guidance and assist SPP Staff on due diligence.  The 
Members Forum is typically open to SPP members who are located electrically adjacent to 
the potential new transmission-owning member(s) and while no existing Member requesting 
to join the Members Forum is turned down, the Members Forum size needs to be managed 
so that SPP Staff can be agile and efficient in their work.  
 
All SPP members, as well as RSC and commission staff, may attend the SPC Executive 
Session discussions on New Members.  For these Executive Sessions, an executed 
confidentiality agreement will be required for all participants.  
 
Stage 2:  Due Diligence and Membership Agreement Discussions 
During this stage, SPP Staff is solely responsible for the negotiations with the prospective 
new transmission-owning member. The SPP SPC, State Commission Forum and Members 
Forum can provide input to SPP Staff as well as receive regular updates on progress or 
issues of concern.  These discussions, and updates from the due diligence work SPP Staff 
conducts, are typically highly confidential and proprietary.  Also during this stage, SPP Staff 
provides regular updates to the SPC and as the updates require, in Executive Session.  The 
Executive Session will be noticed on the agenda.  As appropriate, SPP Staff will provide 
updates to the appropriate working groups and committees, including the SPP Board, 
Members Committee, RSC, and Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC). 
 
During this stage, a Second Triggering Event occurs that makes the discussions and the 
potential new member’s identity public to all SPP Stakeholders.  Once this Second 
                                                 
5 Subject to assurances from Commissioners and Commission staff regarding protection of confidential information 
that may be subject to Freedom of Information Act and state open meeting laws. 
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Triggering Event occurs, SPP Staff convenes a special all-member meeting to discuss all the 
proposed document changes and analyses conducted to date.   
 
Each prospective new transmission-owning member generally has unique characteristics 
associated with its transmission system.  In all cases, SPP Staff conducts a cost/benefit 
analysis to determine the impact the addition of the prospective transmission-owning 
member’s system would have on existing SPP members.  The potential new transmission-
owning member may conduct a cost/benefit study of its own that could include a production 
cost analysis.   
 
The SPC shall make a determination of whether to have a more extensive production 
cost/benefit analysis conducted, either by SPP Staff or by a third party under SPP direction. 
When posting the SPC agenda, SPP Staff will ensure the agenda states there is a new 
member discussion item and that it may be discussed in Executive Session.  The decisions to 
conduct such a cost/benefit study will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Stage 3:  SPP OATT and Governing Document Changes 
 
During this stage, SPP Staff is solely responsible for the direct negotiations with the 
prospective new member, and the SPP SPC, State Commission Forum and Members Forum 
provide input to SPP Staff as well as receive regular updates on progress or issues of 
concern. During this stage, SPP Staff provides regular updates to the SPC and as the updates 
require, in Executive Session.  As appropriate, SPP Staff will provide updates to the 
appropriate working groups and committees, including the SPP Board and Members 
Committee, RSC, and MOPC.   
 
At this stage, SPP Staff convenes a special all-Member meeting to discuss the proposed 
OATT and Governing Document Changes and any analyses conducted to date.  Throughout 
this stage, as appropriate, SPP Staff shall provide updates to the appropriate Working 
Groups and Committees, including the SPP Board and Members Committee, the RSC, the 
Cost Allocation Working Group, and MOPC. 
 
When SPP Staff convenes the special all-Member meeting SPP Staff shall include the RSC 
Commissioners and Commission staff.  The RSC may request SPP Staff to hold a special 
meeting of the RSC to review the proposed changes; however, this would not preclude the 
RSC Commissioners or Commission Staff from attending the all-Member special meeting to 
review and discuss the potential document changes and new members. 
 
Finally, if the SPP OATT and Governing Documents are amended and presented for 
stakeholder approval, the following groups’ roles are defined. 
 

MOPC:  Prior to going to the Members Committee and Board for a vote, any changes 
to the SPP OATT will be presented to MOPC for all members to discuss and vote on 
changes. 
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SPC: Prior to going to the Members Committee and Board for a vote, all negotiating 
strategies, guidance, and deliberations for prospective new members will be reviewed 
by the SPC, either in an open meeting or Executive Session for review and approval. 
 
Corporate Governance Committee (CGC):  Prior to going to the Members 
Committee and Board for a vote, any changes to the Governing Documents will be 
reviewed and approved by the CGC. 
 
RSC:  SPP Staff will provide regular updates to the RSC on new transmission 
owning member deliberations and negotiations.  Any matters for which the RSC has 
delegated authority will be presented to the RSC for discussion and approvals, in 
accordance with the RSC and SPP Governing Documents, prior to SPP Board action.  

 
Legal Analysis 
 
Depending on the unique characteristics of the potential new member, or the request of the 
potential new member for OATT and Governing Document changes, a legal analysis may 
be required. The prospective new member shall be responsible for any legal analysis it 
needs.  SPP will be responsible for any legal analysis SPP determines it needs.  Any time the 
potential new member indicates that it has identified a matter for which it is seeking a legal 
analysis, an analysis may be requested of SPP’s General Counsel.  This request should be 
made in writing.   
 
Additionally, on a case-by-case basis, Stakeholders, as defined in this document, may 
request an SPP legal analysis on issues related to the prospective new member.  This request 
should be made of the General Counsel in writing.  Nothing in this recommendation 
precludes any SPP Member, the RSC, or State Commission from pursuing its own legal 
analysis on any legal matter associated with the prospective new member. 
 
The SPP General Counsel has a process for conducting general legal analyses in response to 
such requests. This process documents how that legal analyses would be pursued and 
disseminated during the non-public and public stages of the process of adding new 
members.  Such legal analysis would be released subject to the resolution of attorney-client 
privilege issues and professional responsibility obligations. 
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CHART 1 
 

Applicability of New Member Processes 
Below are examples of situations of when the New Member Process Document 

will and will not apply to prospective new members integrations into SPP. 
  

 

 

 

 

  

New Member Process Document 
Applies 

New Member Process Document  
Does Not Apply 

The prospective New Member is requesting 
changes to the SPP tariff including Schedule 11, 
Schedule 12, Attachment J, Attachment AE, or 
other rate schedule. 

The prospective New Member is only requesting 
pro forma changes to the SPP tariff. 

The prospective New Member is requesting 
significant changes to the pro forma SPP 
Membership Agreement. 

The prospective New Member is only requesting 
minor changes to their membership agreement or 
changes to the membership agreement already 
approved by FERC for other members of the same 
zone. 

The prospective New Member is requesting 
significant changes to the SPP Bylaws. 

The prospective New Member has no requested 
changes to the SPP Bylaws. 

The prospective New Member is requesting 
significant changes to the RSC Bylaws or to the 
delegated authorities of the RSC, as stated in the 
SPP Bylaws.  
 

The prospective new member is not a prospective 
transmission-owning member. 

Any other instances not specifically listed herein 
where the SPC or Board of Directors determine 
that the changes are significant enough that the 
New Member Process Document should apply. 
 

 The prospective new member will not be 
classified as a TO member within the SPP 
Membership Agreement. 

Any other instances not specifically listed herein 
that are within the responsibilities of the RSC, 
where the RSC finds that the changes are 
significant enough that the New Member Process 
Document should apply. 
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APPENDIX 1:  DESCRIPTION OF NEBRASKA MEMBERS 

 
• Omaha Public Power District (OPPD) - OPPD has been operating since 1946 and is a 

publicly owned, business-managed electric utility governed by an elected board of eight 
directors. OPPD is headquartered in Omaha, Neb.; with other locations in a 13-county, 
5,000-square-mile service area. OPPD serves a population of approximately 799,000 
people, more than any other electric utility in the state and ranks as the 12th-largest 
public power utility in the U.S. in number of customers served. OPPD serves 47 towns at 
retail and five at wholesale. The majority of OPPD's power comes from three baseload 
power plants: North Omaha Station and Nebraska City Station, both coal-fired plants, and 
Fort Calhoun Station, a nuclear power plant. OPPD has generating capability of 3,232 
MW and a system peak load of 2,291 MW. 
 

• Lincoln Electric System (LES) - Feb. 1, 1966, Lincoln Electric System was formed and a 
single utility began providing electric energy in and around Lincoln, Neb. In November 
1970, Lincoln voters approved formation of a semi-autonomous administrative board of 
local citizens to oversee operations of the nonprofit, customer-owned utility. Today, LES 
services approximately 200 square miles within Lancaster County in Nebraska, 
comprising the cities of Lincoln, Prairie Home, Waverly, Walton, Cheney, and 
Emerald. The primary goal of their approximately 500 employees is to provide an 
adequate and reliable electric supply at the lowest possible cost to its more than 
116,000 residential customers and 15,000 commercial and industrial customers. 
 

• Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) - NPPD is Nebraska’s largest electric utility, 
with a chartered territory including all or parts of 86 of Nebraska’s 93 counties. NPPD 
was formed on Jan. 1, 1970, when Consumers Public Power District, Platte Valley Public 
Power and Irrigation District (PVPPID) and Nebraska Public Power System merged to 
become NPPD. Merger properties also included assets formerly operated by Loup River 
Public Power District. NPPD is a public corporation and political subdivision of the state 
of Nebraska. The utility is governed by an 11-member Board of Directors, who are 
popularly elected from NPPD’s chartered territory. NPPD’s revenue is mainly derived 
from wholesale power supply agreements with 50 towns and 25 rural public power 
districts and rural cooperatives that rely totally or partially on NPPD’s electrical system. 
NPPD also serves about 80 communities at the retail level. Over 5,200 miles of 
transmission lines make up the NPPD electrical grid system, which delivers power to 
about 600,000 Nebraskans. 
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APPENDIX 2:  DESCRIPTION OF IS MEMBERS 

• Basin Electric Power Cooperative - Basin Electric Power Cooperative (Basin Electric) is 
one of the largest electric generation and transmission (G&T) cooperatives in the United 
States. Basin is a not‐for‐profit generation and transmission cooperative incorporated in 
1961 to provide supplemental power to a consortium of rural electric cooperatives. Basin 
has a diverse energy portfolio consisting of coal, gas, oil, nuclear, distributed, and 
renewable energy, including wind power. Basin is consumer owned by 137-member 
cooperative systems whose members' service territories comprise 540,000 square miles in 
nine states. By end of year 2013 Basin Electric will operate 4,824 megawatts (MW) of 
wholesale electric generating capacity and have 5,289.2 MW of capacity within its 
generation portfolio. Basin owns 2,165 miles and maintains 2,250 miles of high‐voltage 
transmission, and owns and maintains equipment in 70 switchyards and 149 
telecommunication sites and serves 2.8 million electric consumers. 
 

• Heartland Consumers Power District - Heartland is a non‐profit public power district 
headquartered in Madison, South Dakota. Heartland is a public corporation and political 
subdivision of the State of South Dakota, formed in 1969 under South Dakota’s 
Consumers Power District statutes – Title 49, Chapters 35‐40 – which is similar in 
structure to Nebraska public power entities. Heartland is a wholesale power supplier to 29 
municipal systems in SD, MN and IA, five South Dakota state institutions and one 
cooperative – mostly supplemental to Western. These 35 customers represent load of 140 
MW.  Heartland is a minority owner of the Integrated System and most of their assets are 
jointly owned with other public entities. 
 

• Western Area Power Administration (Western): Upper Great Plains (UGP) Region - The 
Upper Great Plains Region is one of four regions of the Western Area Power 
Administration. Western UGP has 378,000 square miles of service area including 118 
substations and 7,920 miles of transmission lines which are federally owned. UGP sells 
power in Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota to 
wholesale customers such as towns; rural electric cooperatives; public utility and 
irrigation districts; Federal, state, and military agencies; Native American tribes; investor-
owned utilities; power marketers; U.S. Bureau of Reclamation; and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers customers. UGP sells more than 9 billion kilowatt-hours of firm power 
generated from eight dams and power plants of the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program-
Eastern Division. This power is enough to serve more than 3 million households. 
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APPENDIX 3:  DESCRIPTION OF ENTERGY 

Entergy Corporation is an integrated energy company engaged primarily in electric power 
production and retail distribution operations. Entergy owns and operates power plants with 
approximately 30,000 megawatts of electric generating capacity, including nearly 10,000 
megawatts of nuclear power, making it one of the nation’s leading nuclear generators. Entergy 
delivers electricity to 2.8 million utility customers in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi and 
Texas. Entergy operates a system composed of approximately 15,500 miles of interconnected 
transmission lines at voltages of 69 kilovolt and above and approximately 1,500 substations 
across a 114,000 square mile area. 
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APPENDIX 4:  PREVIOUS COST ALLOCATION AND INTEGRATION 
APPROACHES 
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4.1.1 NEBRASKA INTEGRATION 

The members of the Nebraska Integration consist of: Omaha Public Power District (OPPD), 
Lincoln Electric System (LES), and Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD). A summary of 
each entity can be found in Appendix 1.  
 

4.1.1.1 EVALUATION PROCESS 

There was no formal, documented process SPP used for the Nebraska 
integration. After the Nebraska integration there was a request from SPP 
members to document the integration process which the Strategic Planning 
Committee (SPC) developed. The SPC further refined the integration 
process in July 2015 with the approval of SPC Task Force on New 
Members SPP Stakeholder Communication Process. 

 
4.1.1.2 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM STUDY 

A transmission system study was performed in 2008. The purpose of the 
transmission system study was to perform an evaluation of the Nebraska 
transmission system to ensure its transmission facilities met SPP criteria 
and NERC standards as interpreted by SPP. 

 
4.1.1.3 COST ALLOCATION 

The Nebraska entities joined SPP in 2009. The Nebraska entities paid all 
regional cost sharing for regional facilities to date, as well as in the future, 
and SPP members cost shared in one project NPPD was constructing. The 
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) Nebraska cost 
shared in was around $7 million and the SPP members cost shared 33% of 
phase one (1) of NPPD’s 345kV ETR project. The regional cost allocation 
methodology at this time was base plan funding that was approved in 2005 
and allocated funding 33% regionally and 67% zonal based on a MW-
Mile calculation. 

 
4.1.2 INTEGRATED SYSTEM INTEGRATION 

The IS consists of three (3) members: Basin Electric Power Cooperative, 
Heartland Consumers Power District, and Western Area Power Administration 
(Western) Upper Great Plains (UGP) Region. A summary of each entity can be 
found in the Appendix 2. 
 

4.1.2.1 EVALUATION PROCESS 

The following steps describe the evaluation process: 
 

1. SPP Staff and the Transmission Working Group (TWG) 
evaluation of IS system. 
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2. SPP’s staff evaluation of cost and benefits of the IS joining 
SPP was shared with Stakeholders. 

3. Evaluation of cost/benefits included transmission expansion, 
SPP administrative fee, transmission service revenue, reserve 
sharing, and market impacts. 

4. Tariff revisions were approved by the Regional Tariff Working 
Group (RTWG), Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
(MOPC), SPP Board of Directors and Members Committee 
(BOD/MC). 

5. Membership Agreement/Bylaw Changes were approved by 
Corporate Governance Committee (CGC), the SPP BOD/MC  

6. RSC Discussion ‐ Potential for new RSC membership.  
7.  BOD/MC approved Changes filed with and approved by 

FERC. 
 

SPP used the member integration process approved by the SPC to assist 
SPP Staff with the process of working with the IS to explore membership 
in SPP. This is the same process used with prospective members since the 
Nebraska entities joined SPP. This evaluation process involves the SPC 
appointing a sub‐group to assist SPP Staff with regular reports to the SPC. 
This process was also used during negotiations with Entergy on 
prospective membership. The SPC chair appointed a sub‐group in 
September, 2012 to assist SPP Staff based on the interest expressed by the 
IS. SPP Staff reviewed progress with the SPC in all meetings including 
three meetings (May 1, 2013, October 17, 2013 and January 16, 2014) that 
were in executive session.  State regulatory staff were included in the 
executive sessions held as part of the May 1, 2013 and October 17, 2013 
meetings. . In these meetings SPP Staff received comments and 
adjustments to the proposals in negotiations with the IS entities. SPP Staff 
validated with SPC the proposals provided to the IS parties in the 
negotiations. The SPC further refined the integration process in July 2015 
with the approval of SPC Task Force on New Members SPP Stakeholder 
Communication Process. (See attachment  

 
As part of the discussions at the SPC, SPP Staff provided two analyses 
needed for SPP members: 

 
• Cost/Benefit Analysis for SPP from IS joining SPP 
• Transmission Analysis to ensure that IS transmission facilities 

met SPP standards (SPP Criteria and SPP interpretation of 
NERC Standards) (See below at 5.1.2.2)  

 
4.1.2.2 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM STUDY 

The purpose of the transmission system study was to perform an 
evaluation of the IS transmission system in the event a decision was made 
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to join the SPP RTO. There were two main objectives of the System 
Study:  

 
• Evaluate the IS transmission system to determine whether it 

met SPP’s Planning Criteria and NERC TPL Standards  
• Identify the SPP “need‐by” dates of the transmission projects 

provided by the IS in relation to the assumed October 2015 
integration date 
 

4.1.2.3 COST ALLOCATION 

During the negotiation process an assumed integration date was set for 
October 1, 2015, based on estimated time needed for IS parties to obtain 
approval and also complete integration activities to integrate into SPP. 
Costs for any upgrades to the IS system needed before the integration date 
are paid for by the IS members only, while costs for any upgrades to the 
SPP system needed before the integration date are paid for by SPP 
members only. Costs for any upgrades to the IS system and/or the SPP 
system needed after the integration date are cost shared according to SPP 
Highway/Byway methodology.  

 
The one exception to this cost allocation methodology relates to a portion 
of the FSE, which only applies to Western-UGP. The FSE is set forth in 
Section 39.3(e) of the SPP OATT and includes modifications to Schedule 
11 and Attachment AE.  
 
The FSE applies to the transmission of Federal Power from Western-UGP 
resources to meet Western-UGP’s Statutory Load Obligations under the 
Tariff.  Western-UGP is exempt from the Schedule 11 Region-wide 
Charge for delivery of its Federal Power from Western-UGP resources to 
its Statutory Load Obligations internal to the Upper Missouri Zone (UMZ) 
or delivery across the UMZ to obligations external to the UMZ or external 
to SPP.  Western-UGP will pay regional Schedule 11 charges for any 
deliveries of power to loads other than its Statutory Load obligations 
internal to the UMZ and for any deliveries of power from resources other 
than its own hydropower resources.  Western-UGP is responsible for its 
share of Schedule 11 Zonal charges.  The FSE will not apply to Basin 
Electric or Heartland or any other entity embedded within Zone 19 nor 
will it apply to Western-UGP’s marketing activities in the Integrated 
Marketplace to either purchase or sell energy.   
 
Additionally, any load served by Western-UGP in the Western 
Interconnection utilizing transmission facilities in the UMZ will not be 
subject the Schedule 11 Region-wide Charge to the extent the load is 
served only by resources in the Western Interconnection. 
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An additional part of the FSE is that Western-UGP is also exempt from 
congestion and marginal loss charges for deliveries of Federal Power from 
Western-UGP resources across the UMZ to its Statutory Load Obligations.  
Western-UGP is responsible for providing SPP with energy losses in 
accordance with Attachment M of the Tariff. 

 
4.2 ENTERGY MEMBERSHIP PROPOSAL 

In 2010, SPP proposed membership to the Entergy Corporation. A summary describing 
this entity can be found in Appendix 3.  
 

4.2.1 EVALUATION PROCESS 

SPP used the member integration process approved by the SPC to assist SPP Staff 
with the process of working with Entergy to explore membership in SPP. This is 
the same process used with prospective members since Nebraska entities joined 
SPP. This process involves the SPC appointing a sub‐group to assist Staff with 
regular reports to the SPC. The proposal SPP offered the IS was the same 
proposal offered to Entergy. 

 
4.2.2 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM STUDY 

A transmission system study was performed on the Entergy system. The purpose 
of the transmission system study was to perform an evaluation of the Entergy 
transmission system to ensure their transmission facilities met SPP Criteria 
standards and NERC TPL standards.  

 
4.2.3 PROPOSED COST ALLOCATION 

The cost allocation proposal SPP offered Entergy was the same proposal that was 
subsequently offered to the IS. This involved an integration date where Entergy 
and SPP would use Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology after Entergy’s 
facilities came under the SPP Tariff. Any upgrades needed to the Entergy System 
prior to the integration date would be paid for by Entergy and any upgrades 
needed to the SPP System prior to the integration date would be paid for by SPP 
members. Entergy decided to join the Midcontinent Independent System Operator 
(MISO) in April 2011, ending negotiations with SPP. 

 
4.3 OTHER RTO REGIONS

4.3.1 ENTERGY / MISO INTEGRATION 

The expansion of MISO’s market operations to a new South Region in December 
2013 introduced customers in that region to benefits that Midwest Region 
customers enjoy which include greater reliability, lower costs, and improved 
oversight. To ensure the benefits accruing to one region are not adversely affected 
by transmission expansion and upgrade costs in another, MISO developed a 
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transition plan for extending transmission planning and cost allocation practices to 
its South Region in a  just and reasonable manner. The FERC approved on April 
19, 2012 MISO’s proposal for a five-year transition period, beginning when the 
first Entergy Operating Company joins the MISO Market. 6 
 
The cost allocation rules that apply to network upgrades approved before, during, 
and after the five-year transition period are described in Attachment FF-6 of 
MISO’s Tariffs.7 Tables summarizing the cost allocation methodology during and 
after the five-year transition period can be found in Appendix 3. 
 
In general, projects approved prior to the transition period will be subject to the 
tariff under which they were approved and will not be eligible for cost sharing 
between the Midwest and South regions.  Similarly, the costs of projects approved 
during the transition period that are located wholly in one region will remain in 
the region and will not be subject to cost sharing between the two regions.  To the 
extent the projects approved during the transition period terminate in both regions, 
the associated costs will be allocated to both regions during and after the five-year 
transition period, in accordance with the cost allocation rules under Attachment 
FF of MISO’s tariffs.  The only exception to this cost allocation approach is the 
treatment of costs of Multi-Value Projects under certain circumstances. Multi-
Value Projects (MVP) address energy policy laws and/or provide widespread 
benefits across MISO footprint and encompass all voltages.  Under MISO tariffs, 
these upgrades are generally subject to 100% regional funding. 
 
During the five-year transition period, MISO will attempt to develop a portfolio 
of MVPs approved before or during the transition period for the combined 
Midwest and South Regions (Combined MVP Portfolio) that satisfies a cost 
benefit test, such that: 1) each zone in the Midwest Region does not experience a 
degradation in the net benefits estimated for MVPs approved prior to the five-year 
transition period; and 2) each zone in the South Region will receive a net benefit 
from the Combined MVP Portfolio. If MISO identifies a Combined MVP 
Portfolio that satisfies the cost-benefit test by the end of the five-year transition 
period, then the cost of MVPs approved by MISO before or during the five-year 
transition period that terminate exclusively in either region will be shared across 
both regions. Such regional cost allocation will be phased in over eight years at 
gradually increasing annual percentages of 12.5 percent.  
 

                                                 
6 Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶61,056 (2012).  FERC 

subsequently issued Orders on Rehearing and Compliance on November 15, 2012 and July 11, 2013, Midwest 
Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 141 FERC ¶61,128 (2012) and Midwest Independent 
Transmission System Operator, Inc., 144 FERC ¶61,020 (2013). 

7 MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, ATTACHMENT FF-6, Transmission Expansion Planning and Cost 
Allocation for Second Planning Area’s Transition;  
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-Pagers/One%20Pager%20-
%20Cost%20Allocation%20Transition.pdf; 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/RECBTF/2016/20160216/20160
216%20RECBTF%20Item%2003%20Transition%20Period%20MVP%20Flowchart.pdf  
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In the event that the Combined MVP Portfolio does not satisfy the cost-benefit 
test, but the MVPs approved during the transition period that terminate 
exclusively in either region satisfy the existing benefit criteria of Attachment FF 
in the MISO tariffs, the associated costs would be shared across the regions 
pursuant to Attachment FF.  On the other hand, if MVPs approved during the 
transition period that terminate exclusively in either region cannot satisfy the cost-
benefit test or the conditions for cost sharing across the regions in Attachment FF, 
the costs of such MVPs will be allocated solely to the region in which the MVP 
upgrade terminated.   Lastly, if the Combined MVP portfolio does not satisfy the 
cost-benefit test, the costs of MVPs approved before the transition period (and 
included in the Combined MVP Portfolio) that, by their nature, terminate only 
within the Midwest Region, would not be shared across both regions after the 
five-year transition period. 
 
The costs of network upgrades approved after the end of the five-year transition 
period will be allocated across the combined regions pursuant to Attachment FF 
of the MISO tariffs. 

 
4.3.2 PJM INTEGRATIONS 
 
 4.3.2.1 ATSI INTEGRATION 

 
On December 17, 2009, FERC approved a regional transmission 
organization (RTO) realignment request submitted by American 
Transmission Systems, Inc. (ATSI) to withdraw from MISO and join 
PJM.8 The reasons cited by ATSI in support of its proposed realignment 
request were the elimination of operational efficiencies and reduction in 
congestion.  
 
As part of its RTO realignment request, ATSI requested a waiver of PJM’s 
annual allocation of regional transmission expansion plan costs, under 
Schedule 12 of PJM’s tariffs, for transmission expansion projects 
approved by PJM prior to ATSI’s integration into PJM.9  In the event the 
waiver request was denied, ATSI’s parent entity, FirstEnergy Services 
Company (First Energy), sought a finding that allocation of costs to ATSI 
for legacy projects in PJM is unjust, unreasonable, and unduly 
discriminatory.10 Due to the differing cost methodologies in MISO and 
PJM, First Energy asserted that the ATSI would be required to pay twice 
in conjunction with its planned realignment because it would have to pay 
under both allocations, for projects planned and approved in separate 

                                                 
8 American Transmission System, Inc., 129 FERC ¶61,249 (2009) (ATSI Realignment Order).  FERC 

subsequently issued an order on September 20, 2012 to address remaining requests for rehearing and clarification, 
American Transmission System, Inc., 140 FERC ¶61,226 (2012) (ATSI Rehearing Order). 

9 ATSI Realignment Order at paragraph 2. 
10 Id. at paragraph 3. 
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RTOs over the same period.11  MISO allocates its costs on the basis of a 
one-time allocation at the time specific projects are approved while PJM 
reallocates costs annually to each transmission owner based on its share of 
PJM’s total load that is within PJM as of the date of the allocation.  FERC 
rejected ATSI’s waiver request and dismissed First Energy’s complaint.12 

 
With respect to cost allocation, FERC required ATSI to honor its financial 
obligations to MISO for costs associated with transmission facility 
additions incurred under MISO tariffs prior to withdrawal from MISO13 
although FERC determined that ATSI was not responsible for the costs of 
the Multi-Value Projects (MVPs) approved by the MISO Board prior to its 
withdrawal.14  In addition, ATSI is required to pay the system-wide costs 
in PJM under Schedule 12 of PJM’s tariff, which would include system-
wide costs for legacy projects approved by PJM prior to ATSI’s 
integration into PJM on June 1, 2011.  FERC recognized that the cost 
allocation methodologies for the two RTOs were different and that both 
methodologies had been accepted by FERC as just and reasonable and not 
unduly discriminatory.   

 
Furthermore, FERC concluded as a basis for its decision that “cost 
causation also includes the allocation of “costs to serve” that party 
including those facilities that benefit the party.  Even if a new member was 
not using the system when a particular project was planned or authorized, 
the new member may nevertheless use and benefit from the new facility in 
the future.”15  FERC also noted that “ATSI and the PJM transmission 
owners are free to negotiate the terms of ATSI’s entrance into PJM to the 
extent that ATSI brings benefits to the existing PJM transmission grid”  
and that “ given the voluntary nature of RTOs, such a collaborative effort 
is the most appropriate manner of resolving such cost issues.”16  On July 
18, 2014, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals upheld FERC’s decision on 
the cost allocation issue.17 

 
4.3.2.2  DUKE ENERGY INTEGRATION 

 
On October 21, 2010, in response to a regional transmission request 
(RTO) realignment request from Duke Energy Ohio and Duke Energy 
Kentucky, FERC authorized the two companies to withdraw from the 
MISO RTO and join the PJM RTO, effective January 1, 2012.18 Duke 

                                                 
11 Id. at paragraph 21. 
12 Id. at paragraph 7. 
13 Id. at paragraph 51. 
14 Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 153 FERC ¶61,101 (2015) at paragraphs 69-

78. 
15 ATSI Rehearing Order at paragraph 26. 
16 ATSI Realignment Order at paragraph 114; ATSI Rehearing Order at paragraph 23. 
17 FirstEnergy Service Co. v. F.E.R.C., 758 F.3d 346 (2014). 
18 Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., et al., 133 FERC ¶ 61,058 (2010). 
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Ohio and Duke Kentucky are wholly owned subsidiaries of Duke Energy 
Corporation and are principally engaged in providing integrated retail and 
wholesale electric utility service in Ohio and Kentucky, respectively. 
 
With respect to cost allocation, Duke Energy Ohio and Duke Energy 
Kentucky were required to honor their financial obligations to MISO, 
including the transmission cost allocations for projects approved by the 
MISO Board of Directors prior to the Duke Companies’ integration into 
PJM.  However, as in the case of ATSI, the Duke Companies were not 
responsible for the costs of the Multi-Value Projects (MVPs) approved by 
the MISO Board prior to their withdrawal from MISO.19 As far as cost 
allocation for PJM projects are concerned,  Duke Companies are subject to 
Schedule 12 of the PJM tariffs which allocates costs to the Duke 
Companies for the projects approved in PJM regardless of whether the 
projects were approved prior to the companies’ integration into PJM 
(legacy projects) or are approved after their integration into PJM.20  
 

 

                                                 
19 Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 153 FERC ¶61,101 (2015) at paragraphs 69-

78. 
20 Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., et al., 139 FERC ¶ 61,068 (2012); Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., et al., 151 FERC ¶ 

61,029 (2015) 
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Purpose of presentation

• Provide an update of what CAWG has done 
the last few months on Aggregate Study 
Waiver Criteria

• Provide a schedule of what work CAWG 
expects to do over the next few months
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Initial CAWG Work

• In the last few months, CAWG has had several 
discussions on the topic and requested 
information form SPP Staff

• SPP Staff presented information on where 
companies are relatively to the 125% of load 
and 20% wind criteria.
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Initial CAWG Work

• SPP staff information showed that several 
companies are currently above the (1) 125% 
designated resources versus load and (2) 20% 
of designated resources 

• That means if a Transmission Service Request 
previously filed started today, those 
companies would not be eligible for a Safe 
Harbor without filing a waiver
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Future work

• CAWG has set up a schedule of topics to be 
discussed over the next few months

• August 9 CAWG call – 20% Wind criteria
• September 8 CAWG meeting - 125% of load
• October 4 CAWG meeting - 5 years term 

requirements
• November 8 CAWG call - Other issues, including 

Safe Harbor amount ($185k / megawatt of TSR) 
and undesignating resources to become eligible 
for Safe Harbor limit
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Future work

• CAWG is also planning to solicit comments 
from the general SPP stakeholder community 
on these topics to help inform CAWG 
discussions
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Questions?
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Capacity Margin Task Force 
(CMTF) Update
SPP Regional State Committee – July 18, 2016
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Outline

2

• Update

• Current Efforts

• Next Steps

• Supply Adequacy Working Group
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CMTF Update

3

• The Capacity Margin Task Force met June 30th

• This was the last scheduled face to face meeting
• The charter and MOPC recommendation for the 

Supply Adequacy Working Group (SAWG) 
formation were approved

• The CMTF  will continue beyond its July 2016 charter 
deadline to deal with any policy related questions and 
review of proposed tariff language the until the SAWG 
is formed and able to take over the responsibilities of 
the CMTF
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CMTF Current Efforts

4

Resource Adequacy Workbook (RAW)
• The RAW small group, which consisted of CMTF 
members and staff, constructed a workbook and 
guidelines that was presented to the CMTF at the June 30th

meeting  

• The workbook combines the data needed for validating    
the planning reserve margin  along with the data needed 
to meet the requirements of NERC standard  
MOD-031-2

• Staff will continue consulting with the CMTF for guidance 
until the Supply Adequacy Working Group is formed
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CMTF Next Steps

5

• The CMTF will plan to meet, via net-conference to 
review the Tariff language that is being proposed by 
the Process Improvement Tariff Task Force and the 
Regional Tariff Working Group

• The CMTF will be asked to assist staff with any policy 
gap questions that come during the creation of  Tariff 
language
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Supply Adequacy Working Group 

6

• The CMTF recommends formation of a new working 
group that would be responsible for 1) development 
and implementation of policies and processes to 
ensure reliable supply of capacity necessary to meet 
demand and supply adequacy requirements/ 
methodologies in SPP, and 2) ensuring that these 
processes and policies meet the compliance 
obligations of NERC Reliability Standards
• The SAWG would combine the activities of the Generation 

Working Group and CMTF
• Fuel supply would be assigned to this group from the Gas 

Electric Coordination Task Force as well
• The CMTF and GWG recommended the retirement of 

the GWG 
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RSC
RCAR II Presentation

July 5, 2016

Steve Stoll – Chair, RARTF
Paul Suskie - Staff Secretary RARTF
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OATT 
Requirements
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SPP Tariff Requirement – Reviews.

• The Transmission Provider shall review the
reasonableness of the regional allocation
methodology and factors (X% and Y%) and the
zonal allocation methodology at least once every
three years in accordance with this Section III.D.

• The Transmission Provider and/or the Regional
State Committee may initiate such review at any
time.

• Any change in the regional allocation methodology
and factors or the zonal allocation methodology
shall be filed with the Commission.
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Highway/Byway Review Process –
4 Steps.

• STEP 1: RARTF
• One year prior to each three-year planning cycle

(starting in 2013) the Markets and Operations Policy
Committee and Regional State Committee will define
the analytical methods to be used to report under
this Section III.D and suggest adjustments to the
Regional State Committee and Board of Directors on
any imbalanced zonal cost allocation in the SPP
footprint – HENCE ESTABLISHMENT OF RARTF.
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Highway/Byway Review Process –
4 Steps.

• STEP 2: SPP Staff Review 
• For each review conducted in accordance with

Section III.D.1, the Transmission Provider shall
determine the cost allocation impacts of the Base
Plan Upgrades approved for construction* after
June 19, 2010 to each pricing Zone within the SPP
Region. The Transmission Provider in collaboration
with the Regional State Committee shall determine
the cost allocation impacts utilizing the analysis
specified in Section III.e of Attachment O and the
results produced by the analytical methods defined
pursuant to Section III.D.4(i) of this Attachment J
[RARTF Methods].

5
* Approved as RCAR I Lessons Learned #10 and filed and approved at FERC In Docket ER15-307
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Highway/Byway Review Process –
4 Steps.

• STEP 3: Report: Publishing of SPP Staff Review 
• The Transmission Provider shall review the results of

the cost allocation analysis with SPP’s Regional Tariff
Working Group, Markets and Operations Policy
Committee, and the Regional State Committee. The
Transmission Provider shall publish the results of
the cost allocation impact analysis and any
corresponding presentations on the SPP website.
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Highway/Byway Review Process –
4 Steps.

• STEP 4: Remedies of Review

• The Transmission Provider shall request the
Regional State Committee provide its
recommendations, if any, to adjust or change the
costs allocated under this Attachment J if the results
of the analysis show an imbalanced cost allocation
in one or more Zones.

• In accordance with the SPP Bylaws, the SPP Board of
Directors will initiate the appropriate actions,
including any necessary filings with the
Commission, consistent with the Regional State
Committee recommendations.
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Highway/Byway Review Process –
4 Steps.

• Others Remedies:
• Solutions could include, but are not limited to,

adjustments to the Highway/Byway, transfer
payments, approval of projects in specific zones,
etc.
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5.1  RARTF Recommended Zonal Remedies  
• The potential list of remedies, listed in order of preference, that SPP staff

could evaluate include, but are not limited to:

9

Remedy Entity with Authority/Duty to 
Implement

(1) Acceleration of planned upgrades; SPP BOD

(2) Issuance of NTCs for selected new 
upgrades; SPP BOD

(3) Apply Highway funding to one or more 
Byway Projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(4) Apply Highway funding to one or more 
Seams Projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(5) Zonal Transfers (similar to Balanced 
Portfolio Transfers) to offset costs or a lack 
of benefits to a zone;

RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(6) Exemptions from cost associated with 
the next set of projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(7) Change Cost Allocation Percentages. RSC, SPP BOD & FERC
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RARTF CHARTER 
& REPORT
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Original RARTF Members

11

RARTF Members
Chairman Michael Siedschlag Nebraska Public Review Board

Vice-Chairman Richard Ross American Electric Power

Commissioner Thomas Wright Kansas Corporation Commission

Commissioner Olan Reeves Arkansas Public Service Commission

Bary Warren Empire District Electric

Philip Crissup Oklahoma Gas & Electric

Harry Skilton SPP Board of Director
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RARTF’s Charter 

(1) The RARTF will make final recommendations to the MOPC and the RSC
regarding the analytical methods to be used to review the reasonableness
of the regional allocation methodology for the approval of both the MOPC
and RSC. (2) In addition to developing the analytical methods to be used in
the analysis, the RARTF will provide SPP Staff guidance as to the Task
Force’s expectation for the threshold for an unreasonable impact or
cumulative inequity. The RARTF shall prepare and issue the report by
December 20, 2011.
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Updates to the RARTF Charter
• In August 2014 the RARTF Charter was 

updated to reflect the following:
 Expansion of voting membership to 9 voting 

members
 4 - MOPC representatives
 4 – RSC representatives
 1 – SPP BOD representative

 Inclusion of the Rate Impact Task Force 
responsibilities
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Current RARTF Members

14

RARTF Members
Chairman Steve Stoll Missouri Public Service Commission

Vice-Chairman Richard Ross American Electric Power

Commissioner Shari Feist Albrecht Kansas Corporation Commission

Commissioner Lamar Davis Arkansas Public Service Commission

Board Member Steve Lichter Nebraska Power Review Board

Bill Grant Southwest Public Service

Bary Warren South Central MCN/GridLiance

Philip Crissup Oklahoma Gas & Electric

Harry Skilton SPP Board of Director
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Overview of 
RARTF Report 
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Sect. 3.1 - 10 Principles of the RARTF
(1) Simplicity – The Regional Cost Allocation Review should be as
simple as possible so that the report has a distinct
understandability.

(2) Roughly Commensurate – The Regional Cost Allocation Review
should use the principle of “roughly commensurate” as the legal
framework and a guidepost when evaluating the reasonable and
long-term equity of SPP regional transmission upgrades under
the Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology.

(3) Use Best Information Available – The Regional Cost Allocation
Review should use the most up to date and best available information
for the review.

(4) Consistency – The Regional Cost Allocation Review should be
consistent.

(5) Transparency – The assumptions, inputs, and data used in the
Regional Cost Allocation Review should be transparent to SPP
stakeholders.

(6) Stakeholder Input - The assumptions, inputs, and data used in the
Regional Cost Allocation Review should be vetted through SPP’s
open and transparent stakeholder process.
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Sect. 3.1 - 10 Principles of the RARTF
•

(7) Real Dollars – The Regional Cost Allocation Review Analysis and
Report should use dollar values of the year in which the report will be
issued.

(8) Consideration Given to Certain Plans – The Regional Allocation Cost
Review should give considerations to certain plans that have been
approved by the SPP Board of Directors. This includes projects
that have been issued an NTC since June 2010 and all projects that
have received an Authorization to Plan (ATP) that have an in-service
date of ten years or less from the year of the report.

Note:
At the time the RARTF was developing the methods under which the RCAR I was to be
conducted; SPP used a concept known as ATPs. After the approval of the RARTF Report,
the term ATP was no longer used. Although the term ATP is no longer used, SPP staff still
followed Principle 8 by including projects with an in-service date of ten years or less per
the RARTF report when conducting RCAR I. Beginning with RCAR II, pursuant to Lessons
Learned # 6, only projects “approved by the SPP Board” will be evaluated. See, FERC
Docket: ER15-307
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Sect. 3.1 - 10 Principles of the RARTF

(9) More Weight Should be Given to Nearer Term Projects than
Future Projects – Although the Regional Cost Allocation
Review should give consideration to certain plans approved by
the SPP Board of Directors, less weight should be given to
plans which have been given an ATP as opposed to a NTC.

Note:
Per Lessons Learn No. 6, the RCAR II analysis only considers projects that have
been approved for construction by the SPP Board of Directors. As a result, RARTF
principal 9 was not used during RCAR II.

(10) Equity Over Time – The Regional Cost Allocation Review
should adhere to the long term view of the Highway/Byway
cost allocation methodology to strive toward regional cost
allocation equity over time.
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4.1 RARTF Recommends a Remedy Threshold 

• Pursuant to the RARTF Charter, the RARTF recommends
that a threshold be established to determine when it is
warranted for SPP staff to study possible remedies to
address an imbalance based upon the results of a Regional
Cost Allocation Review. This threshold defines when SPP
staff should study a zonal mitigation. If a zone is
determined to be below this threshold, mitigation may be
necessary to create equity.

• The RARTF recommends that a threshold be set at a 0.8
benefit to cost ratio for projects that are a part of the
assessment report stated in Section 3.2(2) above.

• The .8 Remedy Threshold was reaffirmed by the RARTF
after the completion of RCAR I in Lessons Learned No. 8.
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4.2  Zones Above Threshold but Below 1.0 B/C.

• Pursuant to the RARTF Charter, the RARTF recommends
that a threshold be established to determine when it is
warranted that SPP staff study possible remedies as
stated in Section 4.1.

• Additionally, the RARTF recommends that any Regional
Cost Allocation Review, which shows that a zone is
above the 0.8 threshold in Section 4.1, but below a 1.0
benefit to cost ratio, should be used and considered as a
part of SPP’s transmission planning process in the future.
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5.1  RARTF Recommended Zonal Remedies  
• The potential list of remedies, listed in order of preference, that SPP staff

could evaluate include, but are not limited to:

21

Remedy Entity with Authority/Duty to 
Implement

(1) Acceleration of planned upgrades; SPP BOD

(2) Issuance of NTCs for selected new 
upgrades; SPP BOD

(3) Apply Highway funding to one or more 
Byway Projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(4) Apply Highway funding to one or more 
Seams Projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(5) Zonal Transfers (similar to Balanced 
Portfolio Transfers) to offset costs or a lack 
of benefits to a zone;

RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(6) Exemptions from cost associated with 
the next set of projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC

(7) Change Cost Allocation Percentages. RSC, SPP BOD & FERC
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RCAR I Lessons 
Learned
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RCAR I Lessons Learned
• At the conclusion of the RCAR I and at the 

recommendation of the RARTF Report potential 
improvements to the RCAR process were evaluated

• Six stakeholders provided substantive comments that 
were addressed by the RARTF

• The RCAR Lessons Learned Report 
 RARTF approved unanimously – March 31, 2014
 MOPC endorsed unanimously – April 16, 2014
 RSC endorsed unanimously – April 28, 2014
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Stakeholder Comments and Suggestions

SPP Stakeholder Date of 
Submission

Southwestern Public Service Company 
(SPS) November 18, 2013

Omaha Public Power District (OPPD) November 18, 2013

Lincoln Electric System (LES) November 18, 2013

Missouri Public Service Commission 
(MoPSC) November 20, 2013

City Utilities of Springfield (CUS) November 21, 2013

Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL) December 6, 201324133 of 292



Stakeholder Comments and Suggestions

25

Stakeholder
Entity

Area of Comment or Suggestion

Metrics/Allocation Modeling Remedy NTC/ATP PTP Offset Sched/Process Total

CUS 2 4 1 1 8

LES 2 1 3

OPPD 2 1 4 2 9

SPS 1 4 5

KCPL 2 2 1 1 1 1 8

MoPSC 1 1 2

TOTALS 9 6 8 2 6 4 35134 of 292



Recommendations

• Recommendation #1
 The recommendations contained in this Lessons

Learned Report should be incorporated and used by
SPP staff when conducting the RCAR II assessment of
the SPP Highway/Byway.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #2
 That the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG)

continues to review the benefits contained in the
Metrics Task Force (MTF) Report that were
approved through the SPP stakeholder process in
2012. This review should be established to provide
SPP stakeholders the opportunity to offer wide-
ranging improvements to the benefits contained in
the MTF Report. Any changes or improvements to
the benefits shall be presented to the ESWG, RARTF,
MOPC, and RSC for recommendation to the BOD for
approval by the July 2014 meeting cycle.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #3
 That the ESWG continue to review the benefits

contained in the MTF Report that were approved
through the SPP stakeholder process in 2012. This
review should provide SPP stakeholders the
opportunity to suggest which benefits should be
included in future RCAR reports. Any changes or
improvements to the benefits shall be presented to
the ESWG, RARTF, MOPC, and RSC for
recommendation to the BOD for approval by the July
2014 meeting cycle.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #4
 That SPP staff continue to work with the SPP

Transmission Working Group (TWG) and ESWG to
improve models used for RCAR II. This effort should
provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to offer or
suggest improvements to models used in future
RCAR reports. Any changes or improvements to the
models should be vetted by the TWG and ESWG as
appropriate. These changes or improvements
should also be in alignment with the ten guiding
principles contained in the RARTF Report.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #5
 That SPP staff utilize, to the maximum extent

possible, models used in the Integrated
Transmission Plan 10-year planning horizon
assessment (ITP10) for RCAR II. Conducting the
ITP10 and RCAR II processes in parallel should allow
leveraging of models and promote consistency and
efficiency in the model vetting process. This
measure could reduce cost and help to eliminate
redundancy of efforts between SPP staff and
stakeholders.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #6
 That SPP staff evaluate remedies for zones below the

threshold in the Notification to Construct (NTC)-only
review for RCAR II.
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Recommendations
• Recommendation #7
 That SPP staff continue to work with SPP stakeholders

to find ways to improve upon calculating Point to Point
(PTP) revenue credits for RCAR II. This effort should
provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to suggest
improvements to PTP revenue credits calculations for
use in future RCAR reports that most closely align with
SPP’s OATT. Additionally, by updating how PTP
revenue credits are projected with up-to-date
information, SPP staff will be using “the most up[-]to[-]
date and best available information,” consistent with
Principle 3 contained in the RARTF Report. Any
changes or improvements to the PTP projection
methodology should be vetted by the RARTF and
RTWG as it was handled during the RCAR I Report in
an open and transparent manner that will enable the
participation of SPP stakeholders. 32141 of 292



Recommendations

• Recommendation #8
 That the RARTF and SPP stakeholder-approved 0.8

benefit to cost ratio threshold continue to be the
basis to determine when it is warranted for
members to request and for SPP staff to
subsequently study possible remedies as stated in
Section 4.1 of the RARTF Report. Additionally, the
RARTF recommends that if RCAR II shows that a zone
is above the 0.8 threshold, but below a 1.0 benefit to
cost ratio, that this analysis should be used and
considered as a part of SPP’s transmission planning
process in the future.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #9
 That SPP staff continue to update and brief the

RARTF throughout the RCAR II analysis and seek
guidance from the RARTF when input from SPP
stakeholders is necessary for SPP staff to complete
RCAR II.
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Recommendations

• Recommendation #10
 That SPP make a filing with the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission (FERC) to amend
Attachment J, Section III.D.2 to read as follows:

For each review conducted in accordance with
Section III.D.1, the Transmission Provider shall
determine the cost allocation impacts of the Base
Plan Upgrades approved for construction with
Notifications to Construct issued after June 19, 2010
to each pricing Zone within the SPP Region.
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RCAR II RESULTS
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RCAR II– B/C Ratio
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Work with Deficient Zone

• City Utilities of Springfield
 Staff has worked with CUS to address remedy 

options
 CUS has expressed interest in Remedy #2
 Issuance of NTCs for selected new upgrades

 CUS will be focused on upcoming planning 
processes
 2017 ITP10 (January 2017)
 Seams Study with AECI (End of 2016)
 Seams Study with MISO (TBD)

 Another option would be for the SPP BOD to direct a 
High Priority Study for the CUS area
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Other Zones

• Two additional zones are above the 0.8 
threshold but below the 1.0
 OPPD and Empire
 RARTF Report and Lessons Learned both stated that 

zones above the threshold but below 1.0; “that this 
analysis should be used and considered as a part of 
SPP’s transmission planning process in the future.”
 Staff will work with both in upcoming planning 

processes to address needs and solutions for OPPD 
and Empire
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Recommendation
• Staff recommends that the RSC approve the RCAR II 

Report as drafted by staff.
 Report has been reviewed by the RTWG on July 5, 2016 as 

required in Att. J.
 RTWG Motion: Received and reviewed RCRA II Report and agrees 

that it meets the terms of the Tariff.  (Unanimous)

 Report was reviewed by the RARTF on July 8, 2016
 Report was reviewed my MOPC on July 11-12, 2016
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RCAR II Lessons 
Learned Timeline
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Objective

42

• Provide stakeholders an opportunity to address potential 
improvements to the RCAR process

• Provide formal process of communication.

• Same Process used after RCAR I.
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Lessons Learned Process
• Feedback must be provided on standard template

 Posted on June 30, 2016

• Feedback form should be emailed to Ben Bright 
(bbright@spp.org)

• Feedback is due by August 5, 2016

• All items will be presented and discussed with the 
RARTF

• A formal Lessons Learned Report will be published and 
approved by the RARTF, MOPC and RSC.
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Proposed RCAR II Lessons Learned Timeline

• July 11- August 5 – Stakeholder comment/suggestion  period 

• August 8–26 – SPP will prepare straw proposal for RARTF review

• September 5-9 – Proposed RARTF call to discuss feedback and 
suggestions

• September 12-26 – Finalize proposal for RARTF

• October 3-5 – Proposed RARTF meeting to finalize Lessons Learned 
Report

• October 11-12 – MOPC review/approval of RCAR Lessons Learned Report

• October 24 – RSC review/approval of RCAR Lessons Learned Report
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Questions???
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report contains the results of the second Regional Cost Allocation Review (RCAR II) of 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.’s (SPP) Highway/Byway transmission cost allocation methodology 

in accordance with Attachment J, Section III.D of SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff 

(OATT).  

The analyses contained in this RCAR II Report (the RCAR Report) were conducted based on the 

recommendations of the Regional Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF) approved by SPP 

stakeholders in January 2012 (the RARTF Report) and the RCAR I Lessons Learned Report 

approved in April 2014. These analyses included the calculation of ten out of thirteen benefits 

approved by SPP’s Metrics Task Force (MTF), Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG), 

Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC), as well as the Members Committee and 

Board of Directors (Board) in 2012 and in July 2014. 

When conducting the RCAR II, SPP staff applied nine of the ten principles contained in the 

RARTF Report
1
:  

 Simplicity 

 Acknowledgment of the “roughly commensurate” legal standard 

 Equity over time 

 Use of the best quantifiable information available 

 Consistency 

 Transparency 

 Stakeholder input 

 Use of real dollars values 

 Inclusion in the review of SPP Board approved transmission projects.
2
  

Applying these principles the RCAR Report demonstrates a 2.46:1 overall benefit to cost (B/C) 

ratio to the region for projects approved for construction since June 2010 under the 

Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology. This shows a strong increase from the RCAR I 

analysis, which showed a 1.39:1 B/C for projects issued an NTC since June 2010.  

The assessment shows, for projects approved for construction since June 2010: 

 One zone was below the .80 threshold established by the RARTF 

 Two additional zones were greater than the .80 threshold but below 1.0 

                                                 

 
1
 In the RCAR I Lessons Learned the RARTF agreed to not include Principle 8 in the RCAR II analysis. This is 

further explained in Section 3 of this report. The RARTF agreed to use all projects approved for construction as of 

October 1, 2015 for the RCAR II analysis. See July 8, 2015 RARTF Meeting minutes; 

https://www.spp.org/documents/29110/rartf%20minutes%2020150708%20draft.pdf  
2
 Attachment J, Section III.D.3 of SPP’s OATT. 

159 of 292

https://www.spp.org/documents/29110/rartf%20minutes%2020150708%20draft.pdf


6 

 

 The remaining fourteen zones were above a 1.0 B/C ratio.  

Additionally, the RARTF Report recommends two next steps:  

 In order to provide a potential remedy, SPP Staff will assist City Utilities of Springfield 

(CUS) efforts to participate in the upcoming SPP planning processes. The upcoming 

studies are the 2017 ITP10, Seams Planning Study with AECI and a proposed Seams 

Planning Study with the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO). Should 

these planning processes not provide benefits to the CUS zone; Staff will work with the 

RARTF and the stakeholder process to request the SPP Board to initiate a High Priority 

study to evaluate the system needs and solutions for the Springfield zone. 

 

 That the RARTF begin a process to evaluate “lessons learned” from SPP’s RCAR II 

Report and finalize “suggested improvements” to the RCAR process. This 

recommendation will allow any improvements to be incorporated into the next RCAR 

process and will be in accordance with Section 7.1 of the RARTF Report.  
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BACKGROUND 

In approving SPP’s Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology, the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) also approved a requirement that SPP review the 

“reasonableness of the regional allocation methodology and factors (X% and Y%) and the zonal 

allocation methodology at least once every three years.”
3
 This review is required to “determine 

the cost allocation impacts of the Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction issued after June 

19, 2010 to each pricing Zone within the SPP Region.”
4
 Thus, the purpose of this analysis is to 

measure by zone the cost allocation impacts of SPP’s Highway/Byway methodology.  

The review is hereinafter referred to as the “Regional Cost Allocation Review” or “RCAR”. 

RCAR I was completed in 2013. 

SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (tariff or OATT) requires that “the MOPC and Regional 

State Committee (RSC) will define the analytical methods to be used” in conducting the RCAR.
5
 

As a result, the Regional Allocation Review Task Force (RARTF) was created as part of the SPP 

stakeholder process to develop the analytical methods used for the review. 

The original RARTF membership included three representatives from the RSC, three SPP 

Members, and one member from the independent Board. RARTF members were jointly 

appointed by then RSC President Jeff Davis and then MOPC Chairman Bill Dowling who were 

serving in these capacities at the time. The members of the original RARTF were:  

Original RARTF Members 

Chairman Michael Siedschlag Nebraska Public Review Board 
Vice-Chairman Richard Ross  American Electric Power 

Commissioner Thomas Wright  Kansas Corporation Commission 
Commissioner Olan Reeves  Arkansas Public Service Commission 

Bary Warren  The Empire District Electric Company 
Philip Crissup  Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 
Harry Skilton  SPP Board of Directors 

Pursuant to the mandate in the RARTF charter, the group prepared a report that recommended 

how to define the analytical methods to be used in the RCAR. In January 2012, the RARTF 

Report was approved unanimously by the RARTF, RSC, MOPC, Members Committee, and 

Board.  

                                                 

 
3
 Attachment J, Section III.D.1 of SPP’s OATT. 

4
 Attachment J, Section III.D.2 of SPP’s OATT.  

5
 Attachment J, Section III.D.4(i) of SPP’s OATT. 
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After the initial RCAR was completed, the MOPC and RSC agreed to expand the RARTF’s 

membership to include an additional representative from both the MOPC and RSC. This change 

allowed for more continuity of the group as members of the RSC change from time to time. In 

July 2013, then RSC President Olan Reeves and then MOPC Chairman Rob Janssen appointed 

new members to the RARTF. The group’s roster was then as follows: 

RARTF Members as of July 2013 

Chairman Olan Reeves Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Vice-Chairman Richard Ross  American Electric Power 
Commissioner Shari Albrecht  Kansas Corporation Commission 
Commissioner Steve Lichter  Nebraska Power Review Board 
Commissioner Steve Stoll Missouri Public Service Commission 

Bary Warren  The Empire District Electric Company 
Philip Crissup  Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

Bill Grant Xcel Energy/SPS 
Harry Skilton  SPP Board of Directors 

In January 2014, Commissioner Olan Reeves left the Arkansas Public Service Commission 

(APSC) and was replaced on the RARTF by Commissioner Lamar Davis of the APSC. At this 

time Commissioner Steve Stoll assumed the role of Chairman of the RARTF. 

RARTF Members as of February 2014 

Chairman Steve Stoll Missouri Public Service Commission 
Vice-Chairman Richard Ross  American Electric Power 
Commissioner Shari Albrecht  Kansas Corporation Commission 
Commissioner Steve Lichter  Nebraska Power Review Board 
Commissioner Lamar Davis Arkansas Public Service Commission 

Bary Warren  The Empire District Electric Company 
Philip Crissup  Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

Bill Grant Xcel Energy/SPS 
Harry Skilton  SPP Board of Directors 

The membership and roles of the RARTF remained unchanged through the completion of the 

RCAR II. 
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RCAR I 

In October 2013, SPP Staff completed RCAR I, and stakeholder groups — including the 

Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG), RSC
6
 and MOPC

7
 — reviewed and voted on its 

results.  

The RCAR I consisted of two separate analyses: 

 Projects that had received NTCs since June 2010 

 Projects that had received NTCs since June 2010 plus authorization to plan (ATP) 

projects needed within 10 years.  

It is noteworthy that not all of the approved benefit metrics were monetized in RCAR I. The B/C 

results from RCAR I can be found at spp.org.
8
 

RCAR I Lessons Learned 

At the conclusion of RCAR I, SPP Staff led stakeholders in a formal lessons-learned process to 

develop a list of improvements to be implemented in the next RCAR analysis. The concept of the 

RCAR I Lessons Learned Report (Lessons Learned Report) was first raised in the 2012 RARTF 

Report and further detailed in the RCAR I endorsed by SPP stakeholders in 2013.  

The purpose of the Lessons Learned Report is to evaluate lessons learned from RCAR I and 

make suggested improvements to the RCAR process. A final Lessons Learned Report was 

adopted by the RARTF on March 31, 2014 after receiving and reviewing stakeholder comments 

and suggestions over a six-month period. These recommendations have been incorporated into 

the RCAR II process.  

To initiate the lessons-learned process, SPP staff sought stakeholder comments and suggestions. 

Responses were received from the following SPP stakeholder groups: 

 

SPP Stakeholder Group Date of Submission 

Southwestern Public Service Company (SPS) November 18, 2013 

Omaha Public Power District (OPPD) November 18, 2013 

Lincoln Electric System (LES) November 18, 2013 

Missouri Public Service Commission (MoPSC) November 20, 2013 

City Utilities of Springfield (CUS) November 21, 2013 

Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL) December 6, 2013 

                                                 

 
6
 See “RSC Minutes 10/28/13” at page 4; http://www.spp.org/documents/21575/rsc102813.pdf.  

7
 See “MOPC Meeting Minutes & Attachments October 15-16, 2013” at page 5; 

http://www.spp.org/documents/21032/mopc%20meeting%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20october%2015-

16,%202013.pdf  
8
 See RCAR I Final Report at; http://www.spp.org/documents/37781/rcar%20report%20final%20clean.pdf.  
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The chart below summarizes  stakeholders’ comments and suggestions.  

 

Stakeholder 
Entity 

Area of Comment or Suggestion 

Metrics/ 
Allocation 

Modeling Remedy NTC/ATP PTP Offset Sched/ 
Process 

Total 

CUS 2  4  1 1 8 

LES 2  1    3 

OPPD 2  1  4 2 9 

SPS 1 4     5 

KCPL 2 2 1 1 1 1 8 

MoPSC   1 1   2 

Totals 9 6 8 2 6 4 35 

 

On February 3, 2014, the RARTF reviewed stakeholders’ suggestions for improving the RCAR 

process
9
, then met on March 3 in Dallas, Texas to begin finalizing the RARTF Lessons Learned 

Report after the completion of RCAR I.
10

 

 

On March 24 the RARTF held a conference call to finalize stakeholder recommendations and 

approve the RARTF Lessons Learned Report. Once approved by the RARTF, this report was 

posted publicly and shared with the appropriate SPP working groups. 

After reviewing and considering the comments and suggestions from SPP stakeholders, the 

RARTF has adopted ten “lessons learned” to be incorporated into the RCAR II process. These 

recommendations are: 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 1: 

 

That the principles and the detailed guidance provided to SPP staff in conducting 

RCAR I were a major success of the SPP stakeholder process with meaningful 

stakeholder input. Notwithstanding this success, improvements to the RCAR 

process can be made as SPP staff begins to analyze the Highway/Byway for 

RCAR II. As a result, the RARTF recommends that the January 2012 RARTF 

Report continue to be the basis upon which SPP staff conducts the RCAR II 

analysis with the exception of, or additions to, the recommendations contained in 

this Lessons Learned Report. The recommendations contained in this Lessons 

Learned Report should be incorporated and used by SPP staff when conducting 

the RCAR II assessment of the SPP Highway/Byway. 

                                                 

 
9
 More than thirty-five SPP stakeholders participated in the RARTF’s February 3, 2014 call. 

10
 More than thirty-five SPP stakeholders participated in the RARTF’s March 3, 2014 in-person meeting. 
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LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 2: 

 

That the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) continues to review the 

benefits contained in the Metrics Task Force (MTF) Report that were approved 

through the SPP stakeholder process in 2012. This review should be established to 

provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to offer wide-ranging improvements to 

the benefits contained in the MTF Report. Any changes or improvements to the 

benefits shall be presented to the ESWG, RARTF, MOPC, and RSC for 

recommendation to the BOD for approval by the July 2014 meeting cycle.
11

 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 3: 

 

That the ESWG continue to review the benefits contained in the MTF Report that 

were approved through the SPP stakeholder process in 2012. This review should 

provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to suggest which benefits should be 

included in future RCAR reports. Any changes or improvements to the benefits 

shall be presented to the ESWG, RARTF, MOPC, and RSC for recommendation 

to the BOD for approval by the July 2014 meeting cycle.
12

 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 4: 

That SPP staff continue to work with the SPP Transmission Working Group 

(TWG) and ESWG to improve models used for RCAR II. This effort should 

provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to offer or suggest improvements to 

models used in future RCAR reports. Any changes or improvements to the 

models should be vetted by the TWG and ESWG as appropriate. These changes 

or improvements should also be in alignment with the ten guiding principles 

contained in the RARTF Report. 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 5: 

 

That SPP staff utilize, to the maximum extent possible, models used in the 

Integrated Transmission Plan 10-year planning horizon assessment (ITP10) for 

RCAR II. Conducting the ITP10 and RCAR II processes in parallel should allow 

leveraging of models and promote consistency and efficiency in the model vetting 

process. This measure could reduce cost and help to eliminate redundancy of 

efforts between SPP staff and stakeholders. 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 6: 

 

                                                 

 
11

 Per Lessons Learned Recommendation No. 3, SPP Board of Directors approved changes to Benefit Metrics on 

July 29, 2014. See, http://www.spp.org/documents/22963/bocmc%20minutes%20072914.pdf.  
12

 Per Lessons Learned Recommendation No. 3, SPP Board of Directors approved changes to Benefit Metrics on 

July 29, 2014. See, http://www.spp.org/documents/22963/bocmc%20minutes%20072914.pdf.  
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That SPP staff evaluate remedies for zones below the threshold in the Notification 

to Construct (NTC)-only review for RCAR II.
13

 

 

 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 7: 

 

That SPP staff continue to work with SPP stakeholders to find ways to improve 

upon calculating Point to Point (PTP) revenue credits for RCAR II. This effort 

should provide SPP stakeholders the opportunity to suggest improvements to PTP 

revenue credits calculations for use in future RCAR reports that most closely 

align with SPP’s OATT. Additionally, by updating how PTP revenue credits are 

projected with up-to-date information, SPP staff will be using “the most up [-] to 

[-] date and best available information,” consistent with Principle 3 contained in 

the RARTF Report. Any changes or improvements to the PTP projection 

methodology should be vetted by the RARTF and RTWG as it was handled 

during the RCAR I Report in an open and transparent manner that will enable the 

participation of SPP stakeholders.
14

  

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 8: 

 

That the RARTF and SPP stakeholder-approved 0.8 benefit to cost ratio threshold 

continue to be the basis to determine when it is warranted for members to request 

and for SPP staff to subsequently study possible remedies as stated in Section 4.1 

of the RARTF Report. Additionally, the RARTF recommends that if RCAR II 

shows that a zone is above the 0.8 threshold, but below a 1.0 benefit to cost ratio, 

that this analysis should be used and considered as a part of SPP’s transmission 

planning process in the future. 

LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 9: 

 

That SPP staff continue to update and brief the RARTF throughout the RCAR II 

analysis and seek guidance from the RARTF when input from SPP stakeholders is 

necessary for SPP staff to complete RCAR II.
15

 

                                                 

 
13

 Following the completion of the first draft of the RCAR II Report, SPP Staff has begun communications with City 

of Springfield, the only deficient zone in the RCAR II analysis. 
14

 Per Lessons Learned Recommendation No. 7, SPP Staff facilitated a stakeholder process to develop revisions of 

the SPP Tariff for the purposes of clarifying and ensuring consistency in the treatment of PTP revenue credits for 

calculating rates. This set of revisions allows PTP revenue credits to be projected in a more reliable manner in the 

RCAR analysis. The Tariff revisions were ultimately approved by SPP’s Board of Directors and the FERC. See, 

FERC DOCKET NO. ER16-165.  
15

 SPP Staff implemented Lessons Learned No. 9 by facilitating 12 meetings with the RARTF since August 13, 

2014.  Agendas and minutes for RARTF meetings can be found at:  

http://www.spp.org/organizational-groups/board-of-directorsmembers-committee/markets-and-operations-policy-

committee/regional-allocation-review-task-force/  
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LESSONS LEARNED RECOMMENDATION NO. 10: 

 

That SPP make a filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

to amend Attachment J, Section III.D.2 to read as follows: 

For each review conducted in accordance with Section III.D.1, the 

Transmission Provider shall determine the cost allocation impacts 

of the Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction with 

Notifications to Construct issued after June 19, 2010 to each 

pricing Zone within the SPP Region.
16

  

The Lessons Learned were adopted by the RARTF on March 31, 2014 and also reviewed and 

approved by the RSC and MOPC
17

 to be implemented in RCAR II. This filing was approved by 

FERC on December 22, 2014. 

  

                                                 

 
16

 SPP Staff facilitated Lessons Learned No. 10 through SPP’s stakeholder process which was ultimately approved 

by the SPP Board of Directors and FERC. See, FERC Docket: ER15-307. 
17

 See RARTF approval of RCAR I Lessons Learned items at page 1 of March 31, 2014 minutes; 

http://www.spp.org/documents/22238/rartf%20meeting%20minutes%2031%20march%202014%20draftgf.pdf  
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SECTION 1:  OVERVIEW OF THE RARTF AND RCAR REVIEW 

The next sections of the RCAR II Report highlight the implementation the RARTF Final Report 

as modified by RCAR I Lessons Learned Report. 

1.1 Overview of SPP Tariff Requirements to Perform the RCAR Review  

Attachment J, Section III.D to the SPP OATT establishes a four-step process for the RCAR 

analysis. These steps are: 

Step 1: One year prior to each three-year planning cycle (starting in 2013) 

the MOPC and RSC will define the analytical methods to be used 

under Section III.D and suggest adjustments to the RSC and Board 

of Directors on any imbalanced zonal cost allocation in the SPP 

footprint.
18

 

Step 2: For each RCAR conducted in accordance with Section III.D.1, the 

Transmission Provider shall determine the cost allocation impacts 

of the Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction
19

 issued after 

June 19, 2010 to each pricing Zone within the SPP Region. The 

Transmission Provider in collaboration with the RSC shall 

determine the cost allocation impacts utilizing the analysis 

specified in Section III.8.e of Attachment O and the results 

produced by the analytical methods defined pursuant to Section 

III.D.4(i) of Attachment J to the SPP OATT.
20

 

Step 3: The Transmission Provider shall review the results of the cost 

allocation analysis with SPP’s Regional Tariff Working Group 

(RTWG), MOPC, and the RSC. The Transmission Provider shall 

publish the results of the cost allocation impact analysis and any 

corresponding presentations on the SPP website.
21

 

Step 4: The Transmission Provider shall request the RSC provide its 

recommendations, if any, to adjust or change the costs allocated 

under this Attachment J if the results of the analysis show an 

imbalanced cost allocation in one or more Zones.
22

 

 

                                                 

 
18

 Id. 
19

 Based on Lessons Learned #9 and approved by FERC in Docket: ER15-307 
20

 Attachment J, Section III.D.2 of SPP’s OATT. 
21

 Attachment J, Section III.D.3 of SPP’s OATT. 
22

 Attachment J, Section III.D.4 of SPP’s OATT. 
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1.2 Overview of RARTF Charter  

In addition to SPP’s tariff requirements, the RARTF’s charter defined further additional work 

and deliverables for the group. Specifically, the charter states: 

The RARTF will make final recommendations to the MOPC and 

the RSC regarding the analytical methods to be used to review the 

reasonableness of the regional allocation methodology for the 

approval of both the MOPC and RSC. In addition to developing 

the analytical methods to be used in the analysis, the RARTF will 

provide SPP Staff guidance as to the Task Force’s expectation for 

the threshold for an unreasonable impact or cumulative inequity. 

The RARTF shall prepare and issue the report by December 20, 

2011. 

The charter also defined key deliverables for the RARTF: 

The RARTF scope of work and key deliverables include the 

following:  

 

1. Development of and recommendation for a methodology to be 

used to determine the current and cumulative long-term 

equity/inequity of the currently effective cost allocation for 

transmission construction/upgrade projects on each SPP Pricing 

Zone and/or Balancing Authority.  

 

2. Develop a recommendation regarding a threshold for 

determining an unreasonable impact or cumulative inequity on an 

SPP Pricing Zone or Balancing Authority. 

 

3. Develop a list of possible solutions for SPP staff to study for any 

unreasonable impacts or cumulative inequities on an SPP Pricing 

Zone or Balancing Authority.  

 

4. Final report containing such recommendations to be prepared 

and issued by December 20, 2011.  

1.3 Overview of Legal Standards  

Pursuant to the RARTF charter, the group has been tasked to “[d]evelop a recommendation 

regarding a threshold for determining an unreasonable impact or cumulative inequity on an SPP 

Pricing Zone or Balancing Authority.” In researching and discussing how to establish a 

threshold, SPP staff and the RARTF reviewed and considered the legal significance and 

relevance of the roughly commensurate standard as articulated by the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Seventh Circuit (“Seventh Circuit”) and the FERC. The roughly commensurate 
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standard is the Seventh Circuit’s and FERC’s interpretation of the just and reasonable standard as 

applied to regional cost allocation for transmission facilities.  

 

The term “roughly commensurate” was used for the first time in association with electric 

transmission facilities by the Seventh Circuit in Illinois Commerce Commission v. FERC (“ICC 

I”)
23

 and was subsequently used and elaborated on in two other Seventh Circuit cases also named 

Illinois Commerce Commission v. FERC.
24

  

 

Specifically, the Seventh Circuit stated that FERC may approve a cost allocation mechanism that 

does not perfectly match costs and benefits, even if FERC cannot precisely quantify the benefits, 

provided that FERC has “an articulable and plausible reason to believe that the benefits are at 

least roughly commensurate with” the costs a customer would pay under the cost allocation 

methodology.
25

  

 

Following the ICC I opinion, FERC cited the Seventh Circuit’s roughly commensurate standard 

in approving SPP’s Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology,
26

 MISO’s MVP cost 

allocation,
27

 and California Independent System Operator Corporation’s convergence bidding 

proposal.
28

 Additionally, in Order No. 1000,
29

 FERC established several cost allocation 

principles for regional and interregional transmission facilities, including a principle that: 

 

The cost of transmission facilities must be allocated to those within the 

transmission planning region that benefit from those facilities in a manner that is 

                                                 

 
23

 576 F.3d 470 (7th Cir. 2009). In this case, the Seventh Circuit remanded FERC orders approving 100% region-

wide cost allocation for extra high voltage transmission facilities in PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”), on the 

basis that FERC did not demonstrate that the cost allocation proposal allocated costs to utilities in the western 

portion of PJM on a basis “roughly commensurate” with the benefits that those utilities would realize from extra 

high voltage transmission facilities built in the eastern portion of PJM. 

24
 721 F.3d 764 (7th Cir. 2013) (affirming FERC orders approving the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, 

Inc.’s (“MISO”) “multi-value project” (“MVP”) regional cost allocation) (“ICC II”); 756 F.3d 556 (7th Cir. 2014) 

(remanding for a second time FERC’s orders approving PJM’s region-wide cost allocation for extra high voltage 

transmission facilities) (“ICC III”). 

25
 ICC I, 476 F.3d at 477; see also ICC II, 721 F.3d at 775. 

26
 Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 131 FERC ¶ 61,252, at PP 78, 98 (2010), order denying reh’g, 137 FERC ¶ 61,075 

(2011). 

27
 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 133 FERC ¶ 61,221, at P 200 (2010), order on reh’g, 137 

FERC ¶ 61,074 (2011). 

28
 Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator, Corp., 133 FERC ¶ 61,039, at P 64 (2010), order denying reh’g, 134 FERC ¶ 61,070 

(2011). 

29
 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating Public Utilities, Order 

No. 1000, 2008–2013 FERC Stats. & Regs., Regs. Preambles ¶ 31,323 (2011), order on reh’g & clarification, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132, order on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 (2012), 

aff’d sub nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41 (D.C. Cir. 2014), reh’g denied en banc, 2014 U.S. App. 

LEXIS 19968 (D.C. Cir. Oct. 17, 2014). 
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at least roughly commensurate with estimated benefits. In determining the 

beneficiaries of transmission facilities, a regional transmission planning process 

may consider benefits including, but not limited to, the extent to which 

transmission facilities, individually or in the aggregate, provide for maintaining 

reliability and sharing reserves, production cost savings and congestion relief, 

and/or meeting Public Policy Requirements.
30

 

 

Since issuing Order No. 1000, FERC repeatedly has cited the roughly commensurate standard in 

acting on various utility cost allocation proposals. Additionally, SPP staff notes that various 

FERC and court precedents, both before and after the ICC line of cases, articulate certain 

principles that a cost allocation method must satisfy. These include (but are not limited to):  

 A cost allocation mechanism may track costs less than perfectly.  

 A cost allocation mechanism need not calculate benefits to the last penny or, for that 

matter, to the last million or ten million or perhaps hundred million dollars.  

 A pricing scheme may not require payments from those that derive no benefits or benefits 

that are trivial in relation to the costs.  

 Rates must reflect, to some degree, the costs actually caused by the customer who must 

pay them.  

 Benefits do not necessarily need to be quantified, but there must be an articulable and 

plausible reason to believe that benefits received by customers are at least roughly 

commensurate with the costs allocated to customers.  

 FERC must compare the costs assessed against a party to the burdens imposed or benefits 

drawn by that party. 

 A cost allocation method need not be perfect, but in fact can be crude; if crude is all that 

is possible, it will have to suffice. 

 While not requiring exacting precision, the roughly commensurate standard requires 

“some effort” to quantify or otherwise show benefits. 

From these principles, the RARTF determined that “roughly commensurate” does not necessarily 

mean net cost-beneficial to each customer. Thus, something less than a 1.0 B/C ratio may 

comply with the standard.  

 

FERC has said, “the question becomes not whether the Highway/Byway methodology matches 

cost to the benefits on a utility-by-utility or zone-by-zone basis, but whether it will provide 

sufficient benefits to the entire SPP region to justify a regional allocation of costs.”
31

 

                                                 

 
30

 Id. at P 622. The United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld Order No. 1000 in its 

entirety, including this cost allocation principle, in 2014. S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41 (2014), reh’g 

denied en banc, 2014 U.S. App. LEXIS 19968 (D.C. Cir. Oct. 17, 2014). 

31
 Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 61,075 at P 26 (emphasis added). Indeed, in ICC II, the Seventh Circuit 

rejected arguments by certain customers that the allocation of MVP costs to them was not just and reasonable 
(footnote continued) 
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The conclusions drawn in both the RARTF and RCAR I reports consider the ICC and related 

cases as well as subsequent FERC orders citing the Seventh Circuit’s roughly commensurate 

standard.  

1.4 Cost Allocation Challenges for Transmission Upgrades  

The allocation of costs for public projects with significant and widespread public benefits is a 

complex matter. This is particularly true for electric transmission projects, as stated by FERC: 

Determining the costs and benefits of adding transmission 

infrastructure to the grid is a complex process, particularly for 

projects that affect multiple systems and therefore may have 

multiple beneficiaries. At the same time, the expansion of regional 

power markets and the increasing adoption of renewable energy 

requirements have led to a growing need for transmission projects 

that cross multiple utility and RTO systems. There are few rate 

structures in place today that provide the allocation and recovery of 

costs for these intersystem projects, creating significant risk for 

developers that they will have no identified group of customers 

from which to recover the cost of their investment.
32

 

The RARTF noted the difficulties of implementing cost allocation methods for transmission 

projects. The RCAR I and RCAR II Reports reflect the RARTF’s reasoned, sound, and well-

established methods endorsed by SPP stakeholders in January 2012 with the adoption of the 

RARTF Report as well as RCAR I Lessons Learned Report in 2014.  

  

                                                 

 
because MISO and FERC had failed to show that the projects will confer benefits greater than their costs and 

because FERC failed to compare costs and benefits of the MVPs on a subregion-by-subregion or utility-by-utility 

basis. See ICC II, 721 F.3d at 774 (“It’s impossible to allocate these cost savings with any precision across MISO 

members.”). In addition, the Seventh Circuit very recently upheld FERC’s decision to approve a MISO cost 

allocation method for reliability projects that allocates 100% of the costs to the pricing zone(s) in which a facility is 

located, even though some other zones may receive some benefit from the facilities. See MISO Transmission 

Owners v. FERC, 2016 U.S. App. LEXIS 6279, at *15-16 (7th Cir. Apr. 6, 2016) (“But FERC’s calculations suggest 

that the spillover of benefits to other zones is modest enough to make the local allocation of costs “roughly 

commensurate” with the allocation of benefits.”) (citing ICC I, 576 F.3d at 477). 

 

32
 Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890, Notice of Request for Comments at 5, Docket No. 

AD09-8-000 (Oct. 8, 2009). 
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SECTION 2:  SPP’S HIGHWAY/BYWAY COST ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY 

2.1  Highway/Byway Summarized 

The RSC established the Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology that was subsequently 

approved by FERC.
33

  

The Highway/Byway methodology assigns 100% of all 300+ kV transmission upgrades’ annual 

transmission revenue requirement (ATRR) to the SPP zones on a regional basis using the load 

ratio share (LRS), as a percentage of the whole of regional loads, of each zone multiplied by the 

total ATRR of the new upgrade.  

New upgrades with a voltage rating between 100 kV and 300 kV are allocated 33% to all zones 

in the region on a LRS basis and 67% to the host zone’s transmission customers (TCs).  

New upgrades under 100 kV are allocated 100% to the TCs of the host zone.  

Figure 2.1 

Highway/Byway Cost Allocation Overview

 

The ATRRs assigned to the zones are collected from their respective TCs using the previous 

year’s 12-month coincident peak LRS.  

Cost allocation of new construction is defined in Attachment J of the OATT. The recovery of the 

ATRR is through OATT Schedule 11 and booked by each zone in OATT Attachment H. 

Additionally, these costs are offset by point-to-point (PTP) revenues collected by SPP for 

transmission service sold on the SPP system.  

Once PTP revenues are collected, they offset the amount zones pay under Highway/Byway as 

provided for in OATT Attachment L.  

As described in the RCAR I Lessons Learned Section above, per Lessons Learned No. 7, PTP 

revenues have been offset for the RCAR II analysis as approved by FERC in Docket Number 

ER16-165. 

                                                 

 
33

 Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 61,075 (2011). 

Upgrade Voltage Region Pays Local Zone Pays

>300 kV 100% 0%

100 - 300 kV 33% 67%

<100 kV 0% 100%
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Via a settlement agreement in FERC Docket EL14-21, MISO and NRG, Inc. pay SPP 

transmission owners for the use of SPP transmission facilities. The revenue has been allocated 

per the methodology conditionally approved by FERC in ER16-791-111.
34

  

                                                 

 
34

 FERC has approved this revenue distribution methodology, subject to refund, and set it for hearing and settlement 

judge procedures and is currently in settlement discussions.  
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SECTION 3:  RECOMMENDED REVIEW METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Principles that Guided How SPP Staff Conducted the RCAR II Review 

Following research, stakeholder input and extensive discussion, the RARTF Report defined ten 

key principles to guide SPP staff in conducting RCAR analyses:  

(1) Simplicity - The RCAR should be as simple as possible, so that the report is understandable.  

(2) Roughly Commensurate – The RCAR should use the principle of roughly commensurate as 

the legal framework and a guidepost when evaluating the reasonable and long-term equity of 

SPP regional transmission upgrades under the Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology.  

(3) Use Best Information Available – The RCAR should use the most up-to-date and best 

available information for the review. 

(4) Consistency – The RCAR should be consistent. 

(5) Transparency – The assumptions, inputs, and data used in the RCAR should be transparent to 

SPP stakeholders.  

(6) Stakeholder Input - The assumptions, inputs, and data used in the RCAR should be vetted 

through SPP’s open and transparent stakeholder process. 

(7) Real Dollars – The RCAR Analysis and Report should use dollar values of the year in which 

the report will be issued.  

(8) Consideration Given to Certain Plans – The RCAR should give considerations to certain 

plans that have been approved by the Board. This includes projects that have been approved for 

construction since June 2010.
35

  

(9) More Weight should be Given to Nearer Term Projects than Future Projects – Although the 

RCAR should give consideration to certain plans approved by the Board, less weight should be 

given to plans which have been given an ATP as opposed to an NTC.
36

  

(10) Equity Over Time – The RCAR should adhere to the long term view of the Highway/Byway 

cost allocation methodology to strive toward regional cost allocation equity over time.  

 

                                                 

 
35 

At the time the RARTF was developing the methods under which the RCAR I was to be conducted; SPP used a 

concept known as ATPs. After the approval of the RARTF Report, the term ATP was no longer used. Although the 

term ATP is no longer used, SPP staff still followed Principle 8 by including projects with an in-service date of ten 

years or less per the RARTF report when conducting RCAR I. Beginning with RCAR II, pursuant to Lessons 

Learned # 6, only projects “approved by the SPP Board” will be evaluated. See, FERC Docket: ER15-307 
36

 Per Lessons Learn No. 6, the RCAR II analysis only considers projects that have been approved for construction 

by the SPP Board of Directors. As a result, RARTF principal 9 was not used during RCAR II. 
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3.2 Regional Cost Allocation Review Methodologies 

Because the RCAR evaluates projects built under SPP’s Highway/Byway cost allocation 

methodology, the RARTF recommended that certain projects and plans which are approved by 

the Board be evaluated. However, due to the uncertainty of some projects, the RARTF 

recommendation for RCAR I was that emphasis of the review be placed on Board-approved 

plans that have in-service dates ten or fewer years in the future. Only projects approved for 

construction by the BOD Board are analyzed in the RCAR II process per Lesson Learned 6. 

Since approach to analyzing benefits of transmission projects that are either too conservative or 

too broad can be problematic, the RARTF originally proposed a single methodology for 

assessing the benefits and costs of SPP transmission projects under the Highway/Byway cost 

allocation methodology for RCAR I. With this methodology, staff was directed to conduct two 

evaluations to report and assess the impacts of the Highway/Byway cost allocation 

methodology.
37

 Because this philosophy was changed for RCAR II per Lessons Learned 6, only 

one evaluation is conducted for RCAR II. 

3.3 RARTF Recommended Baseline for the Regional Cost Allocation Review 

 

Because the RCAR is for projects that will be built under SPP’s Highway/Byway cost allocation 

methodology, the RARTF recommended that the baseline used to measure the benefits should 

include all projects which were in-service or received an NTC prior to June 2010. The RARTF 

recommended that the baseline used in the first RCAR should be the same baseline used in all 

future reviews. As a result, RCAR II uses the same baseline as RCAR I. 

3.4  RARTF Recommended Calculation of Benefits to Cost Ratios  

The RARTF recommended a methodology in which each assessment uses the aggregate value of 

dollars for all projects studied under the SPP Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology in 

dollars current to the year the review is conducted. Using the aggregate value of dollars instead 

of the average B/C ratios provides a more comprehensive view of the total benefits to individual 

zones over the course of multiple studies. As a result, RCAR II used 2016 dollars. 

                                                 

 
37

 During RCAR I the two evaluations included an assessment of: (1) NTCs: All SPP projects that have been issued 

an NTC since June 2010; and (2) NTCs and Projects within 10 years: All SPP projects that have been issued an NTC 

since June 2010 and all projects that have received an Authorization to Plan (ATP) that have an in-service date of 

ten years or less from the year of the report. 
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3.5  RARTF Recommends Use of a 40-Year Project Evaluation 

To remain consistent with SPP’s tariff, the RARTF recommended using a 40-year assessment to 

evaluate all transmission projects in the RCAR. Pursuant to the tariff, the RARTF recommended 

that the last 20 years of benefits should have a terminal value. As a result, the RCAR II uses a 

40-year assessment. 

3.6  RARTF Recommendation on the Calculation of Costs 

When conducting the RCAR, the RARTF recommended using the most up-to-date ATRR for 

each zone. As a result, RCAR II uses cost from the May 2016 Project Tracking cost update.  

3.7  RARTF Recommendation on Benefits to be calculated 

The RARTF recommended that the set of benefit categories listed below be used in the RCAR 

process. The RARTF further recommended that, before RCAR I was conducted, specific metrics 

be developed to quantify the benefits in dollars using procedures defined by the MOPC through 

the work of the ESWG.  

For metrics without dollar amounts but in other terms (MW, MWh, Tons, etc.), the RARTF 

recommended that the ESWG consider recommending a range of values that can be used to 

monetize those metrics without hard dollar values.  

As part of the benefit evaluation, the RARTF recommended that the RCAR use the most 

conservative or lowest value in any range provided by the ESWG. For metrics that the ESWG 

does not endorse monetizing, the ESWG would not provide a monetized value for use in the 

RCAR process. In defining these benefits, the ESWG and the MOPC should also develop a 

method to distribute these benefits by SPP zones. For benefits that are shared by some zones but 

cannot be distributed to all zones, if the benefited zones agree to an alternative method for 

allocating the benefits, then the agreed upon method will be used. 

When conducting the RCAR, the RARTF recommended using the list of benefits provided in 

their report to assess the B/C ratio. Additionally, the group recommended that the RCAR 

consider the use of any additional benefits that may be defined and quantified in dollar values or 

can be converted into dollar values by the EWSG and approved by the MOPC. As a result, 

RCAR II uses benefits developed by the ESWG and approved by the SPP Board of Directors. 

Prior to the start of 2015 ITP10 and RCAR II, the ESWG
38

 reviewed the calculation and 

allocation processes of all approved benefit metrics; including those approved for RCAR I but 

not monetized in that analysis. The metrics changed from RCAR I were as follows: 

                                                 

 
38

 The ESWG and TWG were assigned MOPC Action Item #222 to finalize the benefits metrics & allocation 

methods for the 2015 ITP10 Portfolio Analysis in the October 15-16, 2013 MOPC Meeting; see Page 5 of the 

MOPC Minutes at 
(footnote continued) 
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 Mitigation of Transmission Outages – The calculation of the benefit remained 

unchanged; however the allocation of the benefit was changed to load-ratio share. This 

allocation methodology was proposed by the ESWG and supported by SPP staff. The 

allocation change was not approved by the MOPC
39

 but was adopted by the Board
40

. 

 

 Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects – The benefit’s calculation remained 

unchanged, but its allocation was changed to a hybrid allocation as follows: 

  
 

This allocation methodology was proposed by the ESWG and supported by SPP staff. 

The allocation change was not approved by the MOPC but was adopted by the Board. 

 Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals - The benefit’s calculation remained 

unchanged, but its allocation was changed to be allocated to zones based on share of 

unmet renewable mandates/goals in state(s) driving policy projects. Both the MOPC and  

Board approved this ESWG recommendation.  

 

 Marginal Energy Losses Benefit – This benefit has been monetized for the first time in 

RCAR II. The benefit value is captured from the Marginal Loss Component of the 

Locational Marginal Price (LMP) and allocated by the physical location of loss savings. 

This benefit calculation and allocation was recommended by the ESWG and approved by 

the MOPC and Board.  

  

 Increased Wheeling Through and Out - This benefit is monetized for the first time in 

RCAR II. The benefit is captured based on a firm service methodology and allocated 

based on tariff specified revenue distribution rules. This benefit calculation and allocation 

was recommended by the ESWG and approved by the MOPC and Board. 

The list of benefits the RARTF recommended to be monetized in the RCAR II were: 

                                                 

 
http://www.spp.org/documents/21032/mopc%20meeting%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20october%2015-

16,%202013.pdf  
39

 See July 15-16, 2014 MOPC Minutes Page 4 at 

http://www.spp.org/documents/22945/mopc%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20july%2015-16,%202014.pdf  
40

 See July 29, 2014 BOD Minutes Page 9 at 

http://www.spp.org/documents/22963/bocmc%20minutes%20072914.pdf  

Upgrade Voltage Allocation

>300 kV
33% System Reconfiguration

66% Load-ratio share

100 - 300 kV
66% System Reconfiguration

33% Load-ratio share

<100 kV 100% System Reconfiguration
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 Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Benefits – APC captures the monetary cost 

associated with fuel prices, run times, grid congestion, ramp rates, energy purchases, 

energy sales, and other factors directly related to energy production by generating 

resources in SPP. APC is calculated by adding a zone’s production cost to the zone’s 

purchases and subtracting out their sales. Other approved benefit metrics that are 

captured as part of the APC calculation are: 

o Reduction of Emission Rates and Values – This metric addresses the analytical 

deficiency and quantifies the changes in mercury emissions. This metric also 

quantifies the changes in SO2, NOX, and CO2 emissions so they may be 

represented as stand-alone values, separate from APC.  

o Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs - Ancillary Services are 

essential to the reliable operation of the electrical system. A number of operating 

reserves and products fall into this category—spinning reserves, ramping 

(up/down), regulation, 10-minute quick start. 

 

 Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects - Treating benefits for mandated 

reliability projects equal to their costs avoids potential undervaluing of the portfolio value 

of reliability projects which are mandated and thus not justified solely by other economic 

benefits. 

 

 Increased Wheeling Through and Out – Increasing the Available Transfer Capacity 

(ATC) with a neighboring region improves import and export opportunities outside the 

SPP footprint. Increased inter-regional transmission capacity that causes increased 

through and out transactions will also increase SPP wheeling revenues. These increased 

wheeling revenues are a benefit as they will offset part of the transmission projects’ 

revenue requirement. 

 

 Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs – Standard production cost simulations 

assume that lines and facilities are available during all hours of the year and that no 

planned or unexpected transmission outages of transmission facilities will occur. In 

practice, planned and unexpected transmission outages impose non-trivial additional 

congestion on the system. 

 

 Marginal Energy Losses Benefits – Standard production cost simulations used to 

estimate APC do not reflect that transmission expansions may reduce the MWh quantity 

of transmission losses. In simulations, loads are “grossed up” for average transmission 

losses and assume that losses are fixed and do not change with transmission additions.  

 

 Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals - This metric captures the value of meeting 

the requirements of public policy. 

 

 Cost Savings from Reduced On-peak Transmission Losses – Quantifies the reduction 

in generating capacity needed due to a reduction on system losses during the peak hour. 

 

 Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects - Potential reliability upgrades are reviewed to 

determine if an upgrade with a greater economic or policy benefit replaces an identified 
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reliability solution. If such a larger project with economic or public policy benefits is 

pursued, the costs associated with the reliability projects that are replaced by the larger 

project represent the avoided or delayed reliability project benefit of the larger project. 

The following approved benefit metrics were not monetized for RCAR II. 

 Reduced Cost of Extreme Events 

 Capital Savings from Reduced Minimum Required Margin 

 Reduced Loss of Load Probability 

 

3.8  RARTF Recommendation on Assumptions to be Used  

The RARTF recommended that the assumptions used in the RCAR should be vetted through 

SPP’s open and transparent stakeholder process. As with RCAR I, RCAR II uses assumptions 

vetted by SPP stakeholders.  
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SECTION 4:  REPORT THRESHOLDS 

4.1  RARTF Recommended a Remedy Threshold  

Pursuant to the RARTF’s charter, the group recommended that a threshold be established to 

determine when it is warranted for SPP staff to study possible remedies to address an imbalance 

based upon the results of an RCAR analysis. The threshold set by the RARTF defined when SPP 

staff should study a zonal mitigation. If a zone is determined to be below this threshold, 

mitigation may be necessary to create equity. 

The RARTF recommended that a threshold be set at a 0.8 B/C ratio for projects that were a part 

of the RCAR I assessment report.
41

 This was reaffirmed for use in RCAR II as stated in Lesson 

Learned 8.  

The RARTF found during the RCAR I few projects, if any, were actually in service.
42

 The 

importance of considering future plans is highlighted by FERC’s Order on Rehearing in Docket 

No. ER10-1069-001 in which FERC noted that the Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology 

will be applied to projects other than the Priority Projects.
43

  

Significantly more projects subject to the RCAR analysis were in service in RCAR II than in 

RCAR I. In particular, as of the drafting of RCAR II, 274 of the 503 Highway/Byway-funded 

upgrades subject to the RCAR II review are in service, as compared to 48 of 298 projects in 

RCAR I. These upgrades account for 41.5% of the cost of Highway/Byway funded transmission 

upgrades and approximately 50% of the new miles of transmission facilities included in the 

RCAR study. 

4.2  RARTF Recommendation for Zones Above Threshold but Below 1.0 B/C 

Pursuant to the RARTF’s charter, the group recommended that a threshold be established to 

determine when SPP staff should study possible remedies as stated in Section 4.1.  

                                                 

 
41

 In RCAR I, the RARTF noted that the 0.8 B/C ratio recommended in the RARTF Report was based upon the 

ESWG and SPP Stakeholder approving a method to measure the benefits listed in Section 3.8. Additionally, the 

RARTF noted that the 0.8 B/C may not be appropriate or practical if a Review produces a B/C ratio for all projects 

lower than anticipated by the RARTF.  
42

 The RARTF Report noted that the Tulsa Reactor from SPP’s Priority Projects was at the time the only project 

expected to be in service by June 2012. As of the drafting of the RCAR report only 48 of the 298 Highway/Byway 

funded upgrades that are subject to the RCAR I review are in service. These upgrades account for only 3.2% of the 

cost of Highway/Byway funded transmission upgrades and only 1.8% of the new miles of transmission facilities that 

are included in the RCAR study. 
43

 As FERC noted in the October 20, 2011 Order on Rehearing, “the Priority Projects are just one set of projects to 

be constructed over the years of transmission development in SPP.” Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 

61,075 at P 32 (2011).  
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Additionally, the RARTF recommended that any RCAR which shows a zone is above the 0.8 

threshold in Section 4.1 but below a 1.0 B/C ratio should be considered a part of SPP’s 

transmission planning process in the future. 

At the conclusion of RCAR I the RARTF and SPP stakeholders debated the use of the 0.8 

threshold. The RARTF concluded that the 0.8 threshold was still appropriate and should be 

maintained for RCAR II. This decision was memorialized in Lesson Learned 8. As a result, 

RCAR II uses the same policy as RCAR I.  
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SECTION 5:  POTENTIAL REMEDIES TO BE STUDIED 

5.1  RARTF Recommended Zonal Remedies  

If the results for a zone following an RCAR are below the threshold in Section 4.1, the RARTF 

recommended that the SPP staff evaluate and recommend possible mitigation remedies for the 

zone. In Figure 5 of the RARTF Report, the RARTF provided a list of mitigation remedies SPP 

staff should consider for study and to be made part of the report. The purpose of the evaluations 

is to determine potential remedies that bring the zone above the threshold. This policy was 

reaffirmed in Lesson Learned 8. 

The potential list of remedies recommended by the RARTF that SPP staff could evaluate, listed 

in order of preference, include but are not limited to: 

Figure 5.1 

Potential Remedies 

Remedy Entity with Authority/Duty 

to Implement 
(1) Acceleration of planned upgrades;  SPP BOD 

(2) Issuance of NTCs for selected new upgrades; SPP BOD 

(3) Apply Highway funding to one or more Byway Projects;  RSC, SPP BOD & FERC 

(4) Apply Highway funding to one or more Seams Projects; RSC, SPP BOD & FERC 

(5) Zonal Transfers (similar to Balanced Portfolio Transfers) 

to offset costs or a lack of benefits to a zone; 
RSC, SPP BOD & FERC 

(6) Exemptions from cost associated with the next set of 

projects;  
RSC, SPP BOD & FERC 

(7) Change Cost Allocation Percentages. RSC, SPP BOD & FERC 
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SECTION 6:  STAKEHOLDER DEVELOPMENT OF MONITIZED BENEFITS 

6.1  Formation of the Metrics Task Force  

After the MOPC, RSC, Members Committee and Board approved the RARTF Report, the 

ESWG established the MTF to address the monetization of benefit metrics for the RCAR. The 

MTF was commissioned to meet as needed to develop tangible dollar-oriented measures and 

metrics for use in economic evaluations as identified by the RARTF.  

The MTF was to address these categories of benefits and any others that could be monetized: 

 Reduced capacity reserve requirements - as measured by reduced capacity margin 

(reserve) requirements. Capital cost impacts have been previously identified therefore the 

group would focus on a methodology for calculating how transmission improvements 

would reduce reserves.  

 Improvements in reliability - improvements other than cost reductions from the 

elimination or delay of reliability upgrades which have previously been identified.  

 Improvement in import/export limits - develop metrics that monetize increasing the 

import and export limits at the SPP borders.  

 Public policy benefits - develop methods and/or metrics for monetizing the benefits 

associated with those projects that are identified as Public Policy Projects.  

 Reduced operating reserve requirements - develop metrics or methods that monetize 

the benefits associated a reduced operating reserve requirement in SPP.  

 Other benefits that can be monetized at the recommendation of the task force 

 

The MTF’s roster included
44

: 

MTF Members 

Kip Fox American Electric Power 

Roy Boyer Xcel Energy Services, Inc. 

Mike Collins Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

Paul Dietz Westar Energy, Inc. 

Tom Hestermann Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 

Greg Sweet The Empire District Electric Company 

Mitchell Williams Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 

 
The MTF’s scope of work and key deliverables

45
 included the following: 

                                                 

 
44

 Hannes Pfeifenberger and Kamen Madjarov from the Brattle Group were engaged to support the MTF: (1) to 

document the status of the current effort, including the extent to which different metrics have been specified and the 

quantification/monetization efforts that have been developed; (2) to identify possible overlaps between the specified 

metrics to avoid double counting of benefits; (3) to identify gaps to the extent which already-selected metrics do or 

do not completely capture the specified types of transmission benefits; (4) to identify any remaining gaps in the 

range of potential transmission benefits; and (5) to develop metrics to address the identified gaps.  
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 A recommendation on which of the benefits identified above can be quantified in dollars. 

 Methodologies for the benefits identified above, including the allocation of the benefit to 

each SPP Zone (defined in the SPP’s tariff’s Attachment H, Section I, Table 1). An 

estimate of the effort to calculate the benefits identified above. 

 A list of any issues identified from the MTF efforts or any additional direction needed 

from other working groups. 

 A plan for gaining consensus on the metric assumptions and methodologies. 

 Progress updates at ESWG meetings. 

 A written report containing such recommendations, was to be completed by MTF no later 

than the July, 2012 ESWG meeting. 

  

6.2  Metrics Task Force Development of Benefit Metrics  

At the conclusion of their work, on September 13, 2012 the MTF submitted a final report to the 

ESWG that contained a full analysis of the “wide-range of benefit metrics” that had been 

discussed and vetted through “multiple open and transparent stakeholder meetings.”
46

  

The MTF Report contained the following summary of the task force’s efforts: 

 

The MTF approached its task as a brainstorming effort followed by 

refining the most promising alternatives. Members contributed 

ideas based on existing metrics from MISO, PJM, NYISO, 

ERCOT, member companies, and industry experience, as well as 

new ideas provided by the Brattle Group consultants. During the 

month of March 2012, the MTF identified 28 different ideas for 

metrics to be evaluated. After review and debate by the MTF, the 

list was narrowed down to approximately 13 metrics that would be 

reviewed, analyzed and further developed in order to provide a 

meaningful update to the ESWG and MOPC in July of 2012. 

Metrics that did not make it past the brainstorming phase were 

eliminated for one or more of the following reasons: the idea was 

not sufficiently developed to proceed further; there were no 

tangible dollars associated with the metric; the metric would be 

difficult, if not impossible, to calculate with current tools; or the 

metric was essentially a duplicate of an existing metric. 

 

                                                 

 
45

 The MTF Charter is posted on SPP’s website at:  

http://www.spp.org/documents/16613/20120227%20metrics%20task%20force%20charter.pdf 

 
46

 The MTF Report is posted on SPP’s website at: 

http://www.spp.org/documents/18175/20120913%20mtf%20report_approved.pdf 
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At the conclusion of the effort the MTF identified five (5) metrics 

that are currently used by SPP in the ITP process, eight (8) new 

metrics that the MTF recommends be calculated as part of the 

Regional Cost Allocation Review, and nine (9) other metrics that 

received significant consideration but have not yet gained enough 

consensus amongst the MTF or cannot currently be monetized for 

inclusion in the Regional Cost Allocation Review. 

 

The most important aspect of the metrics to be developed is that 

the metrics should be able to provide “hard dollar” impacts of 

transmission to rate payers. In terms of this report, “hard dollar” 

means that each recommended metric must be able to provide 

incontrovertible evidence that a benefit will result in lowering of 

the overall cost to a rate payer. As part of this test, the MTF 

reviewed the metrics through the open SPP stakeholder meetings, 

transmission summits, and public postings, provided progress 

updates to the Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) to gather 

their feedback on the acceptability of the metrics being proposed, 

and sought feedback from the Chair and Vice-Chair of the original 

RARTF to reasonably assure that the MTF was addressing the 

metrics the RARTF recommended in the RARTF Report. 

 

Due to the short amount of time before the Regional Cost 

Allocation Review will commence, the MTF concentrated on those 

metrics that could be reasonably implemented for the first 

Regional Cost Allocation Review. Section 9 of this report 

identifies additional metrics the Regional Cost Allocation Review 

team may want to consider especially after the Integrated 

Marketplace goes live in March of 2014 or in the second Regional 

Cost Allocation Review. 
 

In their report, the MTF recommended that a total of thirteen monetized benefit metrics be 

utilized in the RCAR process. Of those 13 metrics, five were previously used in the Integrated 

Transmission Planning (ITP) process and eight were newly developed by the MTF.  

6.3  Stakeholder Approval of Metrics Task Force’s Development of Benefit Metrics 

At the September 13, 2012 meeting of the ESWG, the MTF presented their report, which was 

amended and approved by the ESWG and sent to the MOPC for approval.47 At the October 16-

17, 2012 MOPC meeting the MTF report was presented for approval, and the MOPC approved 

                                                 

 
47

 See report posted on SPP’s website at: http:// 

http://www.spp.org/documents/18175/20120913%20mtf%20report_approved.pdf 
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it.48 The report was presented to the board and Members Committee on October 30, 2012, where 

the Members Committee approved the metrics unanimously and the Board approved the report.49 

After the MTF benefit metrics were approved by SPP’s stakeholder process, most of these 

benefits were included in the RCAR analyses. Section 7.5 below discusses which metrics 

developed by the MTF were used in the RCAR. 

6.4  Stakeholder Approval of the MTF’s RCAR II Benefit Metrics 

At the conclusion of RCAR I, the MOPC approved Action Item 222
50

 that instructed the ESWG 

and TWG to finalize the benefits and metrics to be used for the 2015 ITP10. These same benefits 

and metrics would be used for the RCAR II analysis.  

After debating the benefit metrics, ESWG presented their recommendations to the MOPC in July 

2014
51

. MOPC agreed to three of the five metrics recommendations made by the ESWG.  

Thought a majority agreed on remaining metrics, a supermajority consensus was note reached, so 

the Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects and Mitigation of Transmission Outage 

Costs metrics were not approved. 

In the July Board meeting, the Board approved all five metrics as recommended by the ESWG. 

 

 

                                                 

 
48

 See Agenda Item 12 in the MOPC October 16-17, 2012 minutes posted on SPP’s website at: http:// 
http://www.spp.org/documents/18378/mopc%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20october%2016-17,%202012.pdf 
49

 See Summary of Action Items no. 9 in the Board of Directors October 30, 2012 Minutes posted at: 

http://www.spp.org/documents/18398/bod103012.pdf 
50

 MOPC October 15-16, 2013 Info 

http://www.spp.org/documents/18378/mopc%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20october%2016-17,%202012.pdf 

at Page 5 
51

 MOPC July 15-16, 2014 Info 

http://www.spp.org/documents/22945/mopc%20minutes%20&%20attachments%20july%2015-16,%202014.pdf  
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SECTION 7:  RESULTS OF RCAR II 

7.1  Summary of Benefits and Costs  

Figure 7.1 summarizes the 40-year present values of the estimated benefit metrics and costs and the resulting B/C ratios by SPP zone.
52

  

 

Zones with a B/C ratio below the 0.8 threshold are marked with a red dot. For these zones, the additional dollar amount of benefits needed 

to bridge this “gap” and achieve a B/C ratio of 0.8 are shown in the two columns on the right . 

  

                                                 

 
52

 SPP staff was supported by Johannes Pfeifenberger, Onur Aydin, Akarsh Sheilendranath, and David Kwok of The Brattle Group in the preparation of the analyses 

and results presented in this report. Supporting analyses were also conducted by Keith Smith and Nader Moharari of ABB and Ric Austria of Pterra Consulting. A list 

of RCAR study assumptions is contained in Appendix 3 to this report. 

188 of 292



35 

 

 

Figure 7.1 

Estimated 40-year Present Value of Benefit Metrics and Costs (2016 $million) 

 
 

Present Value of 40-yr Benefits for the 2015-2054 Period (2016 $million)

PV of 40-yr ATRRs 

(2016 $million)

Gap to Reach

B/C Ratio of 0.8

(2016 $million)

APC 

Savings

Avoided 

or 

Delayed 

Reliability 

Projects

Capacity 

Savings 

from 

Reduced 

On-Peak 

Losses

Mitigation 

of Trans-

mission 

Outage 

Costs

Assumed 

Benefit of 

Mandated 

Reliability 

Projects

Benefit 

from 

Meeting 

Public 

Policy 

Goals

Increased 

Wheeling 

Through 

and Out 

Revenues

Marginal 

Energy 

Losses 

Benefits

Reduced 

Cost of 

Extreme 

Events

Reduced 

Loss of 

Load 

Probability

Capital 

Savings 

from 

Reduced 

Minimum 

Required 

Margin

Total

Benefits

Before 

PtP and 

MISO 

Revenue 

Offset

PtP and 

MISO 

Revenue 

Offset

After 

PtP and 

MISO 

Revenue 

Offset

Benefit/ 

Cost 

Ratio TOTAL

Levelized 

Real

AEP $1,216 $20 $87 $207 $965 $0 $133 $59 $2,686 $1,654 $121 $1,533 1.75 $0 $0.0

CUS -$33 $0 $0 $14 $53 $0 $5 $2 $42 $76 $5 $71 0.59 $15 $0.9

EDE -$25 $0 $0 $24 $83 $0 $12 $0 $95 $126 $9 $117 0.81 $0 $0.0

GMO $174 $1 $3 $38 $180 $0 $19 -$2 $412 $207 $15 $192 2.15 $0 $0.0

GRDA $82 $0 $1 $19 $70 $0 $13 -$6 $179 $114 $8 $106 1.68 $0 $0.0

KCPL $642 $1 $6 $76 $308 $0 $37 $51 $1,122 $407 $29 $378 2.97 $0 $0.0

LES $115 $0 $1 $19 $64 $0 $8 $15 $223 $106 $8 $98 2.27 $0 $0.0

MIDW $76 $0 $11 $8 $93 $0 $5 -$3 $190 $71 $5 $66 2.89 $0 $0.0

MKEC $60 $0 $17 $13 $171 $0 $14 $30 Not Monetized $306 $259 $20 $239 1.28 $0 $0.0

NPPD $158 $1 $53 $58 $275 $0 $38 -$9 $574 $404 $29 $375 1.53 $0 $0.0

OGE $1,428 $2 $65 $131 $635 $0 $66 -$64 $2,262 $838 $60 $777 2.91 $0 $0.0

OPPD $24 $1 $3 $48 $150 $0 $23 $9 $257 $320 $23 $297 0.87 $0 $0.0

SEPC $83 $0 $12 $9 $159 $0 $8 $11 $283 $82 $6 $76 3.73 $0 $0.0

SPS $3,537 $12 $357 $115 $1,024 $0 $90 -$13 $5,122 $1,402 $102 $1,301 3.94 $0 $0.0

UMZ $281 $1 $47 $96 $595 $0 $55 $191 $1,266 $397 $45 $352 3.60 $0 $0.0

WFEC $159 $0 $77 $34 $222 $0 $20 $56 $568 $295 $21 $274 2.08 $0 $0.0

WR $996 $1 $5 $105 $710 $0 $94 $100 $2,011 $1,002 $73 $930 2.16 $0 $0.0

TOTAL $8,974 $41 $743 $1,014 $5,759 $0 $641 $427 $17,599 $7,760 $579 $7,180 2.45
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7.2  Transmission Projects Evaluated in this RCAR Report   

The RCAR II was conducted by evaluating all SPP projects approved for construction since June 

2010.
53

 

These projects were evaluated by looking at their projected costs and estimated benefits. 

Projects’ projected costs were determined by staff using the most recent cost data submitted by 

project sponsors (as of May 2016). Projected benefits estimations were conducted by the Brattle 

Group by monetizing a subset of benefits developed by the MTF and approved by stakeholders 

(see Section 6 above).  

7.3  RARTF Guidance Provided to SPP Staff While Conducting RCAR II  

Since the completion of RCAR I in October 2013, SPP staff and the RARTF have anticipated the 

RCAR II’s scheduled completion in July 2016. The RARTF provided SPP staff with guidance 

for RCAR II as listed below: 

 RCAR I Lessons Learned – approved March 31, 2014 

 RCAR II to be an NTC-only study in that no analysis of the 10+ year projects should be 

completed – August 13, 2014 

 The delay of the initial RCAR II scheduled to be completed in July 2015 to have 

additional time to resolve modeling issues – March 13, 2015 

 To cut off transmission updates to the RCAR II models on October 1, 2015 – July 8, 

2015 

 For the ESWG and Staff to determine solutions for trapped generation and load pocket 

modeling issue by November 18, 2015 – July 8, 2015 

 To include the Integrated System pre-October 2015 projects in base-case models for 

RCAR II – November 2, 2015 

 RCAR II analysis window of 2015-2054 for both costs and benefits – November 2, 2015 

 Accepted the proposal and analysis of the ESWG for the trapped generation and load 

pocket modeling issue resolutions – November 2, 2015 

 

7.4  Cost Calculations Contained in the RCAR Report  

Pursuant to the RARTF Report and Lessons Learned Report, SPP staff conducted cost 

projections using the 40-year present value of all Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction 

after June 19, 2010.
54

  

                                                 

 
53

 On July 8, 2015 the RARTF voted unanimously to “cut-off” any transmission updates to the models being used 

for RCAR II on October 1, 2015; see July 8, 2015 RARTF meeting minutes at agenda item #6: 

http://www.spp.org/documents/29110/rartf%20minutes%2020150708%20draft.pdf  
54

 FN SAME AS ABOVE. 
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In accordance with Principle 3 from the RARTF Report, SPP staff used the most recent cost 

estimates provided to SPP in May 2016 for project cost tracking. Thus, the RCAR analysis uses 

the most up to date and best available information for the review, per Principle 3. 

7.4.1  Classification of Projects    

To conduct the RCAR analysis, the Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction were 

classified by the primary driver (Reliability, Economic, and Public Policy). 

Figure 7.3 below summarizes the capital costs by in-service year, categorized by the primary 

driver.  

Figure 7.3 

Summary of Capital Cost by In-Service Year 

 

 

7.4.2  Calculation of Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (ATRRs)  

Per SPP’s tariff, SPP staff calculated ATRRs for each zone at the upgrade level, as summarized 

below: 

 Costs allocated to zones based on SPP’s Highway/Byway methodology: 

– 100% regional if 300 kV or above, 

– 33% regional, 67% zonal if between 100 kV and 299 kV, and 

– 100% zonal if below 100 kV. 

 Load ratio share (LRS) based on 2015 12-coincident peak loads used for the portion of 

costs allocated on a regional basis 

 Net plant carrying charge (NPCC), including depreciation expenses, applied at the 

zonal level to calculate first year ATRRs 
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 2.5%/yr inflation applied to estimate first year ATRRs in nominal dollars 

 2.5%/yr straight-line depreciation applied in calculating declining ATRR profile over 

time in nominal dollars 

 Present values calculated for 40-year depreciated ATRRs for 2015-2054 at a nominal 

discount rate of 8.0% 

Figure 7.4 below shows the estimated ATRRs over the 40-year study horizon (2015–2054) and 

summarizes the present values for each SPP zone. At the regional level, the present value of 

ATRRs is approximately $7.8 billion (in 2016$) for all Base Plan Upgrades approved for 

construction. 

Figure 7.4 

 Summary of Estimated ATRRs by Project Type 

(a) ATRR by Year 

 

(b) 40-yr PV by Zone 
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7.4.3  Calculation of Point-to-Point (PTP) Revenue    

SPP staff projected a PTP revenue credit to each zone over the 40 years of the study period. This 

PTP revenue credit offsets the costs (ATRR) allocated to individual zones from Base Plan Zonal 

cost allocation and to all zones through a reduction in the Base Plan Regional rate. The PTP 

revenue credit reduces the ATRR that must be recovered in subsequent years by the Network 

Integrated Transmission Service (NITS) charges to all Transmission Customers of the SPP 

zones. 

 

Step 1: Estimate PTP Volumes 

PTP revenue is estimated by first determining the average PTP activity during the previous two 

years (since the inception of the Integrated Marketplace, or March 2014-February 2016) in the 

SPP footprint by PTP type (Annual, Monthly, Weekly, Daily Peak and Off-Peak, and Hourly 

Peak and Off-Peak). Once the average PTP volume was established by type, it was fixed over the 

40 years of the study. The following table shows the sales volumes used in the PTP offset 

calculation in the form of billable daily MW.  

 

Figure 7.5 

SPP PTP Service Types and Volumes, Averages of March 2014-February 2016 

 

 

Since SPP’s Integrated Marketplace provides congestion rights for service of one month or 

longer, amounts for “Into” and “Within” service types were not included in this analysis.  

 

Step 2: Determine PTP Zonal and Regional Rate from RCAR Upgrades 

Next, a PTP rate was forecast for each PTP type for the 40 years of the study. The PTP rate 

forecast was based on the annual ATRR of new Highway/Byway facilities, divided by the SPP 

12 CP in MW. The ITP10’s 1.1% annual load growth projection was applied to years after 2016. 

A PTP rate was calculated for each PTP type (Monthly, Weekly, etc.).   

 

Also, ATRRs were considered at 100% for all Base Plan Upgrades approved for construction. 

All assumptions associated with the 40-year RCAR costs (ATRR generated by RCAR upgrades) 

were also included in the ATRR portion of the rate calculation (2.5% straight line depreciation, 

8% discount rate to 2016, etc.) 

 

PTP Service Types 

Considered

(Avg. Mar'14 – Feb'16)

Yearly Monthly Weekly Daily

On-Peak

Daily

Off-Peak

Hourly

On-Peak

Hourly

Off-Peak

Through (MW) - 55 5 35 14 128,152 64,076

Out (MW) 3,061 780 784 7,364 2,946 717,231 286,892
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For the purpose of determining PTP rates, PTP revenue from the previous year was shown as a 

reduction in current-year ATRR for every year of the study. 

 

Step 3: Estimate Annual RCAR PTP Dollars  

Per-year PTP revenues were estimated by multiplying PTP volumes (MW) by the PTP rate 

($/MW), both by type. This generated total annual revenues of RCAR PTP revenue for every 

year of the 40-year RCAR horizon. The resulting 40 years of RCAR PTP revenue projections 

were converted to 2016 dollars.  

 

Step 4: Allocate Total PTP Revenues to Each Pricing Zone  

Base Plan Zonal (BPZ) PTP revenue was allocated back to the Pricing Zone in which upgrades 

were built.  

 

Base Plan Regional (BPR) PTP revenue was allocated to all pricing zones in the SPP footprint 

based on each zone’s Load Ratio Share (LRS percentage) of total BPR PTP revenues.  

 

The total SPP regional component of costs applied to each zone through cost allocation will be 

reduced by the BPR PTP revenue from the previous year. This effectively reduced the cost 

component in the B/C ratios of each zone based upon the zone’s LRS percentage. PTP revenue 

amounts, by zone, are presented below in Figure 7.6. 

 

Step 5: Calculate an Estimation of MISO Seams Revenue by Zone to Further Offset PTP 

Revenues for Each Pricing Zone 

 

The first step was to develop a ratio of Highway/Byway costs as a percent of total Base Plan 

Funded costs by zone. This ratio was applied to Schedule 11 MISO seams dollars
55

 allocated to 

each zone for the period February 2014 - January 2016. The resulting dollar amount of the 

Highway/Byway portion of Schedule 11 MISO revenues was then annualized to obtain a dollar 

amount by zone for use in 2015, the historical period.  

 

To derive MISO seams dollars, which will be allocated by zone going forward through 2021 (the 

initial term of the settlement agreement), the most current megawatt miles allocation percent by 

zone of SPP’s total MISO seams revenue was applied to an estimate of $27 million for Phase II 

compensation for the period of February 2016 - January 2017. That amount was then reduced by 

half, per the approved tariff language.  

 

Next, the percent of Schedule 11 MISO seams revenue compared to all MISO seams revenue 

was determined by zone and applied to the February 2016 - January 2017 amount of total MISO 

seams revenue reduced by fifty percent. That was used to derive a Schedule 11 MISO seams 

revenue amount by zone going forward.  

                                                 

 
55

 These amounts are currently approved by FERC, subject to refund. 
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This amount was reduced using the Highway/Byway dollars ratio by zone to calculate an annual 

Schedule 11 Highway/Byway MISO seams revenue amount for 2016 through 2019.  

 

The Highway/Byway Schedule 11 portion was further allocated between zonal and regional 

portions, and the regional portion was reallocated based on LRS to distribute revenues to zones 

having no upgrades in this RCAR portfolio.  

 

Finally, beginning in 2020 and going forward, a two-percent annual inflation rate was applied, as 

directed by the tariff.  

 

Once the seven-year stream of MISO seams dollars was calculated by zone, those totals were 

discounted back to a present value using an eight-percent discount rate.  

 

This present value amount by zone was then added to the PTP offset calculated in Steps 1-4 

above to obtain the total revenue offset amount. MISO seams revenue amounts, by zone, are 

presented below in Figure 7.6: 

 

Figure 7.6 

PTP Revenue and MISO seams Revenue, 40-yr PV 2015-2054 (in 2016$) 

 

 

 

Zone PTP Revenue 

Offset

MISO SEAMS 

Revenue

TOTAL

AEP $116,025,190 $4,704,596 $120,729,786

CUS $5,308,833 $153,522 $5,462,355

EDE $8,753,773 $253,144 $9,006,918

GMO $14,338,655 $440,502 $14,779,157

GRDA $7,940,107 $224,819 $8,164,926

KCPL $28,251,381 $830,045 $29,081,425

LES $7,357,663 $313,642 $7,671,305

MIDW $4,957,667 $83,488 $5,041,155

MKEC $18,468,382 $1,441,960 $19,910,341

NPPD $28,351,614 $861,462 $29,213,076

OGE $58,477,019 $1,992,400 $60,469,419

OPPD $22,337,721 $712,648 $23,050,369

SEPC $5,770,667 $270,870 $6,041,537

SPS $99,951,038 $1,762,204 $101,713,242

UMZ $44,770,883 $567,002 $45,337,885

WFEC $20,498,423 $363,653 $20,862,076

WR $70,570,020 $2,223,857 $72,793,877

Total $562,129,035 $17,199,814 $579,328,849
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Step 6: Apply PTP Revenue Credit (including MISO revenue) to Each Zone’s B/C Ratio 

The total 40 years of BPZ and BPR PTP revenue credit in 2016 dollars and the MISO seams 

revenue offset were applied to each zone’s cost component of the RCAR B/C ratio as illustrated 

in Figure 7.1 above. 

 

7.5  Model Development for the Calculation of Benefit Metrics    

 

To estimate benefits, the RCAR II analysis used powerflow and economic (PROMOD) models 

from the 2017 ITP10 Future 3
56

 set. Powerflow models were developed for five and ten years out 

(2020 and 2025, respectively), and economic models were also built for 20 years out (2035). 

 

7.5.1 Powerflow Model Development 
 

The 2017 ITP10 Future 3 powerflow models were used as RCAR II change case models. Base 

case models were developed by removing all Highway/Byway upgrades from the change case. 

Powerflow models were developed for 2020 and 2025 to provide topology input for economic 

models and for use in powerflow metric calculations.  

 

While economic models were built for 2035, no powerflow models were built for this year 

because there are no Highway/Byway upgrades with in-service dates between 2025 and 2035. 

The 2025 powerflow models were used in building the 2025 economic models and the 2035 

economic models since there is no change in transmission topology during that time due to 

Highway/Byway upgrades. 

 

7.5.2 Economic Model Development 
 

Economic models were built for 2020, 2025, and 2035. All modeling assumptions were as 

consistent as possible with 2017 ITP10 Future 3 assumptions including fuel prices, generation 

parameters, generation retirements, topology, load, etc. 

 

Three cases are developed for each study year, consistent with the new hybrid approach 

approved by the ESWG: 

                                                 

 
56

 Future 3 of the 2017 ITP10 is the “Business as Usual” future, in which there is no Clean Power Plan.  
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1. Change Case with the Highway/Byway upgrades, 

2. Primary Base Case without the Highway/Byway upgrades, and 

3. Alternate Base Case without the NTC projects and without the renewable resources 

identified to be contingent upon Highway/Byway upgrades. 

In both Base Cases, generic CTs were added to areas with load serving challenges. 

 

Under the hybrid approach, SPP-wide savings are first estimated as the difference in APC 

between the change case and primary base case. Then, savings are allocated to zones based on 

shares, calculated by comparing the change case against the alternate base case. This approach 

was developed by SPP staff and stakeholders to achieve more reasonable results than by the 

standard APC benefit approach. The latter has often produced unrealistic results in areas with 

significant amounts of trapped renewable generation (i.e., from resources that wouldn’t have 

been added without the Highway/Byway upgrades) due to distorted market prices affecting 

zones’ purchase costs and sales revenues. 

In the alternate base case, renewable resources are removed if they met either of the following 

criteria: 

1. The Generator Interconnection Agreement (GIA) for the unit specified that the 

interconnection was contingent upon specific Highway/Byway upgrades being in service, 

OR 

2. The unit was added after the Highway/Byway upgrades went into service, and is located 

at the same point of interconnection (POI) as another unit that included GIA specification 

of Highway/Byway upgrades required to interconnect. 

Renewable resources removed from the alternate base case models totaled: 

 5.2 GW in 2020 

 5.4 GW in 2025 

 5.9 GW in 2035 

Both primary and alternative base cases included generic gas CT resources in the south SPS load 

pocket. These resources were added to curb excessive emergency generation observed in the 

original models, leading to less reasonable APC results. On a cumulative basis, about 1.3 GW of 

gas CTs are added by 2020, 1.9 GW by 2025, and 3.2 GW by 2035. 

7.5.3 Constraints 

Constraints used in the economic model were developed through a constraint assessment. For 

2020 and 2025 change case models, constraints were set identical to those developed for the 

2017 ITP10 Future 3. For the base case and 2035 models, a constraint assessment was performed 

identical to the process performed in the 2017 ITP10. Constraints include existing flowgates and 

new future constraints developed using the PAT software tool. 
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7.5.4 Summary 

Figures 7.7 and 7.8 below summarize the RCAR II models and approvals by the appropriate SPP 

working groups. 

Figure 7.7 Summary of RCAR II Models 

 

 

 

Figure 7.8 Approval of RCAR II Models 

 

7.6 Benefits Metrics 

 

The benefit metrics analyzed for RCAR II include all metrics developed, monetized, and 

approved by SPP stakeholders, provided in Figure 7.9 below, which also shows which metrics 

were monetized for use in the RCAR I and RCAR II studies. 

Includes

HWBW

Includes

Renewables

Contingent

on HWBW

Powerflow 

Models

PROMOD

Models

Upgrades Upgrades 2020 2025 2020 2025 2035

Change Case P P P P P P P

Primary Base Case P P P P P P

Alternative Base Case P P P
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Figure 7.9 

Benefit Metrics Analyzed in RCAR 

 

 

Figure 7.10 shows the benefit metric approval dates by working group. The methodology and 

calculation for several benefit metrics were reevaluated and modified in 2014 by appropriate SPP 

working groups. 

Figure 7.10 Benefit Metric Approvals 

 
 

7.6.1  Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings 

APC savings are calculated based on economic model simulations of the SPP system plus much 

of the Eastern Interconnect for three study years: 2020, 2025, and 2035. The primary base case, 

alternate base case, and change case were simulated for each study year. 

Benefit Metric Name Monetized

in RCAR I?

Monetized

in RCAR II?

Adjusted Production Cost (APC) Savings P P

     Reduction of Emission Rates and Values P P

     Savings due to Lower Ancillary Service Needs and Production Costs P P

Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects P P

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

Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs P P

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects P P

Benefits from Meeting Public Policy Goals P P

Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues P

Marginal Energy Loss Benefits P

Reducing the Cost of Extreme Events

Reduced Loss of Load Probability

Capital Savings due to Reduction of Members’ Minimum Required Margin

Initial Approvals Updated Approvals

MTF ESWG MOPC BOD ESWG MOPC BOD

Adjusted Production Cost Savings Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12

Capacity Cost Savings from Reduced On-Peak Losses Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12

Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12 Jun-14 Jul-14

Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues Jun-14 Jul-14 Jul-14

Public Policy Benefits Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12 Jun-14 Jul-14 Jul-14

Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs Sep-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Oct-12 Jun-14 Jul-14 Jul-14

Marginal Energy Losses Benefits Jun-14 Jul-14 Jul-14
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APC savings were calculated for each study year as: 

APC Benefit regional = Primary Base Case APC regional – Change Case APC regional 

Zonal benefits were then determined by running the alternate base case compared to the change 

case: 

APC benefit zone X = APC benefit regional ×  

(Alternate Base Case APC zone X – Change Case APC zone X) ÷  

(Alternate Base Case APC regional – Change Case APC regional) 

The results from three study years (2020, 2025, and 2035) were used to estimate 40-year present 

value of APC savings for the 2015–2054 timeframe. Benefits for the intervening years between 

studies were interpolated, and after 2035 they were assumed to grow at 2.5% inflation rate 

(constant in real dollars). An 8% discount rate was used. 

As shown in Figure 7.11, APC savings increase over time, driven by continued load growth, 

increases in renewable generation, and higher fuel prices. 

Figure 7.11 

APC Savings Results 

  

Annual Savings 40-yr PV

Zone 2020 2025 2035 2015-54

($m) ($m) ($m) (2016 $m)

AEP $48 $79 $162 $1,216

CUS ($1) ($1) ($6) ($33)

EDE ($1) ($2) ($3) ($25)

GMO $6 $10 $26 $174

GRDA $3 $6 $11 $82

KCPL $22 $43 $89 $642

LES $4 $7 $16 $115

MIDW $1 $4 $13 $76

MKEC ($1) ($2) $17 $60

NPPD $9 $17 $13 $158

OGE $45 $100 $198 $1,428

OPPD $2 $3 $1 $24

SEPC $4 $5 $11 $83

SPS $125 $287 $445 $3,537

UMZ $7 $20 $41 $281

WFEC ($4) $17 $28 $159

WR $41 $65 $131 $996

Total $308 $658 $1,193 $8,974 
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As shown, the 40-year present value of APC savings for this RCAR II was estimated to be $8.97 

billion. This represents a large increase compared to results from the RCAR I study. The 

observed increase (~2.5x) in savings in RCAR II is driven by a combination of factors as 

described below: 

 Larger Highway/Byway Portfolio – Both RCAR studies included transmission projects 

approved to be built under SPP’s Highway/Byway cost allocation methodology using a 

baseline of June 2010. However, RCAR II includes a larger portfolio of transmission 

projects, as additional projects have been approved since the RCAR I study was 

completed. The larger portfolio of transmission projects provide higher congestion relief 

and increased access to lower-cost resources in the SPP footprint. 

 

 Larger SPP Footprint – RCAR II considers a larger SPP footprint following the addition 

of Integrated Systems’ Upper Missouri Zone (UMZ). The addition of UMZ increases 

total load obligations within SPP by 9–15% and allows unobstructed transfers between 

the UMZ and the rest of SPP system. The expanded SPP footprint allows for the 

Highway/Byway projects to provide larger APC savings, with UMZ accounting for $281 

million of the $8.97 billion SPP-wide total benefits estimated over the 40-year study 

horizon. 

 

 Significantly Higher Renewable Resources – RCAR II includes 19–24 GW of installed 

renewable capacity (wind and solar) in the market simulations, which is substantially 

higher compared to the 8 GW assumed in the RCAR I study. Further, a significant 

portion (more than 25%) of the modeled renewable resources is contingent on the RCAR 

II portfolio to be deliverable to SPP load centers. With more renewables, 

Highway/Byway projects provide larger APC savings, as they relieve constraints on 

renewable resources and allow more renewable energy to be delivered to the SPP system 

with lower curtailments. Highway/Byway projects also provide additional savings 

(partially captured in APC savings) by facilitating more efficient dispatch of flexible 

units in response to variable output from renewable resources.  

 

 Higher load – Load projections in RCAR II are higher than in RCAR I, partly due to the 

two-year shift in forecast horizon and partly due to increased expectations of future 

demand. Excluding the UMZ, load inputs for the SPP region were about 2–8% higher in 

RCAR II than in RCAR I. Higher loads in the system typically exacerbate congestion, 

especially in the constrained base cases, and contribute to higher APC savings provided 

by the Highway/Byway projects.  

 

 Higher Fuel Prices – Due to the change in forecasting approach, RCAR II includes 

approx. 15–30% higher natural gas and coal prices assumptions compared to RCAR I 

assumptions.. With higher fuel prices, production costs and congestion in the system tend 

to increase, so transmission projects typically provide larger economic benefits. (This is 

consistent with the High Gas Price sensitivity performed in RCAR I, which showed that 

increasing gas prices by 27.5% would result in 18% higher APC savings.)  
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Appendix 3 provides additional detail on fundamental input assumptions in RCAR II.  

7.6.2  Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects  

Potential reliability needs were reviewed to determine if economic and policy upgrades defer or 

replace any reliability upgrades. Accordingly, avoided or delayed reliability project benefit 

represents the costs associated with these additional reliability upgrades that would otherwise 

have to be pursued.  

2020 and 2025 powerflow models are utilized with and without economic upgrades to estimate 

the avoided or delayed reliability projects benefit. Figure 7.12 lists the economic upgrades 

excluded to identify: (a) thermal reliability violations arising and (b) the reliability projects that 

would be needed to address the identified reliability violations. 

Figure 7.12 

List of Economic Upgrades in the RCAR 2 Highway/Byway Portfolio 

 

Figure 7.13 below shows the initial list of avoided or delayed reliability projects that would be 

needed to address the identified reliability violations. A standardized ITP cost template was used 

to estimate the total costs of the avoided or delayed projects. The benefits are assumed to be 

equal to the 40-year present value of associated ATRRs of avoided or delayed reliability projects 

for 2015–2054. They are allocated to zones based on ratios that would have been applied for 

reliability project costs under the Highway/Byway methodology. 

PID Facilities Description

936 Northwest Texarkana - Valliant 345KV Ckt 1

937 Tulsa Power Station 138 kV

938 Sibley - Mullin Creek 345 kV

938 Nebraska City - Mullin Creek 345 kV (GMO)

939 Nebraska City - Mullin Creek 345 kV (OPPD)

940 Hitchland Interchange - Woodward District EHV 345 kV CKT 1&2 (SPS)

941 Hitchland Interchange - WOODWARD DISTRICT EHV 345KV CKT 1&2 (OGE)

942 Thistle - Woodward EHV 345 kV Ckt 1&2 (OGE)

943 Thistle - Woodward EHV 345 kV Ckt 1&2 (PW)

945

Ironwood - Clark Co. 345 kV Ckt 1&2; Clark Co 345 kV - Thistle 345 kV ckt 1&2; Thistle 

345/138 kV Transformer; Flat Ridge - Thistle 138 kV; Ironwood 345 kV Substation; 

Ironwood - Spearville 345 kV Ckt 1&2

946 Thistle - Wichita 345 kV ckt 1&2 (PW); Wichita 345 kV Terminal Upgrades

30850

Iatan 345 kV Voltage Conversion; Iatan - Stranger Creek 345 kV Ckt 1 Voltage 

Conversion (GMO) (WR)
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Figure 7.13 

Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects 

 

 

A 98% maximum loading threshold was applied to determine which projects are included in the 

final benefit calculations. Accordingly, if a project mitigated a potential overload but the loading 

remained above 98% of the facility rating, the relief was determined to be insignificant to 

conclude that a reliability project would be avoided. Based on these criteria, only three projects 

(highlighted at the top of Figure 7.13) were included in benefit calculations. At the regional 

level, the 40-year present value of benefits for avoided reliability projects totals $42.1 million in 

2016 dollars. Figure 7.14 below shows the zonal allocations of these benefits.   

 

Figure 7.14 

Benefits of Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects 

 

Project Name Zone

40-yr PV 

ATRRs

(2016 $m)

Project In 

(% Load)

Project Out 

(% Load) % Delta

Carnegie - Hobart Junction 138 kV Line AEP $25 93.9% 101.0% 7.2%

Potter - Harrington 230 kV Line SPS $10 83.5% 105.6% 22.0%

Wheeler - Howard 115 kV Line SPS $6 89.8% 119.1% 29.3%

Etter - Moore 115 kV Line SPS $8 98.6% 104.7% 6.1%

Waterford - Coyote Charm 115 kV Line UMZ $6 99.9% 101.0% 1.0%

Erskine - Indiana 115 kV Line SPS $3 98.6% 100.7% 2.1%

North St. - Salina 115 kV Line WR $2 99.8% 100.5% 0.8%
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7.6.3 Capacity Savings due to Reduced On-Peak Transmission Losses 

Transmission projects often reduce losses during peak load conditions, which lower costs 

associated with additional generation capacity needed to meet capacity requirements. Reduced 

capacity expansion costs, due to lower transmission losses on peak, captures the value of 

unnecessary system-wide generation capacity.  

Capacity cost savings are calculated based on on-peak losses estimated in the 2020 and 2025 

powerflow models. Loss reductions are then multiplied by 112%, based on the reserve margin 

requirement, to estimate the reduction in installed capacity requirements.  

The value of capacity savings is calculated by applying a net cost of new entry (CONE) of 

$68.0/kW-year in 2016 dollars. The net CONE value is the difference between an estimated 

gross CONE value and the expected operating margins (energy market revenues net of variable 

operating costs, also referred to as “net market revenues” and non-spinning reserve revenue) for 

an advanced technology combustion turbine (per EIA’s Annual Energy Outlook data).  

The average of the net CONE estimates for 2011-2015 was used for this study. A gross CONE 

value of $86.3/kW-yr (2016$) was obtained by levelizing the capital and fixed operating costs of 

a new advanced combustion turbine as reported in EIA’s Annual Energy Outlook 2013. 

Average net market revenues of $18.3/kW-yr were estimated based on the historical data for 

energy margins and non-spinning reserve revenues. 

As shown in Figure 7.15, SPP-wide, on-peak transmission losses are estimated to decrease by 

about 362 MW in 2020 and 547 MW in 2025 as a result of the Highway/Byway projects. This 

figure also summarizes the capacity savings by SPP pricing zones. The 40-year present value of 

capacity savings is $743 million.  
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Figure 7.15 

Capacity Savings due to Reduced On-Peak Losses (in 2016$) 

 

7.6.4 Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 

The standard production cost simulations used to estimate APC savings do not account for 

transmission outages, and thereby ignore the added congestion-relief and production cost 

benefits of new transmission facilities during planned and unplanned outages of existing 

facilities. 

To estimate incremental savings associated with mitigation of transmission outage costs, outage 

cases were analyzed in PROMOD for the 2025 study year. Cases were developed based on 12 

months of historical SPP transmission data. 

Because of the high volume of historical transmission outage data (approximately 7,000 outage 

events) and based on the expectation that many outages would not lead to significant increases in 

congestion, only a subset of outage events was modeled. The events selected were those 

expected to create significant congestion and which met at least one of the following conditions: 

 Involved facilities with a nominal voltage over 230 kV and lasted 5 days or longer 

2020 2025 40-yr PV

Zone Base Change Diff. Loss

Reductio

n

Capacity 

Savings

Base Change Diff. Loss

Reductio

n

Capacity 

Savings

2015-54

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) ($m) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) ($m) (2016 $m)

AEP 280 260 (21) 21 $2 363 303 (60) 60 $6 $87

CUS 10 10 0 (0) ($0) 13 13 0 (0) ($0) ($0)

EDE 30 30 0 (0) ($0) 32 32 0 0 $0 $0

GMO 27 25 (2) 2 $0 29 27 (2) 2 $0 $3

GRDA 24 23 (0) 0 $0 26 26 (0) 0 $0 $1

KCPL 57 53 (4) 4 $0 52 48 (5) 5 $0 $6

LES 10 10 (1) 1 $0 12 11 (1) 1 $0 $1

MIDW 11 9 (2) 2 $0 19 12 (7) 7 $1 $11

MKEC 21 15 (6) 6 $0 29 17 (12) 12 $1 $17

NPPD 152 117 (35) 35 $3 164 123 (41) 41 $4 $53

OGE 185 153 (32) 32 $3 265 218 (48) 48 $5 $65

OPPD 36 34 (2) 2 $0 38 36 (2) 2 $0 $3

SEPC 16 14 (3) 3 $0 24 16 (8) 8 $1 $12

SPS 394 216 (178) 178 $15 642 378 (264) 264 $25 $357

UMZ 275 230 (45) 45 $4 276 236 (39) 39 $4 $47

WFEC 86 62 (25) 25 $2 125 71 (54) 54 $5 $77

WR 142 134 (9) 9 $1 152 147 (5) 5 $0 $5

Total 1,754 1,392 (362) 362 $30 2,260 1,714 (547) 547 $52 $743
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 Involved facilities with a nominal voltage over 100 kV, lasted 4 hours or longer, and had 

a significant impact on a defined contingency
57

  

 Involved facilities with a nominal voltage over 100 kV, lasted 4 hours or longer, and had 

a significant impact on a binding constraint in the Base Case PROMOD runs
58

 

After developing and implementing the outage set in the economic model, new constraints based 

on these outages are needed to properly capture the additional APC savings due to transmission 

outages. Additional constraints are identified through a constraint assessment.  

PROMOD simulations are then performed to calculate APC savings for the primary base case 

with outages and the change case with outages. The incremental increase in APC savings benefit 

with outages above the APC savings benefit with no outages is the benefit from the Mitigation of 

Transmission Outage Costs. SPP-wide benefits are then allocated to SPP pricing zones based on  

load ratio share. 

In RCAR I, 1,076 outage events were modeled, capturing 15.5% of the 6,951 historical outage 

events in the 12-month period and 48.4% of the historical outage hours. Comparing outage 

results for the base and change cases produced annual savings 11.3% higher than APC savings 

estimated with simulations that did not consider transmission outages.  

In RCAR II, 11.3% of APC benefit was utilized, consistent with the RCAR I and 2015 ITP10 

studies.
59

 Based on the APC savings benefit estimated in RCAR II, this translated to a 40-year 

present value benefit of $1.0 billion, allocated to zones as shown in Figure 7.16. 

                                                 

 
57

  An outage has a significant impact on a defined contingency if one of the elements in the contingency has a 

LODF over 50% with respect to the outage of the facility, and the voltage of the facility is higher than or equal to 

the voltage of contingency element. 
58

  An outage has a significant impact on a binding constraint if a monitored element in the constraint has a LODF 

over 35% and below 100% with respect to the outage of the facility, and the voltage of the facility is higher than or 

equal to the voltage of the monitored element. The 100% limit for LODF effectively removes the outage of 

monitored facilities, or facilities in series with monitored facilities, that do not increase flow on other binding 

monitored facilities. 
59

  See RARTF Report at page 16 for the Principle of Consistency; 

http://www.spp.org/documents/16210/final%20rartf%20report%20011012.pdf  
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Figure 7.16 

Benefits of Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs 

 

7.6.5 Assumed Benefits of Mandated Reliability Projects 

This metric monetizes reliability benefits of mandated reliability projects. As recommended in 

the September 2012 MTF report and reaffirmed by the ESWG in 2014, the 40-year PV of 

regional benefits are assumed to be equal to 40-year PV of ATRRs for the reliability projects. 

The 40-year PV of ATRRs for reliability projects totaled approx. $5.8 billion in 2016 dollars. 

The ESWG
60

 and Board
61

 approved the allocation of region-wide benefits based on a hybrid 

approach to reflect different characteristics of higher and lower voltage reliability upgrades: 

 300 kV or above: 1/3 based on System Reconfiguration and 2/3 based on Load Ratio 

Share, 

 Between 100 kV and 300 kV: 2/3 based on System Reconfiguration and 1/3 based on 

Load Ratio Share, and  

 Below 100 kV: 100% based on System Reconfiguration 

The system reconfiguration approach utilizes powerflow models to measure incremental flows 

shifted onto the existing system during outage of the proposed reliability upgrade. This is used as 

a proxy for how each upgrade’s reduction of flows on the zones’ existing transmission facilities. 

Results from production cost simulations are used to determine hourly flow direction on the 

upgrades and then applied as weighting factors for powerflow results.  

 

                                                 

 
60

 http://www.spp.org/spp-documents-filings/?id=20236  
61

 http://www.spp.org/spp-documents-filings/?id=18449  
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Figure 7.17 summarizes zonal allocations of the Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability 

Projects  and illustrates the breakdown by voltage level, System Reconfiguration component, and 

Load Ratio Share component. 

Figure 7.17 

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects 

 

7.6.6 Benefits of Meeting Public Policy Goals 

This metric represents the economic benefits provided by the transmission upgrades for 

facilitating public policy goals. For the purpose of this RCAR, it is limited to benefits of meeting 

public policy goals related to renewable energy. System-wide benefits are assumed to be equal to 

the cost of policy projects.  

Since no policy projects were identified in RCAR II, associated benefits are estimated to be zero. 

7.6.7 Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues 

Increasing available transfer capacity (ATC) with neighboring regions improves import and 

export opportunities for the SPP footprint. Increased inter-regional transmission capacity that 

increases through- and out-transactions will also increase SPP wheeling revenues.  

 

While the benefit of increased exports is captured in APC savings (which values exports at the 

weighted average generation LMP of the exporting zone), APC savings do not capture increases 

in wheeling out or wheeling through revenues associated with increased transfer capability. 

< 100 kV 100–300 kV > 300 kV All NTC Projects

SPP-wide

Benefit

$651 $2,929 $2,178 $5,759

100% 66.7% 33.3% Wtd. 33.3% 66.7% Wtd. Overall Benefit

Zone SR SR LRS Avg. SR LRS Avg. Allocation (2016 $m)

AEP 37.9% 10.5% 20.4% 13.8% 2.4% 20.4% 14.4% 16.8% $965

CUS 1.3% 0.3% 1.4% 0.7% 0.5% 1.4% 1.1% 0.9% $53

EDE 1.5% 0.4% 2.3% 1.0% 1.2% 2.3% 2.0% 1.4% $83

GMO 4.3% 1.4% 3.8% 2.2% 4.6% 3.8% 4.0% 3.1% $180

GRDA 2.1% 0.4% 1.9% 0.9% 0.4% 1.9% 1.4% 1.2% $70

KCPL 4.0% 2.8% 7.5% 4.4% 6.4% 7.5% 7.1% 5.4% $308

LES 0.0% 0.6% 1.9% 1.0% 1.1% 1.9% 1.6% 1.1% $64

MIDW 0.0% 3.0% 0.8% 2.3% 2.1% 0.8% 1.2% 1.6% $93

MKEC 0.1% 4.8% 1.3% 3.6% 6.3% 1.3% 3.0% 3.0% $171

NPPD 1.7% 4.5% 5.7% 4.9% 5.3% 5.7% 5.6% 4.8% $275

OGE 10.3% 10.7% 12.9% 11.5% 6.2% 12.9% 10.7% 11.0% $635

OPPD 1.4% 1.0% 4.8% 2.3% 0.5% 4.8% 3.4% 2.6% $150

SEPC 1.1% 4.0% 0.9% 3.0% 7.1% 0.9% 3.0% 2.8% $159

SPS 11.0% 27.1% 11.3% 21.8% 20.4% 11.3% 14.4% 17.8% $1,024

UMZ 0.1% 7.3% 9.5% 8.0% 30.6% 9.5% 16.5% 10.3% $595

WFEC 6.6% 4.2% 3.3% 3.9% 2.3% 3.3% 3.0% 3.9% $222

WR 16.8% 17.0% 10.3% 14.8% 2.6% 10.3% 7.7% 12.3% $710

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% $5,759
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Collected wheeling revenues are not counted in either the exporting or importing region’s APC. 

Increased wheeling revenues are a benefit as they offset part of transmission projects’ revenue 

requirements. Currently, SPP collects wheeling revenues through Schedules 7 and 11 for firm 

through and out transactions. 

 

To evaluate increased wheeling revenues based on long-term firm TSRs, a First Contingency 

Incremental Transfer Capacity (FCITC) analysis is conducted to determine the change in ATC 

for exports. Increases in ATC due to the transmission upgrades are used to project future long-

term transmission service revenues.  

 

Transmission service revenues due to transmission expansion were estimated to be $19 million 

in 2020 and $51 million in 2025. The 40-year PV of benefits totaled $641 million for this benefit 

metric. The zonal allocation of this regional benefits is shown in Figure 7.18, and are based on 

tariff language governing Schedules 7 and 11 revenue allocation.  

 

Figure 7.18 

Benefits of Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues 

  

7.6.8 Marginal Energy Losses Benefits 

Standard production cost simulations used to estimate APC do not reflect that transmission 

expansions may reduce the MWh quantity of transmission losses. In production cost simulations 

used to estimate APC savings, load inputs are grossed up for average transmission losses to make 

run-time more manageable. Accordingly, the MWh quantity of losses is fixed and does not 

40-yr PV

Zone 2020 2025 2015-54

($m) ($m) (2016 $m)

AEP $4 $11 $133

CUS $0 $0 $5

EDE $0 $1 $12

GMO $1 $1 $19

GRDA $0 $1 $13

KCPL $1 $3 $37

LES $0 $1 $8

MIDW $0 $0 $5

MKEC $0 $1 $14

NPPD $1 $3 $38

OGE $2 $5 $66

OPPD $1 $2 $23

SEPC $0 $1 $8

SPS $3 $7 $90

UMZ $2 $4 $55

WFEC $1 $2 $20

WR $3 $7 $94

Total $19 $51 $641
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change with transmission additions. Therefore, simulations do not capture potential savings from 

reduced MWh quantity of losses that may be realized with the Highway/Byway upgrades.  

 

APC savings due to such energy loss reductions can be estimated by post-processing the 

Marginal Loss Component (MLC) of the LMPs in PROMOD simulation results. Applying the 

methodology approved by ESWG and Board, which accounts for losses on generation and 

market imports, the 40-year PV of SPP-wide benefits were estimated to be $427 million, as 

shown in Figure 7.19 below. 

 

Figure 7.19 

Marginal Energy Losses Benefits 
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SECTION 8:  RECOMMENDATION ON REMEDIES 

8.1  Overview of RARTF Report on Remedies 

The RARTF Report recommended that if the RCAR analysis shows that a zone is below the 0.8 

B/C threshold described in Section 4.1 of the RARTF Report then “SPP staff should evaluate, 

and recommend possible mitigation remedies for the zone.” The RCAR I Lessons Learned 

Report re-affirmed this, recommending, “SPP staff should evaluate remedies for zones below the 

threshold in the NTC –only review for RCAR II.” 

Figure 7.1 of the RCAR II Report shows that only City Utilities of Springfield (CUS) is below 

the 0.8 threshold for projects that have been approved for construction since June 19, 2010. 

Figure 5 of the RARTF Report provided a list of potential remedies that SPP should consider for 

zones that are below the 0.8 B/C threshold.  

8.2  RCAR Report on Remedies  

RCAR I Lessons Learned Report stated that “If RCAR II does not show that adequate remedies 

exist, SPP staff, Deficient zones, and SPP Stakeholders can begin the process of analyzing 

additional potential remedies for any zone below the threshold.”   

 

SPP staff has discussed potential remedies with CUS. The first potential remedy RARTF 

suggested was to accelerate an already approved project. Since CUS has not had any 

Highway/Byway projects approved, this remedy was not feasible. Given that, CUS agreed to 

pursue the second suggested remedy, focused on the issuance of NTCs for selected new 

upgrades.  

 

SPP staff and the RARTF recommend the RCAR II Report be finalized in July 2016 and that 

CUS pursue projects in upcoming planning processes that will provide benefits to the Springfield 

zone.   SPP staff will support and assist CUS’ participation in the upcoming planning processes.   

 

CUS has agreed to introduce project proposals in the upcoming 2017 ITP1062 scheduled to 

conclude in January 2017, a seams study with AECI63 scheduled to complete in late 2016 and a 

seams study with MISO scheduled to begin in 2016.  If these studies do not result in projects that 

provide benefits for the Springfield zone, then SPP will work with the RARTF and recommend 

through the stakeholder process that the SPP Board initiate a High Priority Study to look for 

system needs and solutions in the Springfield zone. 

 

                                                 

 
62

 The ITP10 Needs Assessment published on June 2, 2016 showed needs in the CUS zone. 
63

 The AECI-SPP seams study current scope includes projects can be seen in the Seams Steering Committee 

Meeting Minutes from June 6, 2016 at; https://www.spp.org/spp-documents-filings/?id=20425  
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In the event that no remedy is found for CUS in the planning processes described above, SPP 

will evaluate the other potential remedies described in the RARTF Report and make a 

recommendation to the RARTF. 
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 SECTION 9:  GUIDANCE FOR FUTURE RCAR ASSESSMENTS 

9.1  Overview of RCAR Lessons Learned 

In Section 7.1 of their Report, the RARTF made four recommendations in addition to their 

recommendations of how to conduct the RCAR. Recommendation four stated: 

[T]he RARTF found the process of developing the recommended 

methodology under which the Regional Cost Allocation Review will 

be performed to be a very informative and collaborative process. As a 

result, the RARTF recommends that the task force be reconvened 

before subsequent Regional Cost Allocation Reviews are performed. 

This will enable the SPP stakeholders to review lessons learned from 

prior Regional Cost Allocation Reviews and to suggest improvements 

to the methodology recommended in this report. 

In accordance with the fourth additional recommendation contained in Section 7.1 of the RARTF 

Report, it is recommended that the RARTF “be reconvened before subsequent Regional Cost 

Allocation Reviews are performed.”  

The final recommendation is for the RARTF to begin a lessons-learned process, similar to that 

used after RCAR I, and to finalize suggested improvements to the RCAR process by the January 

2017 stakeholder meeting cycle. This will allow improvements to be incorporated into the next 

RCAR process.  
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APPENDIX  
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Appendix 1 – Stakeholder Comment and Resolutions for RCAR II Draft Results and 

Report 

Stakeholder comments and suggestions have been posted at https://www.spp.org/spp-documents-

filings/?id=20184 
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Appendix 2 –Analysis of Zones Below the 0.8 B/C Ratio Threshold 

This appendix briefly describes the highlights of RCAR II results for City Utilities of Springfield 

(CUS). A short discussion of transmission benefits, costs, and a comparison to results from 

RCAR-I follows. 

Share of Transmission Costs 

In RCAR-II, CUS’s share of the 40-year transmission revenue requirement was estimated to be 

$76 million. About 60% of these costs were driven by reliability projects and the rest by 

economic projects. Additionally, CUS was estimated to benefit from point-to-point revenue 

offsets as a result of the RCAR-II portfolio of projects. These revenues, which offset CUS’s 

share of transmission costs, were estimated to be equal to approximately $5 million over a 40-

year period. The net total cost for CUS was thus estimated to be $71 million as shown in  

 

Figure A2.1. 

 

Figure A2.1:  

City Utilities of Springfield’s PV of 40-yr Benefits and Costs (2015-54) 

 

Estimated Benefits 

The RCAR-II evaluation of NTC projects resulted in an estimated B/C ratio for CUS of 0.59. As 

shown in Error! Reference source not found., this low B/C ratio is primarily driven by the 40-

year APC dis-benefits of $33 million.  

 

(2016 $m)

Present Value of 40-yr ATRRs

Reliability Projects $46

Economic Projects $31

Offset from PtP and MISO Revenues -$5

Total Costs $71

Present Value of 40-yr Benefits

Adjusted Production Cost Savings -$33

Capacity Savings from Reduced On-Peak Losses $0

Avoided or Delayed Reliability Projects $0

Assumed Benefit of Mandated Reliability Projects $53

Increased Wheeling Through and Out Revenues $5

Mitigation of Transmission Outage Costs $14

Marginal Energy Losses Benefits $2

Benefit from Meeting Public Policy Goals $0

Total Benefits $42

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio 0.59

Gap to Reach a B/C Ratio of 0.8 $15

216 of 292



63 

 

It should be noted that in RCAR II, the APC savings metric has been modified to reflect a hybrid 

approach. This new approach was approved by the ESWG in 2015 and is designed to mitigate 

potentially unreasonable APC savings that may result from trapped renewable generation in 

several SPP zones.  

 

RCAR II assessments indicate that CUS is not significantly impacted by trapped generation. 

However, its APC benefits are slightly affected by the new hybrid methodology, resulting in 

slightly higher APC dis-benefits.  

 

The RCAR II assessment indicates that CUS would experience positive benefits from RCAR-II 

projects based on other benefit metrics analyzed in the study. Benefit such as those from 

mandated reliability projects, transmission outage costs savings, increased wheeling revenues, 

and savings from reduced marginal energy losses all indicate positive benefits to CUS from 

RCAR-II projects.  

 

Figure A2.1 illustrates the 40-year benefits to CUS from each of these benefit metrics. The 40-

year present value of total benefits to CUS (inclusive of the aforementioned APC dis-benefit) 

was estimated to be equal to $42 million. See details in  

 

Figure A2.1.  
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Appendix 3 – RCAR II PROMOD Assumptions 

This appendix summarizes key modeling assumptions in PROMOD market simulations that are 

used to estimate adjusted production cost (APC) savings, mitigation of transmission outage costs, 

and marginal energy losses benefit.  

Simulations of the SPP system and most of the Eastern Interconnect were undertaken for 2020, 

2025, and 2035. As described in the report, three cases were developed for each of the study 

years consistent with the approved methodology:  

1. Change Case with the Highway/Byway portfolio 

2. Primary Base Case without the Highway/Byway portfolio 

3. Alternate Base Case without the Highway/Byway projects and without the renewable 

energy resources identified to be contingent upon Highway/Byway upgrades. 

All inputs are the same across the three cases except for: Highway/Byway projects, renewables 

identified to be contingent on Highway/Byway portfolio, and the generic CTs added to the base 

cases to address load serving challenges.  

1. Load Forecast 

Load projections were modeled consistent with assumptions developed for the 2017 ITP10 

study, obtained through a survey of the members. Accordingly, the SPP’s annual load is assumed 

to be 287 TWh in 2020, 300 TWh in 2025, and 338 TWh in 2035. The system-wide coincident 

peak load is assumed to be 55 GW in 2020, 57 GW in 2025, and 64 GW in 2035.  

Both peak and energy levels increase at an annual average growth rate of 0.9%–1.2% through the 

study horizon. 

Figure A3.1 

Load Projections for SPP Footprint  

(a) Annual Energy 

 

(b) Coincident Peak 
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2. Generation 

Generation resources included under the change case models are based on assumptions 

developed for the 2017 ITP10 study. As shown below, significant capacity is added from gas-

fired combined cycle and combustion turbine units as well as renewable resources (wind and 

solar). The generation portfolio also reflects anticipated retirements of older coal, gas, oil, and 

nuclear plants. 

Figure A3.2 

Generation Assumptions in SPP Footprint (Change Case) 

 

 

Fuel Prices 

The Henry Hub gas prices assumed in PROMOD start at $6.03/MMBtu in 2020 and increase to 

$7.26/MMBtu in 2025 and $11.57/MMBtu in 2035 (in nominal $). The gas prices at the SPP 

Central NG Hub are assumed to be about 23–35 cents higher compared to Henry Hub due to 

basis differential.  

Coal prices are also assumed to grow over time, starting at $2.48/MMBtu in 2020, growing to 

$3.06/MMBtu in 2025 and $4.30/MMBtu in 2035 (in nominal $). 

 

Existing

Capacity

as of 2016

Additions 

and 

Retirements 

between 

2016-2020

Online 

Capacity in 

2020

Additions 

and 

Retirements 

between 

2021-2025

Online 

Capacity in 

2025

Additions 

and 

Retirements 

between 

2026-2035

Online 

Capacity in 

2035

ST Coal 23,469 (821) 22,648 (692) 21,956 (1,143) 20,813

ST Gas 10,738 86 10,824 (774) 10,049 (3,434) 6,615

CC Gas 9,379 5,167 14,546 2,200 16,746 9,137 25,883

CT Gas 9,772 1,059 10,831 1,975 12,806 4,498 17,304

IC Gas 252 240 493 0 493 (32) 460

Nuclear 2,432 5 2,437 0 2,437 (479) 1,959

Hydro/PS 3,277 0 3,277 0 3,277 0 3,277

Wind 12,909 3,696 16,605 420 17,025 712 17,738

Solar 50 1,023 1,073 1,605 2,678 2,345 5,023

Oil 1,654 0 1,654 (25) 1,629 (276) 1,353

Other 109 9 118 3 120 (15) 106

Total 74,041 10,466 84,507 4,711 89,218 11,313 100,531
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Figure A3.3 

Fuel Price Projections for SPP Footprint 

 

 

Emissions Prices 

Allowance prices for NOx emissions were assumed to be $57/ton in 2020, increasing to $64/ton 

in 2025, and $82/ton in 2035 (in nominal $). These prices correspond to the EPA’s Cross-State 

Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR), which replaces the EPA’s 2005 Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR). 

No other emission prices are assumed in the model. 
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Figure A3.4 

PROMOD Emission Price Assumptions ($/ton) 

 

  

2020 2025 2035

CAIR Annual and 

Seasonal NOx
$57 $64 $82

CSAPR Annual NOx $57 $64 $82

CSAPR Seasonal NOx $0 $0 $0

CSAPR 1 SO2 $0 $0 $0

CSAPR 2 SO2 $0 $0 $0

National CO2 $0 $0 $0

RGGI CO2 $0 $0 $0

Mercury (Hg) $0 $0 $0
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Appendix 4 - RCAR Project List 

 

The RCAR II project list has been published at 

https://www.spp.org/documents/39026/appendix%204%20-

%2020160531_rcar2_project%20list_summary.pdf  
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Aggregate Study Waiver 
Requests for Z2
Regional State Committee 

July 18, 2016
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Background
• SPP is implementing the provisions of Attachment Z2 of the SPP tariff to begin 

collecting and paying revenue credits from new transmission service which is 
made available by a Creditable Upgrade.  

• The Z2 Credit Stacking System is partially complete and on-schedule to deliver 
revenue crediting reports in September.

• SPP has calculated the revenue credit payment amounts due from long-term 
reservations for Designated Resources and applied the provisions of Attachment J 
to determine the portion of revenue credit payments that are Base Plan funded vs. 
Directly Assigned.  

• On April 28, 2016, SPP sent reports to all customers with Directly Assigned 
Upgrade Costs. 

• The purpose of these reports is to enable customers to request waivers under the 
provisions of Attachment J.  Waiver amounts need to be determined now in order 
to complete Z2 revenue credit reports for customers and transmission owners by 
September.
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Background cont.
• Group A: Waivers that are permissible under the tariff

 MOPC Approved 6/6/2016
 CAWG Approved 6/7/2016
 RSC Approved 6/10/2016
 Board of Directors Approved 6/13/2016
 $56,410,613 added to Base Plan

• Group B: Waivers that are not permissible under the tariff
 MOPC voted to defer consideration of Group B until July.  
 CAWG took no action on Group B, considering it to be a tariff interpretation question, but 

requested a status update in July.
 RSC voted to defer consideration of Group B until July.
 Board of Directors deferred action on Group B until MOPC and RSC have considered them.  

• FERC order in docket ER16-1341 is pending on SPP-requested tariff provision waivers.

• June 28-29: SPP held two-day workshop open to all interested stakeholders to give insight to 
the Z2 calculation process and to ask questions and gain additional clarity on the process
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Waiver Group B

Transmission Service Customer

Estimated Directly 
Assigned Z2 Revenue 

Credit Payment Due 
--Total Term

Estimated Directly 
Assigned Z2 Revenue 

Credit Payment Due 
--Before 9/1/2016

American Electric Power 
(in addition to request 1162214)

$21,545,607 $2,188,909

Chanute, Kansas $19,936 $9,303

Golden Spread Electric Coop. $4,313,008 $382,942

Kansas Electric Power Coop. $6,195,560 $877,704

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
(for request 78697838)

$103,953 $4,966

Westar $10,572,329 $1,751,573

$42,750,393
$42,646,440

$5,215,397
$5,210,431

4
OMPA request was re-classified as Base Plan after determining that the 
request qualified under Attachment J. 226 of 292



Update
Revision for Load in Multiple Zones
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Revision for Load in Multiple Zones

Initial DAUC Re-classified as Base 
Plan

Revised 
DAUC

Waiver Group B $42,646,440 ($5,728,919) $36,917,521

Others with Directly Assigned CPOs $88,274,266 ($11,115,462) $77,158,804

Total Directly Assigned CPOs $130,920,706 ($16,844,381) $114,076,325

6

SPP analyzed assignment of costs to requests with load in multiple zones and determined 
that several should be re-classified.
• Approximately $17 million of DAUC were re-classified as Base Plan.  
• This reduced the total DAUC for Waiver Group B from $43 million to $37 million.  
• Other DAUCs were reduced from $88 million to $77 million.  
• This did not impact Waiver Group A. 
• Revised reports will be provided to each customer. 
• No additional DAUC amounts are eligible for waiver as a result.
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Waiver Group B Revised 

Transmission Service Customer
Total Est. DAUC Due
Initial DAUC Report 

April 28, 2016

Total Est. DAUC Due
Revised DAUC Report 

July 1, 2016

American Electric Power 
(in addition to request 1162214)

$21,545,607 $21,053,597

Chanute, Kansas $19,936 $19,936

Golden Spread Electric Coop. $4,313,008 $2,295,765

Kansas Electric Power Coop. $6,195,560 $6,195,560

Westar $10,572,329 $7,352,662

$42,646,440 $36,917,521

7

($5,728,919)
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Reasons for Direct 
Assignments –
Summary
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All: Waiver Group B + Others with Direct Assignments

Summary of Z2 Direct Assignments by Reason

9

Reason $DAUC % of Total

Attachment J Sec III.A.4
Wind Upgrades Outside the Point of Delivery  (“Wind Rule”) $42,181,519 37%

Attachment J Sec III.B.1
(a) Term less than 5 years  (“Term”) $1,503,660 1%

(b) Resource/Load Ratio exceeds 125%  (“125% Rule”) $11,881,504 11%

(c) Wind/Load Ratio exceeds 20%  (“20% Rule”) $58,509,642 51%

$114,076,325 100%
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Waiver Group B

Z2 Direct Assignments by Customer and Reason

10

Customer Wind Rule Term 125% Rule 20% Rule Total

AEP $20,447,520 $606,077 $21,053,597 

Chanute $19,936 $19,936 

Golden Spread $2,295,765 $2,295,765 

KEPCO $6,195,560 $6,195,560 

Westar $7,352,662 $7,352,662 

$30,095,948 $606,077 $6,215,496 $36,917,521 

Reasons Legend
Wind Rule: Attach. J Sec III.A.4 - Upgrades Outside the Point of Deliv.
Term: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.a - Term less than 5 years
125% Rule: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.b - Resource/Load Ratio exceeds 125%
20% Rule: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.c - Wind/Load Ratio exceeds 20% 232 of 292



Others with Directly Assigned CPOs

Z2 Direct Assignments by Customer and Reason

11

Customer Wind Rule Term 125% Rule 20% Rule Total

MEAN 70,499 70,499 

Midwest 9,716 9,716 

MJMEUC 360,047 360,047 

NTEC 196,399 196,399 

OG&E 49,410 49,410 

OMPA 26,976 26,976 

OPPD 2,524,368 2,524,368 

Sunflower 138,648 138,648 

SPS 4,853,742 166,906 117,713 5,138,361 

Tex-La 271,002 271,002 

WFEC 18,780,952 18,780,952 

TOTAL 12,085,571 897,583 5,666,008 58,509,642 77,158,804 

Customer Wind Rule Term 125% Rule 20% Rule Total

AECC 159,215 8,583,436 8,742,650 

Empire 25,394 25,394 

ETEC 107,736 162,601 270,337 

GRDA 986,720 986,720 

Independence 536,858 536,858 

KCPL 1,603,531 27,123,241 28,726,772 

KCPL-GMO 892,967 892,967 

KMEA 121,352 121,352 

KPP 98,549 73,699 172,248 

LESM 63,328 5,270,851 3,782,948 9,117,127 

Reasons Legend
Wind Rule: Attach. J Sec III.A.4 - Upgrades Outside the Point of Deliv.
Term: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.a - Term less than 5 years
125% Rule: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.b - Resource/Load Ratio exceeds 125%
20% Rule: Attach. J Sec III.B.1.c - Wind/Load Ratio exceeds 20% 233 of 292



Reasons for Direct 
Assignment – Details 
Waiver Group B
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American Electric Power
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2007-AG3 1337138 $305,094 Term less than 5 years 

2008-AGP1 1458766 $704,902 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

1458767 $162,670 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2009-AGP1 1565734 $353,006 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

1565735 $1,229,765 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2009-AGP2 73453863 $267,165 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

73453875 $261,823 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AG3 76213445 $207,614 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2012-AG1 76584451 $489,106 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

76584464 $1,580,162 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

76586559 $493,782 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

76586582 $259,117 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

76586592 $234,658 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2013-AG1 77822735 $300,983 Term less than 5 years

77830722 $212,392 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2013-AG3 78775996 $4,475,798 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

78776033 $4,265,177 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

78776041 $5,250,384 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$21,053,597 13235 of 292



Chanute, Kansas
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2012-AG1 76586685 $19,936 Resource/Load ratio >125% (162%)

14

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AG3 76214890 $2,295,765 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$2,295,765

Golden Spread Electric Coop

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74241278 $2,192,202 Resource/Load ratio >125% (200%)

74241308 $592,726 Resource/Load ratio >125% (200%)

74241329 $905,519 Resource/Load ratio >125% (200%)

74241346 $2,568,114 Resource/Load ratio >125% (200%)

$6,195,560

Kansas Electric Power Coop
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Westar
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 73822803 $474,553 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AG2 75710756 $242,788 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AGP1 75021167 $4,210,931 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2014-AG1 79147640 $720,685 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2015-AG1 80812246 $1,703,675 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$7,352,662
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Staff’s Recommendation on Group B
• SPP Staff’s recommendation to deny the Group B waiver requests is based not 

on the merits of arguments made by the requestors, but rather on the 
threshold issue of whether the tariff permits a waiver request to be 
considered in the first place.  These facts are not in dispute:
 Waiver of the “Wind Rule” (Sec. III.A.4) is not permitted under the tariff.
 Waiver of the Base Plan eligibility criteria (Sec. III.B.1) is permitted if-and-only-if the 

waiver request is made simultaneously with the service request (Section III.C.1), 
which none of these were.

• SPP Staff has concluded that because the tariff requirements are not satisfied, 
there is no authority to approve waivers under the tariff provisions.  

• HOWEVER, SPP Staff is sympathetic to customers’ concerns, and would 
support an effort to identify alternative means of addressing them.  

• Customers raise a number of compelling issues…
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Concerns raised in waiver requests
• Because the Z2 information listed in the study reports was incomplete, customers 

were not fully aware of the potential Z2 costs at the time they committed to the 
service, which prevented them from making informed decisions.

• Customers made financial commitments based on incomplete information such 
that Z2 costs now render those commitments un-economic.

• Even though the tariff requires that Z2 costs be charged, it is unfair for customers 
to be charged for Z2 costs that were not identified in the service agreements.

• Even though customers are required to pay for upgrades committed to on their 
behalf, customers should not be obligated to pay Z2 costs when resources were 
un-designated prior to the start of service.

• Costs for Sponsored Upgrades should be allocated based on the rules in effect at 
the time a CPO is assigned rather than the rules in effect at the time an upgrade 
becomes creditable.

• The magnitude of Z2 costs is too large to recover over the 10-month term of the 
approved payment plan.
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Reasons for Direct 
Assignment – Details 
Others with Directly 
Assigned Costs
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Arkansas Electric Cooperative
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2012-AG1 76585985 $159,215 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2013-AG3 78754116 $8,583,436 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (22%)

$8,742,650

20

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AG2 75677330 $25,394 Resource/Load ratio >125% (126%)

Empire District Electric
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East Texas Electric Cooperative
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74243005 $162,601 Term less than 5 years (4 years)

2015-AG1 80515981 $107,736 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$270,337

21

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74243045 $196,399 Term less than 5 years (4 years)

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74243045 $271,002 Term less than 5 years (4 years)

Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative

Tex-La Electric Cooperative
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Grand River Dam Authority

22

Independence, Missouri

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2012-AG2 76771987 $229,128 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2014-AG1 79772133 $740,165 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

79773177 $10,892 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

79773246 $6,535 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$986,720

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2015-AG2 81761267 $536,858 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery
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Kansas City Power & Light
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2008-AGP1 1458732 $584,686 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AG3 76216053 $389,121 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

76216066 $559,257 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2015-AG1 80878929 $70,467 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

80887601 $25,073,189 Wind/Load ratio >20% (21.3%)

80888058 $403,281 Wind/Load ratio >20% (21.3%)

2015-AG2 81620079 $823,386 Wind/Load ratio >20% (24%)

81921840 $823,386 Wind/Load ratio >20% (24%)

$28,726,772

23

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AG3 76216331 $892,967 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

Kansas City Power & Light GMO
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Kansas Municipal Energy Agency
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2014-AG1 76729929 $34,849 Wind/Load ratio >20% (45%)

2015-AG2 81939677 $86,503 Wind/Load ratio >20% (50%)

$121,352

24

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2009-AGP2 73450023 $98,549 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2012-AG3 77405426 $73,699 Term less than 5 years

$172,248

Kansas Power Pool
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Lincoln Electric System
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74224888 $63,328 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AG2 75665751 $4,126 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AGP1 75134451 $13,716 Resource/Load ratio > 125% (134%)

2013-AG3 78773742 $5,253,010 Resource/Load ratio > 125% (136%)

2015-AG1 80792734 $329,536 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (39%)

80792594 $3,453,412 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (39%)

$9,117,127

25

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 74224890 $70,499 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska
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Midwest Energy
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2013-AG2 78053092 $9,716 Resource/Load ratio > 125% (159%)

26

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2015-AG1 80868666 $360,047 Resource/Load ratio > 125% (178%)

Missouri Joint Municipal EUC
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Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2012-AG1 76571379 $49,410 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

27

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2010-AGP1 76571379 $26,976 Term less than 5 years (2 years)

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
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Omaha Public Power District
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2009-AGP2 73449634 $350,021 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AG2 75681681 $23,975 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2011-AGP1 75180047 $8,857 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

75181578 $5,051 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2013-AG1 77805986 $2,136,464 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

$2,524,368

28

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AG3 76177839 $138,648 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

Sunflower Electric Cooperative
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Southwestern Public Service
Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AG3 76213598 $166,906 Term less than 5 years (1 year)

2013-AG1 77917219 $3,294,101 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

77917222 $171,566 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2015-AG1 80872689 $1,388,075 Wind upgrades outside the point of delivery

2015-AG2 81882937 $117,713 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (28%)

$5,138,361

29

Ag Study Original TSR# Total Z2 DAUC Reason

2011-AGP1 75179329 $6,167,793 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (23%)

2014-AG1 78997137 $10,027,694 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (26%)

2015-AG1 80647634 $2,585,465 Wind/Load ratio > 20% (27%)

$18,780,952

Western Farmers
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2016 ITPNT 
Regional State Committee

July 18, 2016
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Scenario 5 Project Re-evaluations
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Background
• SPP Board of Directors approved the 2016 

ITPNT Portfolio but withheld five projects that 
solved Scenario 5 Needs only

• General stakeholder concern with Scenario 5 
assumptions for wind output during summer 
peak

• Evaluate sensitivity of these projects to the 
driver contained in Scenario 5 and assess 
reasonableness
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Staff Recommendation

4

Project Name Recommendation Conclusion

Rebuild Hobart City-Roosevelt Tap-Snyder 
69kV line (Modification of an existing NTC) Withdraw NTC

Wind output level is 
unlikely in summer 

season

Full rebuild of Tosco-Comanche Tap 69kV 
line Issue NTC

Marginal loading 
increases 

reasonable between 
scenarios

Full rebuild of Duncan-Tosco 69kV line
Upgrade wave trap at Duncan Issue NTC

Marginal loading 
increases 

reasonable between 
scenarios

Tap Tolk-Yoakum 230kV line and Cochran-
Lehman Tap 115kV line
New Substation
New 230/115kV transformer at New 
Substation

Issue NTC

Marginal loading 
increases 

reasonable between 
scenarios

Tap the Lawrence Hill-Swissvale 230kV line
New Substation 
New 230/115kV transformer at Baldwin 
Creek (Modification of an existing NTC) 

Withdraw NTC

Infrequent impact, 
generation re-
dispatch more 

effective solution
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Roundup – Kummer Ridge 115kV 
Re-evaluation
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Background
• SPP Board of Directors approved the Basin NTC-C 

#200387 from the 2016 ITPNT

• Basin requested an expedited re-evaluation of a 
new 33 mile 115kV line between Roundup and 
Kummer Ridge substations
 Concerns:

 Inaccurate transmission model 
 Long-term viability
 “one-shot” right-of-way

 Proposed alternative:
 A 33 mile 345kV line between the Roundup and 

Kummer Ridge substations
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Roundup – Kummer Ridge Study Area  
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Analysis
• Load delivery point modification study
 Evaluated the addition of the Kummer Ridge delivery point
 Determined no adverse reliability impacts to the SPP System

• Reliability study
 Included 10-Year model set 
 Updated system topology
 Evaluated project performance
 Determined 345kV solution was more cost effective

• Economic study
 Annual energy production cost analysis
 Calculated B/C ratios
 Determined 345kV and 115kV solutions performed comparably 
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Reliability Study
• In 10th year additional transmission solutions needed to 

solve all reliability issues
 115 kV line = ~$51M

 345 kV line = ~$64M
• 345 kV solution out performs the 115 kV solution 

beyond the 5 year planning horizon 

9

Economic Study
• Tested approved and proposed solutions for 

economic benefit
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Staff Recommendation

10

Project Name Recommendation

Replace Roundup - Kummer Ridge 115kV 
transmission line with the Roundup - Kummer 
Ridge 345kV transmission line

Modify NTC
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Linwood-Cedar Grove 138kV 
Series Line Reactor Re-evaluation
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Background
• Project approved in 2016 ITPNT was a line 

reactor on Linwood – Cedar Grove 138 kV line

• Expedited re-evaluation was requested by AEP 
and approved by SPP Board

• Engineering Economic Analysis
• Alternative projects were incorporated in the re-

evaluation

• Consideration of additional information results in 
the selection of the rebuild of Linwood-S. 
Shreveport 138kV line as a more cost effective 
solution 
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Staff Recommendation

13

Project Name Recommendation

Series Line Reactor Withdraw NTC

Rebuild Linwood – S. Shreveport Issue NTC
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Walkemeyer RFP NTC 
Re-evaluation
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Background
• SPP Board of Directors approved an expedited re-evaluation of 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 with staff to present results in July 2016
 Mid-Kansas Electric requested re-evaluation of Phase 2 due to load 

decreases in April 2016

• Phase 1 (2015 ITPNT & 2015 ITP10) 
 Tap Hitchland - Finney 345kV line near existing Walkemeyer 115kV 

station

 New 345/115kV station and transformer at tap point

 1 mile line from new station to Walkemeyer 115kV station

 NTC issued for Phase 1 in May 2015

• Phase 2 (2015 ITP10 only)
 New 21 mile 115kV line from Walkemeyer - North Liberal

 RFP awarded for Phase 2 in May 2016

• Analysis
 Incorporated TO supplied load update

 Performed reliability assessment
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Summary
• Voltage violations observed with removal of 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 

• No thermal or voltage violations were observed 
as a result of Phase 2 being removed from the 
models

• Voltage violations appear at approximately 23% 
load growth in the study area

16267 of 292



Staff Recommendation

17

Project Name Recommendation

Walkemeyer – North Liberal 115 kV line Withdraw NTC
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Seams Update 
July 18, 2016 

RSC Meeting 
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FERC EL 13-88
“NIPSCO” Order
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Background 
• September 11, 2013 
 Complaint filed by Northern Indiana Public Service Company 

(NIPSCO) regarding Interregional Order 1000 Filing made between 
PJM and MISO

• June 25, 2015 
 FERC hosted a technical conference on PJM and MISO interregional 

planning 

• April 21, 2016
 FERC ruled on the complaint by granting the complaint in part and 

denied the complaint in part
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NIPSCO Original Complaints / Request
1. Realign interregional process to take place concurrently with 

MISO and PJM regional processes

2. Consistency between MISO and PJM planning analyses
 Develop a single model related to seams 
 Develop a single common set of criteria for Interregional 

approval

3. Develop a process for joint planning and cost allocation of 
low voltages and low cost transmission upgrades

4. Include avoidance of M2M payments as a benefit criteria 

5. Improve the MISO-PJM Generation Interconnection JOA 
language
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FERC Response / Directives
• 1. Realign Interregional Process Timeline
 FERC ordered revisions to the PJM-MISO JOA
 Include binding deadlines throughout the entire Coordinated 

System Plan (CSP) process
 Add a description of which & how specific steps in the CSP Study 

process interact & coordinate with specific steps in the MTEP & 
the RTEP.

 FERC ordered information filing 
 Report on how MISO & PJM could conduct the MTEP, RTEP and 

JOA transmission planning using a single, common timeline with 
identical milestones & deadlines
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FERC Response / Directives Cont.
• 2. Modeling and Criteria 
 FERC denied NIPSCO’s request / complaints
 Required PJM and MISO to explore the issues and submit an 

informational filing within 180 days 
 FERC rejected the request for a single set of interregional 

criteria and a single benefit-cost calculation 

• 3. Cost Allocation and Lower Voltage
 FERC found that two of MISO’s regional MEP thresholds are 

unjust and unreasonable when applied to interregional 
economic and transmission projects. 
 FERC ordered cost allocation be determined within the RTO’s 

regional processes 
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FERC Response / Directives Cont.
• 4. Market to Market Benefit Criteria 
 FERC denied the request for MISO and PJM to include 

avoidance of M2M payments as a benefit for approval of an 
interregional project

• 5. Generator Interconnection Coordination
 FERC denies request to require MISO and PJM to use a joint 

model to study generator interconnection request
 FERC added directive to include more detailed information 

found in business practices to the MISO-PJM JOA language 
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Requests for Rehearing or Clarification
• Seven Entities filed requests for rehearing or clarification.
 Generator Group 
 ITC
 MISO TOs
 MISO
 NIPSCO
 Org of MISO States
 PJM

• One directly identifies applicability to the SPP-MISO seam as issue
ITC
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SPP Joint Studies Update 
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2016 SPP-MISO Coordinated System Plan
• Both the SPP and MISO portions of the IPSAC voted to initiate a 

CSP in 2016 

• SPP-MISO JPC voted and formally initiated a CSP on May 31st, 
2016

• SPP and MISO are currently working on scope and modeling 
building 

• SPP-MISO IPSAC Meeting August 2nd, 2016
 Registration 
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2016 SPP-AECI Joint & Coordinated 
System Plan
• Focuses on “target areas” where SPP and AECI see 

specific reoccurring problems
 Northeast Oklahoma potential overloads and voltage issues
 Brookline potential overloads and voltage issues
 Norton & Georgetown potential low voltage issues
 Wheaton area potential upgrades
 Mid-Missouri potential low voltages

• Targeted Completion by December 2016
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Transmission Planning 
Improvement Task 

Force (TPITF)
RSC

July 18, 2016

Brian Gedrich, Chair
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2

• Maintain an Economical, Optimized Transmission System
– Integrated Transmission Planning Check and Adjust
– Cost Controls on Competitive Transmission
– Flexibility to Address Policy Initiatives
– Value Pricing: Import/Export Strategy, and Cost Allocation
– Fair and Equitable Cost/Benefit Allocation Policies

SPP Strategic Plan
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TPITF Charter
Evaluate and propose recommendations on:

• The appropriateness of the planning cycle and assessments
o Effectiveness of using production cost modeling in more assessments
o Development, use, and weighting of futures, scenarios and sensitivities
o Metrics used to evaluate proposed projects
o Planning the transmission system beyond the traditional planning criteria of 

first contingency (“N-1”)
• Utilization of data, including data collected by operations to ensure 

consistency in the planning process
• The methodologies and modeling practices used in the planning, 

compliance, and model building groups to ensure effectiveness and 
consistency between processes

3

TPITF will collaborate with the SPP committees and working groups 
involved in the development and approval process for SPP planning. 

282 of 292



TPITF Members
• Brian Gedrich – Chair

o NextEra Energy Transmission

• Jason Atwood- Vice Chair
o N. Texas Electric Cooperative

• Antoine Lucas – Secretary
o Southwest Power Pool

• Mo Awad
o Westar Energy

• Bruce Cude
o Xcel Energy/SPS

• Katy Onnen
o Kansas City Power & Light

• John Krajewski
o Nebraska Power Review Board

• Adam McKinnie
o Missouri PSC

• Alan Myers
o ITC Holdings

• Steve Sanders
o Western Area Power Administration - UGPR

• Wayman Smith
o American Electric Power

• Lloyd Kolb
o Golden Spread Electric Cooperative
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Recommendations
• Implement ITP 10-year planning assessment process 

• Standardized study scope

• Establish a common reliability planning model

• Utilize a holistic approach to planning 

• Create a Staff/Stakeholder accountability program
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Current ITP Process
• ITP20: Reducing Uncertainty

• First half of 3-year Planning Cycle
• High level analysis of wide range of futures 

o EHV Solutions Only
• Economic and Public Policy focus
• No NTCs issued

• ITP10: Increasing Refinement
• Second half of 3-year Planning Cycle
• Detailed analysis of subset of ITP20 futures

o 100 kV and above solutions
• Reliability, Economic, and Public Policy focus
• NTCs Issued

• ITPNT: Narrowing Focus 
• Performed annually over 3-year Planning Cycle
• Meet short term load growth and firm service obligations
• 69 kV and above solutions
• Reliability focus
• NTCs Issued

6

ITP20

ITP10

Near Term

Implementation

Conceptual
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Implement Annual ITP Planning Cycle
• Recommended process

o Remove ITP20 from planning cycle 

o Annual planning cycle
 Three 10-year assessments over a three year period 

 Combines the ITPNT, ITP10, and portions of the TPL-001-4 into one assessment

7

Standardized Study Scope
• Recommended process

o Standardized scope
o Assumptions document
o RR Process for changes to standardized scope items
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Establish Common Reliability Planning Model
• Recommended process

o Base model for all planning processes including ATSS, GI, and compliance studies
o Built in parallel with the MDWG Powerflow and Short Circuit models

8

Utilize a Holistic Approach to Planning
• Recommended process

o Reliability and Compliance Assessments
 Reliability needs produced from base reliability and CBA reliability models
 Compliance needs produced from the TPL base reliability and short circuit models 

o Public Policy Assessments
 Years 2, 5, and 10

o Economic Assessments
 Years 2, 5, and 10
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Create a Staff/Stakeholder Accountability 
Program

• Recommended process
o Stakeholders/Staff implement an accountability assurance program 
o Staff develops a project schedule along with study scope
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Comparison
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Benefits
• Three 10-year assessments over a three-year period

o Study 6-9 futures as compared to two with the ITP10

• Incorporate compliance assessments
o TPL Short Circuit
o Portions of TPL Steady State
o Provides a clear path to issue NTCs for compliance-related issues

• Economic analysis in the near-term

• Annual transmission expansion plan 

• Common base model across planning reduces duplicative requests 
for information from stakeholders

• Identification of larger projects sooner in the planning process
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Transition
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Annual ITP Planning Cycle
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