
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, October 13, 2016 

 8 AM – 3 PM 

SPP Corporate Office, Little Rock, Arkansas 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items ................................................................................................... Mike Wise 

2. Review of Past Action Items .......................................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

3. MOPC Update ................................................................................................................................ Noman Williams 

4. Revision Request (RR) 172 Policy Implications ........................................................................................ Mike Wise 

5. Competitive Transmission Process Policy Questions Update .................................................................... Bill Grant 

6. RTWG Behind the Meter Generation Task Force Update .............................................................. Heather Starnes 

7. Interconnection Queue Report & Wind Implications ............................................................................ Jay Caspary 

8. Admin Fee Structure ................................................................................................................................ Tom Dunn 

9. Export Pricing Task Force Update ............................................................................................................ Mike Wise 

10. Exit Study Task Force Update .............................................................................................................. Lanny Nickell 

11. Strategic Plan Status ...................................................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

12. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................................. Michael Desselle 

13. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

January 12, 2017              Dallas, TX 

May 4-5, 2017 Retreat     

July 13, 2017                     Denver, CO 

October 12, 2017             Little Rock, AR 

Executive Session 
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Strategic Planning Committee  Meeting No. 94 
July 13-14, 2016 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, July 13-14, 2016 
Rushmore Plaza Holiday Inn, South Dakota 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Mike Wise (GSEC) called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM.  Members present included:  Jake Langthorn 
(OGE); Richard Ross as proxy for Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP); Jim Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton 
(Director); Phyllis Bernard (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Dennis Florom (LES); Mike Risan (BEPC): 
and, Bill Grant (Xcel).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Carl Monroe, Sam Loudenslager, Lanny 
Nickell, Mike Ross, Antoine Lucas, and Jay Caspary.  Other guests participated in person or via phone 
(Attendance – Attachment 1 and 2).  Jake Langthorn moved and Phyllis Bernard seconded adoption of 
the January 14, 2016, the February 8, 2016 Recommendation to the Board, and April 13, 2016 meeting 
minutes (Meeting Minutes – Attachment 3) with one change on the January 14, 2016 minutes in Agenda 
Item #4 reflecting a 13.6% v. 17.6% reserve margin (Revised January 14, 2016 Meeting Minutes – 
Attachment 4).  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mike advised the Committee that the agenda would include two additional items: 1., A synchrophaser 
project update; and, 2. A discussion on the Transmission Competitive Process policy matters resulting 
from the SPC Order 1000 Workshop held on July 7, 2016.    Further, he noted that some agenda items 
will be addressed out of order. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items, which included action items from last week’s 
Strategic Planning Committee Order 1000 Workshop.   

Agenda Item 3 – MOPC Update 

Noman Williams (South Central MCN and MOPC Chair) provided an informational update following the 
MOPC meeting.  Noman reported on items of strategic planning importance to the SPC, including:  

• The Transmission Process Improvement Task Force (TPITF) recommendations; 
• The continuing activities of the Capacity Margin Task Force (CMTF); and,  

Specifically, Noman noted the MOPC’s support for the creation of the Supply Adequacy 
Working Group (SAWG).  

• The Variable Generation Study. 
Noman noted that the Wind/Solar penetration numbers will have planning and operational 
implications.  Noman shared that 12k MW are connected today with 13k MW in the 
queue and stated that is already experiencing more renewable energy than load at 
minimum peak periods (almost to 60%) and that the study is assessing the strategic 
implications of these facts.  Bill Grant listed a number of issues that need to be assessed 
including: How much wind will we allow to connect; How much service do we grant wind; 
What are the fundamental operating changes, and; What tools will the operators need to 
maintain stability.  Mike Wise observed that since load is not growing in SPP’s footprint 
one of two alternatives needs to be considered: curtail the generation; or export it out of 
the region.  Carl Monroe noted that Operations already has tools to curtail the generation.  
This led to a discussion about ways to get the renewable resources out of SPP’s system 
and the subject of Clean Line’s Business model was addressed.  Mike Wise noted that 
there will be policy issues that SPP hasn’t even conceived of at this point that will need to 
be addressed and that the SPC should continue to be advised of.    

 
Noman also teed up other areas of interest to the SPC, including,  

• Z2:  Specifically, how do we address going forward, and how do we seek modifications to the 
tariff.  Jake Langthorn summed up the issue as being one in which there is deep division amongst 
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the membership on who pays for what and that SPP needs to consider ways for moderating this 
growing conflict.   

• The continuing evolution of the competitive transmission process (re-studies, cost allocation; 
equity and RCAR issues).   

 
Finally, Phyllis Bernard inquired about the issue of storage and whether the technology group was looking 
at the issue.  Carl Monroe and Noman responded that yes, the technology group, the ISO/RTO Council 
and the Market Working group were all evaluating the issue of storage.   

Agenda Item 4 – TPITF Final Recommendations 

Brian Gedrich presented the TPITF’s final recommendations to amend the Transmission Planning 
Process (TPITF Recommendations – Attachment 5).  Brian described the five recommendations of the 
Task Force and noted that the MOPC had approved the recommendations.  In response to questions 
regarding the resource implications, Antoine Lucas described the initial temporary constraints the 
recommendations would have on staff.  He noted that these impacts are a function of the transition to the 
new methodology (i.e., the old process and new process will overlap, requiring the staff to initially perform 
the old and new process at the same time).  Antoine stated that after the current ITP10 is completed staff 
would be freed up to work the new process.  Harry Skilton expressed dismay regarding the money and 
headcount associated with the changes and asked for benefit quantification.  Several stakeholders spoke 
up in defense of the recommendations and described the benefits and the efficiencies to be gained per 
these recommendations.  Marguerite Wagner noted that stakeholders are supportive and that they 
believe that the benefits are greater than the $300-440K and the elimination of congestion resulting from 
the fact that the process will yield spending the “right dollars on the right projects”.  Accordingly, Dennis 
Florom moved that the SPC endorse the TPITF’s recommendation as approved by the MOPC which was 
seconded by Jake.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
Agenda Item 5 – Synchrophaser Project Update (New Agenda Item) 
Jay Caspary provided the Synchrophaser Project update that Philip Bruich was scheduled to provide to 
the MOPC (Synchrophaser Project Update – Attachment 6).  He described the genesis for SPP’s project 
noting that increasing wind penetration is driving an operational, and planning, need for situational 
awareness.  The enhanced situational awareness will help SPP avoid voltage collapse circumstances. 
Caution was urged to not underestimate that compliance implications of adding PMUs.    

Agenda Item 6 – Interconnection Seams Study 

Jay presented the Interconnection Seams study (EI-WECC Seams Study Update – Attachment 7). 
He noted that this was DOE-funded, NREL-led Seams Study.  The scope of the study, finalized in March, 
provides an opportunity to not just replace in-kind the aging back-to-back HVDC Ties between the 
Eastern Interconnection and the Western Electricity Coordinating Council, but to evaluate whether these 
grid facilities should: 1. Remain the same; 2. Be modernized/optimized; or, 3. Be rightsized/relocated. Jay 
noted that preliminary results are promising.  Stakeholder suggestions were made for study 
considerations or enhancements: including, studying the Eastern Interconnect/ERCOT border DC ties 
and considering phase shifting transformers as well.  

Agenda Item 7 – SPC Export Pricing Task Force Final Scope 

Sam Loudenslager presented the Export Pricing Task Force finalized scope (Export Pricing Task Force 
Update – Attachment 8).  He described the Scope of Task Force, its representation and expected 
duration.  Rob Janssen advised staff to include “seams” members on the Task Force.  Following 
discussion, Phyllis Bernard moves adoption of the scope and creation of the Task Force with Rob 
Janssen seconding the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   
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Agenda Item 8 – Capacity Margin Task Force Next Steps 

Tom Hesterman provided a status report of ongoing work.  He also noted the creation of a new Working 
Group in the MOPC.  That working group is expected to “roll in” the responsibilities of the Generation 
Working Group (GWG).  Mike Wise noted that the new working group would be tasked to develop the 
Resource Adequacy Workbook annually.  Tom and Mike noted that the proposal was approved by the 
MOPC but still needs Corporate Governance Committee (CGC) endorsement.  The timing of populating 
the Working Group was discussed and stakeholders encouraged parallel population while the CGC 
considers approval.   Finally, Lanny Nickell noted that tariff language is being developed to be consistent 
with the TF recommendations approved by the MOPC. 

Agenda Item 9 – Commodities Future Trading Commission 
 
Mike Ross described for the Committee the pending matter the CFTC is considering allowing and its 
implication for SPP.  He noted that the CFTC is considering allowing “rights of private action” against 
RTOs.  Mike described the history of Dodd-Frank legislation and the overlap of FERC and CFTF 
jurisdiction on market “swaps”.  He noted that a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between FERC 
and CFTC resolved this matter for RTOs in 2012, but that because SPP did not have a Day-2 Market at 
the time, it was not applicable for SPP.    As part of SPP’s move to the Integrated Marketplace, SPP 
sought to be added to the exemption in October 2013.  In May 2015, CFTC pronounced that it never 
intended to exempt any RTO from rights of private action.  Mike described the industry effort to oppose 
this latest CFTC pronouncement.   Mike shared with the Committee the timeline for activities (CFTC 
Timeline – Attachment 9).   

Richard Ross applauded SPP’s effort as a good strategic move and suggested that SPP needed to 
develop a good understanding of which SPP market products are impacted by this legislation and 
determine what we would need to change in our market design to remove the exposure.  There was no 
opposition and Richard Ross (as Chair of the MWG) will provide an update at the next SPC Meeting.   

Agenda Item 10 – Competitive Transmission Process Policy Matters 
Michael Desselle shared with the Committee the resulting policy questions that the SPC asked the 
CTPTF to address following its recent Order 1000 Workshop.  Policy Question # 5 was revised per the 
discussion (Competitive Process Policy Questions – Attachment 10).  It was noted that during the MOPC 
an additional question came up that the CTPTF was also tasked to address dealing with Transmission 
Project Re-studies.   
 
Agenda Item 11 – Strategic Plan Status Review  
Michael Desselle provided a status report of strategic plan initiatives (Strategic Plan Assignments – 
Attachment 11).  The was some discussion about the continued need for the Regional Resource Need 
and Value Assessment strategic initiative. 
 
Agenda Item 12 – Summary of Action Items 

Action Items are: 
• Populate the Export Pricing Task Force; and, 
• MWG Update on CFTC impacted market products. 

Agenda Item 13 – Discussion of Future Meetings 

Michael Desselle discussed future meetings.   
 
The next regularly scheduled SPC meeting is October 13 in Little Rock. 
 
Executive Session 
 
The Committee met in Executive Session. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
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Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Strategic Planning Committee  Meeting No. 95 
August 8, 2016 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Monday, August 8, 2016 
Teleconference 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

SPC Chairman Mike Wise called the meeting to order at 11:34 AM.  Other SPC members on the 
teleconference included:  Phyllis Bernard (Director); Jim Eckelberger (Director); Jake Langthorn (OGE); 
Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Bill Grant (Xcel); Dennis Florom (LES); Les Evans (KEPCO); Ray Wahle 
(MRES); and, Tom Christensen as proxy for Mike Risan (BEPC).  SPP Staff included Carl Monroe, Paul 
Suskie, Mike Riley and Nick Brown. 

Agenda Item 1 – FERC’s Section 206 Complaint against SPP 

Paul Suskie introduced the topic noting that FERC recently issued a complaint against SPP (and also 
MISO) finding that Southwest Power Pool, Inc.’s (SPP) Open Access Transmission Tariff (Tariff) may be 
unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential because it does not include a refund 
commitment by non-public utility transmission-owning members whose revenue requirements are 
recovered under the SPP Tariff.  He noted that FERC has set a paper proceeding in Docket No. EL16-91-
000 pursuant to section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA), requiring SPP, and other interested parties, 
to file initial briefs no later than August 29th.  Further, Paul noted that staff is seeking stakeholder advice 
and guidance on its proposed response.  Mike Riley then presented the issue in more detail (FERC 
Docket EL16-91 – Attachment 1).  Mike summarized the Order, described the scope, background, and 
other related Dockets (Tri-County, Xcel and MISO JOA Settlement Agreement).  Mike shared the 
procedural schedule and proposed response options for the Committee’s consideration. Paul, Mike and 
Nick all described that FERC’s direction is clearly laid out.  It was that essentially, FERC is just trying to 
put the jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional entities on the same footing with respect to refunds.  There 
was discussion that except for one outstanding rate case involving the City of Independence, the order 
was presumed to be prospective.  In response to Mike Wise’s inquiry about staff’s preferred option, Paul 
suggested Option 1 (accept the FERC direction in the Order) with potentially a provision for special 
circumstances allowing SPP to hold in escrow refunds for non-jurisdictional entities.   
 
Following more discussion, Chairman Eckelberger moved (seconded by Mike Wise) that staff be directed 
to seek an extension of time (to respond), and, to work with the non-jurisdictional entities to develop a 
consensus straw proposal/filing for consideration by jurisdictional entities and the SPC.  The motion 
passed without opposition. 

Agenda Item 3 – Summary of Action Items 

Action Items are: 
• Staff to seek extension of time; 
• Develop consensus proposal and filing. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Strategic Planning Committee  Meeting No. 96 
September 8, 2016 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, September 8, 2016 
Teleconference 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

SPC Chairman Mike Wise called the meeting to order at 10:04 AM.  Other SPC members on the 
teleconference included:  Phyllis Bernard (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Jake Langthorn (OGE); Bill 
Grant (Xcel); Dennis Florom (LES); Les Evans (KEPCO); Venita McCellon-Allen (SWEPCO); and, Mike 
Risan (BEPC).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Lanny Nickell, Antoine Lucas, Paul Suskie, and 
Mike Ross. 

Agenda Item 1 – SPP/ERCOT Coordinated Study of Lubbock’s proposed transfer to ERCOT 

The Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) has asked SPP and ERCOT to coordinate studies to 
analyze the impact of the City of Lubbock’s proposed exit from SPP to join ERCOT.  Lanny Nickell 
provided the context of the PUCT’s request as being driven by the City of Lubbock’s announced plan to 
transfer its generation facilities and 430 MW of its load from SPP to ERCOT.  He apprised the Committee 
members of the current circumstances and shared the relevant PUCT activities over the past year.  Lanny 
noted that at the PUCT’s August 18th meeting, SPP and ERCOT committed to deliver a study scope to 
the Commission on September 18th for a study to be completed no earlier than the second quarter of 
2017.   
 
Antoine Lucas then shared with the Committee the study assumptions that SPP and ERCOT have agreed 
to and further described the type of analyses to be performed by each.  Lanny noted that SPP would be 
studying everything Chairman Nelson sought, except for evaluating the cost impacts on customer 
classes.  Antoine described that the base case assumption is that Lubbock would remain in SPP.  Further 
he described that the change case for comparison purposes would assume Lubbock going to ERCOT.   
There ensued some further discussion about the implications and concerns regarding the assumptions 
which staff duly noted. 
 
Lanny emphasized the strategic implications associated with this effort and sought the Committee’s 
engagement and how it wanted to be involved.  Lanny advised the Committee to consider several factors 
when weighing its engagement, including: the relationship between study funding and member 
involvement; the perception of independence; scheduling considerations; participation from non-members 
(such as Lubbock Power and Light); and, precedence.  Asked for staff’s recommendation, Lanny 
suggested that having SPC engagement would be helpful and explained why.  Following discussion on 
the scope of the effort, who should be engaged, and in what manner, Dennis Florom moved for the 
creation of a Strategic Planning Committee Task Force which was seconded by Venita.  The motion 
passed without opposition.          

Agenda Item 3 – Summary of Action Items 

Action Items are: 
 Staff to draft Task Force scope for circulation and concurrence via email; 
 Populate Task Force and schedule first meeting; 
 Share with Task Force, after its formation, the finalized and submitted study scope. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
REVISION REQUEST (RR) 172 

Report to the Strategic Planning Committee 
October 4, 2016 

 

Activity Update 

In July of 2016, KCPL sought a Revision Request (RR 172 – Costs Shifts Associated with New 
Transmission Owners) intended to address cost shifts associated with new Transmission Owners being 
placed into pre-existing zones. The Revision Request was winding its way through the Regional Tariff 
Working Group (RTWG) per standard procedure.  The Chair of the MOPC noted at a recent SPP Board 
Meeting that the particular Revision Request has policy implications that the SPC should consider.  The 
RTWG itself agreed on September 22nd to take no action due to the policy issues implicated by the RR.   

Background 
RR 172 provides revisions to Attachments H and AI of the SPP Tariff.  These revisions purport to create a 
new process to be used by SPP to determine the placement of Transmission Facilities of a new SPP 
Transmission Owner, whether in a new Zone or in an existing zone, and the process for submission of the 
new Transmission Owner’s formula/stated rate to FERC for inclusion in the SPP Tariff.   

The goals of RR 172 are purported to be: 
• Add the requirement of documentation a new Transmission Owner must provide SPP for review; 
• Include SPP’s Zonal selection criteria to the Tariff; 
• Provide incumbent TO(s) and Zonal Network Customers advanced notice of new TO’s addition to 

the zone along with issues / benefits that would result; and, 
• Ensure costs associated with legacy assets are not shifted to incumbent TO(s). 

 
Ten (10) sets of comments were submitted for this Revision Request:  

• Seven (7) sets in opposition, including (Northeast Nebraska Public Power District, Tri-State G&T 
Assoc. LLC., OMPA, ETEC, Independence Power & Light, MJMEUC (on behalf of 
Gridliance/South Central MCN, KPP, City of Independence and MJMEUC), and, NEET 
Southwest, LLC.); and,  

• Three (3) sets generally in support, including (NPPD, Sunflower and Missouri River Energy 
Services, with only NPPD and MRES submitted Tariff revision recommendations). 

Opposition concerns generally focused on: 
1. Legal Concerns (proposed tariff revisions inconsistent with FERC precedent and Rules under 

Orders 888, 1000, 2000 and subsequent Orders); 
2. Policy Concerns (Departure from SPP and FERC policy); 
3. Policy Concerns being addressed by the wrong stakeholders (RTWG not the place to consider 

policy revisions); and, 
4. Lost Expansion Opportunities (RR discourages/prohibits membership).   

Action Requested 
SPC to consider and direct policy decisions prior to further RTWG deliberations.  
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RR 172 SUMMARY 
 
RR 172 provides revisions to Attachments H and AI of the SPP Tariff.  These revisions purport to create a new 
process to be used by SPP to determine the placement of Transmission Facilities of a new SPP Transmission 
Owner, whether in a new Zone or in an existing zone, and the process for submission of the new 
Transmission Owner’s formula/stated rate to FERC for inclusion in the SPP Tariff.   
 
Per the proposed revisions to Attachment H, this process must be followed whether the proposed 
Transmission Owner’s Transmission Facilities and ATRR or formula rate are to be placed in a new or existing 
Zone.  SPP may file a proposed Transmission Owner’s ATRR or formula rate with FERC only if: (1) the ATRR or 
formula rate has been provided for or by a Transmission Owner to SPP; (2) the ATRR or formula rate has been 
accepted or approved by the appropriate regulatory or governing authority, except when that filing is a 
simultaneous filing for approval of the ATRR or formula rate and inclusion of the ATRR or formula rate by SPP 
in Attachment H; and (3) the ATRR or formula rate has been reviewed by the Transmission Owner(s) and 
Transmission Customer(s) in the existing Zone.  
 
The proposed revisions to Attachment AI create a 365-day process for SPP to review the information of a 
proposed new Transmission Owner who plans to place Transmission Facilities under the SPP Tariff and for 
SPP to accomplish its filing to include its ATRR (stated rate) or formula rate in Attachment H of the SPP 
Tariff.  The new proposed Transmission Owner is required to submit to SPP for review all necessary and 
relevant information for submission of the ATRR or formula rate to FERC for approval and inclusion in the SPP 
Tariff.  This includes information such as supporting data; testimony; rate protocols, data and methodology of 
calculating return on equity and depreciation; identification of all facilities to be included in rate base as 
Transmission Facilities in accordance with Attachment AI of the Tariff and data supporting the cost of those 
Transmission Facilities; and a 5-year plan of facilities to be included as Transmission Facilities in rate base that 
are under construction, to be constructed, or to be modified.  The 365-day clock for the process begins to run 
with the new Transmission Owner submits the data identified above.   
 
SPP, within 180 days of planned submission of the new Transmission Owner’s ATRR or formula rate to FERC 
for inclusion in Attachment H of the SPP Tariff, must let the new Transmission Owner know if the information 
it submitted meets the requirements above or if there are any issues identified related to the information 
submitted.  It is unclear what happens if the new Transmission Owner does not submit sufficient 
information.   If the information meets the requirements above, one moves to step 2 of the process, 
indicated below.  There is language in the RR that makes clear that SPP’s review is not meant to be definitive 
with respect to whether the proposed Transmission Owner’s ATRR or formula rate will meet with approval at 
FERC.  
 
If SPP deems the information submitted by the new Transmission Owner is sufficient and SPP determines 
that the new Transmission Owner’s Transmission Facilities and the accompanying ATRR or formula rate will 
be incorporated into an existing SPP Zone, then SPP shall do two things:  (1) perform an analysis of the 
financial impacts of this decision to the existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) in the 
Zone; and (2) regarding the placement of the new Transmission Owner into the existing Zone, analyze and 
provide explanation of the following criteria: (a) Geographical location; (b) Territorial size of the proposed 
Transmission Owner as compared to the current footprint; (c ); Number of interconnections between existing 
Transmission Owners and the proposed Transmission Owner to be added to the Zone; (d) Existing 
coordination and system planning, if any between the existing Transmission Owner(s) and the proposed 
Transmission Owner to be added to the Zone; (e) The cost of any necessary transactions to include the 
proposed Transmission Owner in the existing Zone and financial benefits existing Transmission Owner(s) and 
Transmission Customer(s) could expect; and (f) Whether the proposed Transmission Owner, if place(d) in its 
own Zone, would have a smaller ATRR than the current smallest ATRR (currently City Utilities of 
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Springfield).  Once SPP has performed these two functions, it is required to provide written notice to the 
existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) in the Zone of its plan to place the proposed 
Transmission Owner’s Transmission Facilities in the existing zone, including the two sets of analysis identified 
above. 
 
SPP is required under RR172 to hold harmless the existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission 
Customer(s) in the existing Zone for the costs related to placement of Transmission Facilities planned and 
constructed by the proposed Transmission Owner prior to the Transmission Facilities being placed under the 
SPP Tariff.   
 
Lastly, there is a final paragraph that indicates that there is nothing that prohibits SPP from submitting a filing 
with FERC, at the proposed Transmission Owner’s request, to incorporate the proposed Transmission 
Owner’s ATRR or formula rate into the SPP Tariff at the completion of SPP’s review required under this 
described process in Attachment AI, nor does it prohibit SPP or the proposed Transmission Owner from 
submitting other pleadings in addition to the rate filing in the proceeding. This section also refers to a 
“Section II.8 of Attachment H of this Tariff”, which doesn’t exist.  
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Revision Request Form 
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

RR #: 172 Date: 7/14/2016 

RR Title: Revisions to Address Cost Shifts Associated with New TOs 
System Changes  No    Yes  
Process Changes?  No    Yes 
Impact Analysis Required?  No    Yes 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Drew Robinson Company: Kansas City Power & Light 

Email: drew.robinson@kcpl.com Phone: (816) 556-2950 
Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.   

Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s). 

  SPP Staff  
  SPP Market Participant 
  SPP Member 
  An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit 

a Revision Request “on their behalf” 

  SPP Market Monitor 
  Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over 

SPP/SPP member 
  Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or 

Working Group 
  Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to 

transactions under the Tariff 
REVISION REQUEST DETAILS 

Requested Resolution Timing:   Normal    Expedited    Urgent Action    

Reason for Expedited/Urgent Resolution:       

Type of Revision (select all that apply): 
 

  Correction 
 

  Clarification 
 

  Design Enhancement 
 

  New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff 

  NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if 
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list 
standard(s)) 

       

  FERC Mandate  (List order number(s)) 

       
 

 

 

REVISION REQUEST RISK DRIVERS 

Are there existing risks to one or more SPP Members or the BES driving the need for this RR?   Yes  No   

If yes, provided details to explain the risk and timelines associated: 

  Compliance (Tariff, NERC, Other)       

  Reliability/Operations        

  Financial       
 
SPP Documents Requiring Revision:  
Please select your primary intended document(s) as well as all others known that could be impacted by the requested revision (e.g. 
a change to a protocol that would necessitate a criteria or business practice revision).   

  Market Protocols Section(s):  Protocol Version:  
  Operating Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Planning Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff (OATT) Section(s): Attachment H, Attachment AI 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  
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Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This Revision Request is intended to address cost shifts associated with new Transmission Owners being placed into pre-existing 
zones, resulting in cost shifts to the existing Transmission Owner(s) within that zone. These revisions will lay out criteria for 
analyzing whether to place a new TO into an existing zone, when existing TOs will be notified of a potential addition to the zone, 
and the financial analysis of the options presented to a new TO, including impacts on existing TOs in a zone. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

These revisions will eliminate potential cost shifts associated with new SPP Transmission Owners placing their Transmission 
Facilities into an existing SPP Zone and will outline the process that SPP Staff will need to follow when it is determined the new 
TO should be placed in an existing zone.  It will also provide potential members with notice that facilities planned outside of the 
joint SPP process will be borne by the customers for which the facilities were planned.   

 

REVISIONS TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
In the appropriate sections below, please provide the language from the current document(s) for which you are requesting 
revision(s), with all edits redlined.  

Market Protocols 
 

      

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

ATTACHMENT H 
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement For Network Integration Transmission Service 
 

SECTION I: General Requirements 

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

for purposes of determining the charges under Schedule 9, Network Integration Transmission Service, is 

specified in Column (3) Section I, of Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue 

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

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

Column (4) Section I, of Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal ATRR used to determine the zonal charges 

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

Column (5) of Section I, Table 1.  The amount of Zonal ATRR and Base Plan Zonal ATRR that is 

included in Columns (3), (4), (5), and (7) and reallocated to the Region-wide Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement (“Region-wide ATRR”), in accordance with Attachment J, is specified in Column 

(6) of Section I, Table 1.  The Base Plan Zonal ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors in accordance with 

Attachment Z2 is specified in Column (7) of Section I, Table 1. 

 

Table 1 
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(See Note A below) 

(1) 
Zone 

(2) (3) 
Zonal ATRR  

(4) 
Base Plan Zonal 

ATRR 

(5) 
Base Plan Zonal 

ATRR after 
June 19, 2010 

(6) 
ATRR 

Reallocated to 
Balanced 
Portfolio 

Region-wide 
ATRR 

(7) 
Base Plan 

Zonal 
ATRR 
 to pay 

Upgrade 
Sponsors 

1 American Electric 
Power –West (Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

1a 

American Electric 
Power (Public 
Service Company 
of Oklahoma and 
Southwestern 
Electric Power 
Company) See 
Section II.3 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File    

 

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

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

$588,874    
 

1d 
Deep East Texas 
Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

$428,131    
 

1e 
Oklahoma 
Municipal Power 
Authority 

$768,624    
 

1f 

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

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File   

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

1g Coffeyville 
Municipal Light 
and Power (CMLP) 

$391,790   
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

2 Reserved for Future 
Use      

3 City Utilities of 
Springfield, 
Missouri 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

4 Empire District 
Electric Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File   
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

5 Grand River Dam 
Authority  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
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6 Kansas City Power 
& Light Company 
(TOTAL) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

6a Kansas City Power 
& Light Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

6b City of 
Independence, 
Missouri 

 
$7,237,454 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

7 Oklahoma Gas and 
Electric (Total)  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

7a Oklahoma Gas and 
Electric  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

7b 
Oklahoma 
Municipal Power 
Authority 

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

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

8 Midwest Energy, 
Inc. 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

9 KCP&L Greater 
Missouri Operations 
Company (Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

9a 

KCP&L Greater 
Missouri 
Operations 
Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

9b Transource 
Missouri, LLC 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

10 Southwestern Power 
Administration $15,533,800 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

11 Southwestern Public 
Service Company 
(Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

11a Southwestern 
Public Service 
Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

11b Reserved for 
Future Use 

     

11c Lea County 
Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

$388,000 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

12 Sunflower Electric 
Power Corporation 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

13 Western Farmers 
Electric Cooperative  $20,719,639 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

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

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
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   14a Westar Energy, 
Inc. (Kansas Gas & 
Electric and Westar 
Energy) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

   14b Prairie Wind 
Transmission, 
LLC. 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

   14c Kansas Power Pool $350,243 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

15 Mid-Kansas Electric 
Company (Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

15a 
Mid-Kansas 
Electric Company 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

15b ITC Great Plains See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

15c Prairie Wind 
Transmission, 
LLC. 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

16 Lincoln Electric 
System 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File  

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

17 Nebraska Public 
Power District 
(Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

17a Nebraska Public 
Power District 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H 
tab, posted 
RRR File 

See Att. H 
tab, posted 
RRR File 

17b Central Nebraska 
Public Power and 
Irrigation District 

$450,000 See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H 
tab, posted 
RRR File 

See Att. H 
tab, posted 
RRR File 

17c Tri-State G&T 
Association 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

18 Omaha Public Power 
District 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

19 Upper Missouri 
Zone – Total 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19a Western-UGP See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19b Basin Electric 
Power Cooperative 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
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19c Heartland 
Consumers       
Power District 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19d Missouri River 
Energy Services 
(Total) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19d 
(i) 

Missouri River 
Energy Services 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19d 
(ii) 

Moorhead Public 
Service 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19d 
(iii) 

Orange City 
Municipal Utilities 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19d 
(iv) 

City of Pierre, South 
Dakota 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19d 
(v) 

City of Sioux Center, 
Iowa 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19d 
(vi) 

Watertown 
Municipal Utility 
Department 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

19e East River Electric 
Power 
Cooperative, Inc. 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19f Corn Belt Power 
Cooperative 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19g NorthWestern 
Corporation (South 
Dakota) 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19h Northwest Iowa 
Power Cooperative 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19i Harlan Municipal 
Utilities 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

19j Central Power 
Electric 
Cooperative 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 

 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 
 

20 Total 
   

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR File 
 

See Att. H tab, 
posted RRR 
File 

 

Note A:  The Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“ATRR”) for each Zone are set forth 
 in the Revenue Requirements and Rates File (“RRR File”) posted on the SPP website. 
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2. Table 2-A specifies the Region-wide ATRR for Network Upgrades needed prior to October 1, 2015 and 

Table 2-B specifies the Region-wide ATRR for Network Upgrades needed on or after October 1, 2015.  

The Region-wide ATRR, shown in Line 8 of Section I, Table 2-A, shall be the sum of (i) the Base Plan 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Base Plan Region-wide ATRR”) (reflected 

in Line 1 and  Line 2), (ii) the total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirements (“Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR”) (reflected in Line 3 and Line 4), (iii) for 

transmission service beginning prior to October 1, 2015, the Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay 

Upgrade Sponsors as determined in accordance with Attachment Z2 of this Tariff (reflected in Line 5), 

and (iv) the Interregional Planning Region Annual Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Interregional 

Planning Region ATRR”) allocable to customers receiving transmission service under this Tariff for any 

Interregional Project(s) constructed within the SPP Region (Line 6) and/or within other Interregional 

Planning Regions (Line 7). 

 

The Region-wide ATRR shown in Line 8 of Section I, Table 2-B, shall be the sum of (i) the Base Plan 

Region-wide ATRR (reflected in Line 1 and Line 2), (ii) the total Balanced Portfolio Region-wide 

ATRR (reflected in Line 3 and Line 4) and (iii) for transmission service beginning on or after October 1, 

2015, the Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors as determined in accordance with 

Attachment Z2 of this Tariff (reflected in Line 5), and (iv) the Interregional Planning Region Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirements (“Interregional Planning Region ATRR”) allocable to customers 

receiving transmission service under this Tariff for any Interregional Project(s) constructed within the 

SPP Region (Line 6) and/or within other Interregional Planning Regions (Line 7). 

 

As described in Schedule 11, the Region-wide Charges for Zones 1 through 18 shall be based upon Line 

8 of Table 2-A and Line 8 of Table 2-B. The Region-wide Charges for Zone 19 shall be based upon Line 

8 of Table 2-B. 

Table 2-A 

(See Note B below) 

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

 
2 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

3 Total ATRR reallocated to Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR 
from Column (6), Section I, Table 1 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 
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4 Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File  

5 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

6 SPP Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

7 Other Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

8 Region-wide ATRR (Sum of Lines 1 through 7) See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File  

 

Table 2-B 

 (See Note B below) 

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

 
2 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR (NTC on or after June 19, 2010) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

3 Total ATRR reallocated to Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR 
from Column (6), Section I, Table 1 

See Att. H tab, posted 
RRR File 

 
4 Balanced Portfolio Region-wide ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
5 Base Plan Region-wide ATRR to pay Upgrade Sponsors  See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
6 SPP Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
7 Other Interregional Planning Region ATRR See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File 
8 Region-wide ATRR (Sum of Lines 1 through 7) See Att. H tab, posted 

RRR File  
 

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

3. A Transmission Owner’s revenue requirement referenced or stated in this Attachment H shall not be 

changed absent a filing with the Commission, accompanied by all necessary cost support, unless such 

Transmission Owner utilizes Commission-approved formula rate processes contained in this Tariff to 

determine its revenue requirements. 

4. A new or amended revenue requirement referenced or stated in this Attachment H shall not be filed with 

the Commission by the Transmission Provider unless such revenue requirements have been provided by 

or for a Transmission Owner and have followed the process outlined in Section IV of Attachment AI.  

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

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

Transmission Owner and Transmission Provider. 
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5. If a Transmission Owner has a Commission-approved formula rate, the successful completion of its 

approved annual formula rate update procedures shall constitute regulatory acceptance sufficient to 

authorize the Transmission Provider to update that Transmission Owner’s revenue requirements posted 

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

Commission, provided that the Transmission Owner posts the populated formula rate for public review 

and comment as required under the applicable protocols and/or procedures contained in this Attachment 

H.  The Transmission Provider shall follow any special procedures related to updating a Transmission 

Owner’s revenue requirements as outlined in Section II of this Attachment. 

6.  An entity that is not a current Transmission Owner that owns facilities previously not included as part of 

the Transmission System that desires to include such facilities as part of the Transmission System must 

comply with the review process in Section IV of Attachment AI of this Tariff prior to the Transmission 

Provider’s filing of the entity’s initial revenue requirement with the Commission that is to be stated in 

this Attachment H. The review process in Section IV of Attachment AI shall not be required for any 

subsequent filing with the Commission. 

7. Transmission Provider shall file an entity’s initial revenue requirement or change an existing 

Transmission Owner’s Formula Rate or revenue requirement in this Attachment H with the Commission 

if:  

(i) such Formula Rate or revenue requirements have been provided by or for a Transmission 

Owner to the Transmission Provider;  

(ii) the Formula Rate or revenue requirements provided by the entity or Transmission Owner 

have been accepted or approved by the applicable regulatory or governing authority, except in 

the event that the revenue requirement is simultaneously filed with the Commission for 

acceptance or approval and for inclusion in Attachment H; and 

(iii) the Formula Rate or revenue requirement provided by the entity or proposed Transmission 

Owner has been reviewed by Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) of the 

existing Zone. 

The Transmission Provider shall allocate the accepted or approved revenue requirement associated with 

a Base Plan Upgrade, in accordance with Attachment J to this Tariff, to the Base Plan Region-wide 

ATRRs in Section I, Table 2-A and Table 2-B above and to the appropriate Base Plan Zonal ATRR in 

Column (4) or (5) in Section I, Table 1. 

8. For each Transmission Owner not using a formula rate, the amount of Schedule 7 and 8 revenue 

received under this Tariff and credited in the determination of the Transmission Owner’s Commission-

approved Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement is specified in Column (3) of Table 3.  For 

Deleted: 6.
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each Transmission Owner not using a formula rate, the amount of point-to-point Schedule 11 revenue 

received under this Tariff and credited in the determination of the Transmission Owner’s Commission-

approved annual transmission revenue requirement for upgrades eligible for cost recovery under 

Schedule 11 is specified in Column (4) of Table 3.  For a Transmission Owner using a formula rate that 

does not annually update the amount of point-to-point revenues received under this Tariff, Column (3) 

and Column (4) of Table 3 shall reflect any amount of such revenue embedded in its formula rate.  For a 

Transmission Owner using a formula rate and where Schedule 7 and 8 revenues and/or point-to-point 

Schedule 11 revenue received under this Tariff are credited and annually updated in the determination of 

the Transmission Owner’s Commission-approved Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 

and/or annual revenue requirement for upgrades eligible for cost recovery under Schedule 11, 

respectively, the entry(ies) in Table 3 shall be Not Applicable (N/A).       

Table 3 

 

(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

1 American Electric Power –West   

1a 
American Electric Power (Public Service 
Company of Oklahoma and Southwestern 
Electric Power Company) See Section II.3 

N/A N/A 

1b East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 
1c Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc. $0 $0 
1d Deep East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 
1e Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority $0 $0 

1f 

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

N/A 

N/A 

1g Coffeyville Municipal Light and Power 
(CMLP) $0 $0 

2 Reserved for Future Use   
3 City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri N/A N/A 
4 Empire District Electric Company N/A $0 
5 Grand River Dam Authority  N/A N/A 
6 Kansas City Power & Light Company   

6a         Kansas City Power & Light Company N/A N/A 
6b         City of Independence, Missouri $0 $0 

7 Oklahoma Gas and Electric    
7a Oklahoma Gas and Electric  N/A N/A 
7b Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority $0 $0 
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(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

8 Midwest Energy, Inc. N/A N/A 
9 KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company   

9a         KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations         
        Company N/A N/A 

9b         Transource Missouri, LLC N/A $0 
10 Southwestern Power Administration $0 $0 
11 Southwestern Public Service Company   

11a        Southwestern Public Service Company N/A N/A 
11b        Reserved for Future Use N/A N/A 
11c        Lea County Electric Cooperative, Inc. $0 $0 

12 Sunflower Electric Power Corporation N/A N/A 
13 Western Farmers Electric Cooperative  $0 $0 
14 Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas & Electric and 

Westar Energy)   

   14a         Westar Energy, Inc. (Kansas Gas  
        & Electric and Westar Energy) N/A N/A 

14b         Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC N/A N/A 
   14c         Kansas Power Pool $0 $0 

15 Mid-Kansas Electric Company   
15a Mid-Kansas Electric Company N/A N/A 
15b ITC Great Plains N/A N/A 
15c         Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC N/A N/A 

16 Lincoln Electric System N/A N/A 
17 Nebraska Public Power District   

17a        Nebraska Public Power District N/A N/A 
17b        Central Nebraska Public Power and  

       Irrigation District $0 $0 

17c Tri-State G&T Association N/A N/A 
18 Omaha Public Power District N/A N/A 
19 Upper Missouri Zone   

19a Western-UGP N/A N/A 
19b Basin Electric Power Cooperative $0 $0 
19c Heartland Consumers Power District N/A N/A 
19d Missouri River Energy Services (Total)   
19d 

(i) 
Missouri River Energy Services N/A N/A 

19d 
(ii) 

Moorhead Public Service N/A N/A 

19d 
(iii) 

Orange City Municipal Utilities N/A N/A 

19d 
(iv) 

City of Pierre, South Dakota N/A N/A 

19d 
(v) 

City of Sioux Center, Iowa N/A N/A 
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(1) 
Zone 

(2) 
Zone Name / Transmission Owner 

(3) 
Schedule 7/8 

Credit Included  

(4) 
Schedule 11 
PTP Credit 
Included 

19d 
(vi) 

Watertown Municipal Utility  
Department N/A N/A 

19e East River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. N/A N/A 
19f Corn Belt Power Cooperative N/A N/A 
19g NorthWestern Corporation (South Dakota) N/A $0 
19h Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative N/A N/A 
19i Harlan Municipal Utilities N/A N/A 
19j Central Power Electric Cooperative N/A N/A 

 
 
 
ATTACHMENT AI 

 
 
IV. Transmission Owner Pre-Filing Requirements and Transmission Provider Review Process 

The review process set forth in this Section IV shall apply to initial rate filings with the Commission to 

reference or state a new annual revenue requirement in Attachment H of this Tariff as specified in Section II(7) 

and (8) of Attachment H 

1. Transmission Owner Pre-Filing Requirements 

An entity shall provide the following information and data to the Transmission Provider for 

review at least 365 days prior to the submission of a filing to the Commission to incorporate into 

Attachment H of this Tariff the entity’s initial Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 

(stated rate) or Formula Rate and Protocols.  

a. Supporting documentation for all inputs into the proposed formula or stated rate, including, to 

the extent required, testimony or affidavits. Such inputs shall be based on FERC Form 1 or 

other comparable source.  In the event that inputs are based on a source other than FERC Form 

1, the entity shall provide the source data and explain why the use of such source is appropriate; 

b. Formula or stated rate implementation procedures or protocols, as applicable;  

c. Supporting documentation and calculation methodology for the return on common equity, 

margin or other comparable component; and supporting documentation and explanation for the 

depreciation rate that will be applied to plant; 

d. Data supporting the cost of each facility to be included in rate base that the entity has 

determined qualifies as Transmission Facility;  

22 of 118



 

 Page 13 of 15 

 

e. Five-year plan listing projects and facilities that are currently under construction, to be 

modified or to be newly constructed in the entity’s existing territory that may be included in 

rate base.  

f. Identification of all facilities included in rate base according to the criteria established in 

Attachment AI as follows: 

i. Non-radial facilities that comply with Section II.1; 

ii. Radial facilities that comply with Section II.1; 

iii. Facilities that comply with Section II.2; 

iv. Facilities that comply with Section II.3; 

v. Facilities that comply with Section II.4; 

vi. Facilities that comply with Section II.5;  

vii. Facilities that comply with Section II.6; and 

viii. Other data as required by the Transmission Provider. 

 

2. Transmission Provider Reviewer Process 

 

The Transmission Provider shall review the data, analysis and information provided by the entity in 

accordance with Section IV.1 of this Attachment AI to determine whether all data and information 

specified in that section has been provided. No later than 180 days prior to the planned submission 

date of the Tariff revisions to incorporate the initial rate and Protocols, as applicable, into 

Attachment H of this Tariff, the Transmission Provider shall notify the entity of the results of its 

review and if any issues were identified relating to the data, analysis or information provided by the 

entity.  

In the event that the entity has provided sufficient information and the Transmission Provider intends 

to place the entity into an existing Zone, the Transmission Provider shall provide written notification 

to existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) in said Zone regarding the 

proposed Transmission Facilities to be added into the Zone. This notification shall include financial 

impacts to the existing Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s). In addition, the 

Transmission Provider shall analyze each of the following criteria and provide an explanation of its 

analysis in the notification regarding the placement of the entity into the existing Zone.  

 

a) Geographic location; 
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b) Territorial size of the proposed Transmission Owner(s) as compared to the current 

footprint;  

c) Number of Interconnections between existing Transmission Owner(s) and the proposed 

Transmission Owner(s) to be added to the zone; 

d) Existing coordination and system planning, if any, between existing Transmission 

Owner(s) and the proposed Transmission Owner(s) to be added to the zone; 

e) Cost of any necessary transactions to include the entity in the existing zone and financial 

benefits exiting Transmission Owner(s) and Transmission Customer(s) could expect; and 

f) Whether the proposed entity, if place in its own Zone, would have a smaller ATRR than 

the current smallest ATRR.  

 

The Transmission Provider shall hold harmless existing Zonal Transmission Owner(s) and 

Transmission Customer(s) for the costs related to legacy transmission facilities of the new Member 

when the Transmission Facilities of the new Member are being added to the Zone.  Legacy facilities 

in this context are facilities that were planned and constructed prior to the new Member placing its 

Transmission Facilities under the Tariff.  

The results of the Transmission Provider review in no way constitutes a finding or recommendation 

by the Transmission Provider that the proposed initial rate is or is not just and reasonable or unduly 

preferential within the meaning of the Federal Power Act, that the initial rate filing itself is complete 

or incomplete, or that any facility included in the proposed initial rates satisfies or does not satisfy 

the criteria in Attachment AI or otherwise qualifies or does not qualify as Transmission Facility. 

Nothing in this section prohibits:  

(i) the Transmission Provider from submitting a filing with the Commission, at the request of 

the entity, to incorporate the entity’s initial annual transmission revenue requirement and 

protocols, as applicable, into Attachment H of this Tariff, at the completion of the Transmission 

Provider’s review as outlined in this Attachment AI and  in Section II.8 of Attachment H of 

this Tariff; or the Transmission Provider or the entity from submitting other pleadings in 

addition to the initial rate filing in such a proceeding. 

 
V. Implementation Schedule 

Within three (3) years from the date of acceptance by FERC of this Attachment AI to the Tariff, each 

Transmission Owner shall file a request(s) based on this Attachment with its appropriate regulatory 

authority or authorities for a determination as to which of its facilities are Transmission Facilities.  Each 

Deleted: I
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Transmission Owner that is not subject to regulation by a regulatory authority shall apply to SPP for 

such a determination. 

 

Each Transmission Owner shall use reasonable efforts to cause the aforementioned determinations to be 

made and the applicable transmission service rates to be adjusted accordingly as soon as possible after 

such determinations are finalized. 
 

      

 
 

SPP Operating Criteria 
 

      

 

SPP Planning Criteria 
 

      

 
SPP Business Practices 
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Revision Request Comment Form 

RR #: 172  Date: 07/26/2016 

RR Title: Revisions to Address Cost Shifts Associated with New TOs 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Heather Starnes Company: MJMEUC 

Email: heather@healylawoffices.com Phone: 501-516-0041 

COMMENTS  

These Comments are submitted on behalf of MJMEUC, Gridliance/South Central MCN, KPP and the City of 
Independence (INDN):  
 
We have significant concerns about RR172.  These concerns/requests cover four areas:  (1) Legal 
implications; (2) Policy implications at both the SPP and FERC levels; (3) Appropriate stakeholder review of 
policy changes of this magnitude; and (4) Lost SPP expansion opportunities.  
 
(1) Request for Legal Review: Before allowing RR172 to move forward through the SPP Stakeholder 
process, we respectfully request that SPP perform, or have performed, a thorough legal analysis with respect 
to the Tariff revisions proposed and whether they comport with FERC precedent and rules and requirements 
under Orders 888, 2000, 1000, and subsequent orders.  In addition, SPP should conduct a legal review with 
respect to the revisions that address, and propose to change, cost allocation for transmission facilities under 
the SPP Tariff and how those revisions comport with FERC’s requirements and precedent. 
 
(2) Dramatic Departure from FERC and SPP Policy:  RR172 is unduly discriminatory, anti-competitive 
and a substantial departure both from current FERC policy dating back almost 20 years and from SPP policy.  
 
 (a) FERC’s RTO policy, the foundation for competitive electricity markets, has been to encourage 
RTO participation and to support inclusion rather than exclusion of those seeking to join RTOs.  This revision 
request will discourage, and possibly exclude, entities from RTO membership. 
 
 (b) RR 172 is unduly discriminatory and imposes a barrier to entry for new Transmission Owners.  It 
creates an unduly discriminatory policy in favor of Transmission Owners that are incumbents at the time the 
new policy is implemented.  An incumbent Transmission Owner is allowed to recover its ATRR from across 
the zone, while new Transmission Owners are limited only to sub-zonal recovery based solely on an arbitrary 
point in time, with no other justification.   This will strongly discourage entry into SPP by new Transmission 
Owners. 
 
 (c) Beginning with Order 2000, FERC has moved over time to focus on broader areas for cost 
allocation  rather than purely local cost allocation.  RR172 would reverse that progress.  Zonal cost allocation 
works best and most appropriately with larger zones; RR172 will create smaller transmission cost recovery 
areas. SPP has already seen the equity issues with respect to cost allocation created for smaller zones.  This 
RR will exacerbate inequities and could impact SPP’s ability to retain a regional cost allocation methodology.  
In addition, RR172 could create “unintended consequences” with respect to how costs are allocated.  For 
example, if a transmission-only company (transco) constructed a 345kV line and, under RR 172, the line ends 
up in a new zone.  All of that line, and therefore that zone, are recovered regionally.  What would keep a large 
municipal or cooperative delivery point from interconnecting directly to that line in that zone and bypassing 
the local pricing zone and, therefore, prevent it from being assessed any zonal costs. Wouldn’t that reload 
zonal costs on a decreasing amount of load?  
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 (d) FERC’s policy, per Order 1000, strongly encourages transmission investment by non-incumbents 
and competition for transmission projects.  RR172 is anti-competitive, as it will foreclose opportunities for 
construction and ownership by entities other than the incumbent Transmission Owners except in rare 
instances awarded through the Transmission Owner Selection Process with only fully regionally cost 
allocated projects. Further, and outside of such rare instances, RR172 will actually prevent constructors who 
don’t have load in the SPP footprint from being able to include facilities under the Tariff, as there will be no 
way for the constructor to recoup its ATRR.   
  

(e) RR172 is contrary to the Order 1000 principle that costs should be allocated to those who benefit. 
While Order 1000 is directed at new transmission facilities, the principle is just as valid for existing facilities.  
The Tariff’s Attachment AI criteria presumably were developed to define facilities that benefit the broader 
grid and thus qualify for their costs to be recovered in zones or more broadly. RR172 would require new 
Transmission Owners to shoulder the costs of legacy facilities even if those facilities meet the AI criteria and 
thus provide grid benefits to other SPP members.  Contrary to Order 1000 policy, other beneficiaries of these 
facilities would get a free ride. 
 
 (f) FERC  recently demonstrated that it will reject proposals that hamper new Transmission Owners.  
In 2015, SPP proposed, in Docket ER15-859, a 6-month process for review of the formula rate/ATRR of any 
new Transmission Owner.   FERC rejected that filing, finding that the review process could unjustly and 
unreasonably impair a new Transmission Owner’s ability to recover its costs for transmission service it 
provides under the SPP Tariff.   
  
(3) The Strategic Planning Committee (SPC), Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC), 
Regional State Committee (RSC) and the Board of Directors (BOD) are the primary policymakers at 
SPP: RR 172 includes Tariff revisions that encompass significant policy revisions and dramatic departures 
from current SPP and FERC policy.  Policy changes of this magnitude should be evaluated initially at one or 
more of SPP’s higher-level policy groups, such as the SPC, MOPC, RSC and BOD, before being reviewed by 
lower-level stakeholder groups.   
 
(4) Lost Expansion Opportunities: Most of SPP’s opportunities for expansion involve smaller utilities, 
which are numerous both within the current SPP footprint and adjacent to it.  RR172 will discourage and 
likely prohibit those types of entities from becoming SPP members and Transmission Owners, thereby 
limiting SPP’s ability to bring electrically interconnected systems under its operational control and within its 
comprehensive planning process, thereby forfeiting potential gains in reliability and efficiency. 
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PROPOSED REVISION  
Provide proposed modifications (redlined) to the revision request for which you are providing comments. Use language from the 
revision request and redline with your additional edits. 

Market Protocols 

 
 
 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
 
 

SPP Operating Criteria 

 
 
 

SPP Planning Criteria 

 
 
 

SPP Business Practices 
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CTPTF 
Transmission 
Process Policy 
Questions Update
Strategic Planning Committee – October 13, 2016
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Agenda
• TOSP Policy Questions Update from July 7, 2016 

 SPC Recommendation(s) Required :

– Competitive Project Minimum Threshold

– Industry Expert Panel Process Adjustment 

 CTPTF Informational Reports to SPC:

– Order 1000 Model Types: Pros/Cons

– RFP Proposals Incremental vs Average Cost Basis

– Standard Region Wide Formula Rate

• New TOSP Policy Question
 SPC Recommendation(s) Required:

– Transmission Project Re-Study Request

– Competitive ATRR Template Development Policy Questions

• Next Steps
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SPC-CTPTF Joint Meeting Summary

4

• July 7, 2016 SPC held an educational session on 
SPP’s Order 1000 process.

 The CTPTF reported on the current status and 
actions to date for the Transmission Owner 
Selection Process (TOSP)

 SPC asked the CTPTF to return in October 2016 to 
report on 5 questions with 
updates/recommendations

 Additional guidance from SPC was that any 
improvements should be focused on end 
customer value
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CTPTF Recommendation Summary

5

Question/Item CTPTF Recommendation

1) Competitive Project Minimum   

Threshold

$3,000,000 Project Minimum 

Threshold

2) Industry Expert Panel Process 

Adjustment 

Seat IEP at start of RFP Response 

Window, require IEP to produce and 

publish scoring matrices and 

methodologies prior to close of RFP 

Response Window

3) Order 1000 Model Types: 

Pros/Cons

No Recommendation

4) RFP Proposals Incremental vs 

Average Cost Basis

No Recommendation

5) Standard Region Wide Formula 

Rate

No Recommendation

6) Transmission Project Re-Study 

Request

Update BP7060 to allow Re-Study 

Request prior to issuance of a NTC

7) ATRR Template Updates Seeking Recommendation from SPC33 of 118



TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Competitive Project Minimum Threshold

*Seeking SPC Recommendation
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Competitive Project Minimum Threshold

• July 7, 2016 the SPC ask the CTPTF to evaluate if there is a need 
to have a Project Minimum Threshold that any competitive 
project must exceed in order to go through the TOSP

Issue:

• Currently SPP must go through the Transmission Owner 
Selection Process (TOSP) for any project that meets all 
requirements as being competitive in Attachment Y regardless 
of the size or estimated cost of the project.

• Should there be a Project Minimum Threshold that a project 
must exceed to be considered Competitive?  If so, what should 
the minimum threshold be?
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Competitive Project Minimum Threshold

CTPTF Analysis:

• CTPTF considered the following items -

1. Should there be a Project Minimum Threshold for TOSP projects and if 
so what?

2. Current approved SPP Cost Allocation requires projects over $100k to 
be cost allocated, effectively makes $100k the minimum threshold.  How 
would the current cost allocation be impacted? 

3. PJM filed in docket ER16-1335 requesting reliability projects below 
200kV not be subject to a competitive process. 

 FERC conditionally accepted, however cost for these projects are not allowed to 
be cost allocated

CTPTF Results:

• CTPTF DOES believe there is a need to have a higher project 
minimum threshold for competitive projects, but does not want to 
impact the current approved cost allocation for all projects.

• CTPTF does not feel the recent PJM ruling should keep SPP from 
filing for a threshold that does not impact current cost allocation
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Competitive Project Minimum Threshold

CTPTF Recommendation:

• CTPTF unanimously passed a motion to set the Competitive 
Project Minimum Threshold at $3,000,000.

 Next steps would include SPP Revision Request process and FERC 
filings to implement

 Future considerations would include monitoring of the Planning 
Process by stakeholders and staff to ensure projects are not planned 
in a manner to be below the threshold.
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Industry Expert Panel Process Adjustment

*Seeking SPC Recommendation
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IEP Process Adjustment
Issue:

 Variances in how each IEP evaluates and establishes its 
scoring methodologies can lead to increased cost to 
customers

 These variances can lead to inefficiencies in RFP Proposals as 
Respondents will be forced to include a wider range of 
information and supporting documentation to cover all 
potential aspects of a RFP; evidenced in MISO’s recent bid-
based process for it’s first competitive RFP – Duff-Coleman 
345 kV Project (2,000 – 3,000 page/bid proposal submittals)

 These variances force Respondents to make numerous 
assumptions about SPP’s RFP goals and valuations, leading to 
wide ranging responses and greater risk assumption which is 
ultimately reflected in bid pricing

CTPTF Recommendation:
• The IEP should be seated early in the RFP process and 

required to produce and publish their scoring matrices and 
methodologies as far in advance of the RFP Response 
Window deadline as possible.

1139 of 118



IEP Process Adjustment

Potential Benefits:
 No additional work is required, this Only changes 

the time when the work happens
 RFP Proposals will be more relevant and focused as 

to what the IEP intends to evaluate
 RFP Proposals will be more efficiently evaluated 
 Added efficiencies will bring more value to the TOSP 

and ultimately customers
 IEP will gain knowledge of the project, their 

responsibilities, and determine their scoring 
methodologies sooner

 Better definition of the scoring matrix will allow 
bidders to provide more responsive bids tailored to 
SPP’s needs

 Added transparency for the TOSP

Potential Negatives:
 Could result in increased cost for the IEP
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IEP Process Adjustment
Proposed IEP Process:

1) IEP Pool Creation

2) RFP is issued

3) IEP Pool is brought to SPP for training (near start of RFP 
Response Window)

4) IEP is selected and notified of placement on the panel

5) IEP creates and publishes their scoring matrices and 
methodologies (by at-least half-way point of RFP Response 
Window: by 45 days for 90 day Window or by 90 days for 180 
day Window)

6) RFP Respondents and IEP participate in a Q&A on scoring 
matrices and methodologies

7) RFP Proposals are submitted

8) IEP executes their evaluation and provides a Recommendation 
Report to SPP

9) BOD and Public IEP Reports released per the Tariff

10)BOD Action
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IEP Process Adjustment

14

PROPOSED IEP PROCESS

P
ro

p
o

se
d

 IE
P

 P
ro

ce
ss

C
u

rr
e

n
t 

IE
P

 P
ro

ce
ss

POST IEP REVIEW PERIOD            PRE RFP RELEASE RFP RESPONSE WINDOW IEP REVIEW PERIOD

STEP 3:
IEP Training 
(Near End)

STEP 4:
RFP Proposals 

Submitted

STEP 5:
IEP Panel 
Selected

STEP 6:
IEP Create Scoring  

Matrix

STEP 7:
IEP Evaluation & 

Recommendation

STEP 8:
BOD & Public IEP 
Report Released

STEP 2:
RFP Published

STEP 2:
RFP Published

STEP 3:
IEP Training 
(Near Start)

STEP 4:
IEP Panel 
Selected

STEP 5:
IEP Create & 

Publish Scoring  
Matrix

STEP 6:
IEP-QRP Q&A 

(New Step)

STEP 7:
RFP Proposals 

Submitted

STEP 8:
IEP Evaluation & 

Recommendation

STEP 9:
BOD & Public IEP 
Report Released

STEP 1:
IEP Pool 
Creation

STEP 9:
BOD Action

STEP 1:
IEP Pool 
Creation

STEP 10:
BOD Action

* Proposed Changes are policy impacting and require Oversight Committee Approval
* Proposed Changes do not require any Tariff or governing document changes
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Order 1000 Model Types: Pros/Cons

*Informational Report
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Order 1000 Model Types: Pros/Cons
• July 7, 2016, the SPC task the CTPTF with evaluating the 

suitability of the overall model SPP implements to 
comply with FERC Order 1000 requirements

• Two main types of Order 1000 Models in use:
1) Sponsorship
2) Competitive Solicitation

• CTPTF discussed the Pros/Cons for models in use at 
SPP, PJM, and CAISO

* SPP’s Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) Process brings an minor element 
of Sponsorship to the Competitive Solicitation for SPP’s process making it 
a bit of hybrid model

16

Order 1000 Models in Use

SPP * Competitive Solicitation

PJM Sponsorship

CAISO Competitive Solicitation
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SPP Model: Pros/Cons
• SPP implements a Competitive Solicitation Model  

 SPP’s DPP process creates a bit of hybrid approach 
that includes some aspects of a Sponsorship Model

 DPPs are not as detailed as proposals in a true 
Sponsorship Model

• Pros of SPP Process:

17

PROS

1) SPP puts a recognizable value based on points, creates value to     

respondents

2) Compared to other models, respondents are better able to 

understand the strengths/weaknesses of their Proposal based on 

published scoring values

3) Hybrid element encourages planning while also providing cost 

savings to customers

4) SPP model more transparent compared to other Competitive 
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SPP Model: Pros/Cons
• Cons of SPP Process:

18

CONS

1) Staff has a lack of availability of top tier 3rd party consultant vendors 

for use in evaluations (Industry Experts)

2) Respondents lack knowledge of how IEP will value responses prior 

to submission deadline

3) Current point system tends to “re-qualify” bidders, certain items 

may need to be moved to QRP process only

4) From CTPTF perspective, there is a perceived bias against awarding 

a project based on DPP incentive points

5) Cost Containments and Caps need more clarity and transparency by 

the regions (applies to all models)

6) Proposal commitments for Caps, Cost Containment, Rate 

Concessions require ongoing monitoring and enforcement by 

Regions
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CAISO Model: Pros/Cons
• CAISO implements a Competitive Solicitation 

Model  

 Main difference from SPP model is the lack of a DPP 
process

 CAISO uses consulting firm(s) to evaluate proposals

• Pros of CAISO Process:

19

PROS

1) Based on current results, for an economic project, cost appears to 

be the determining factor (This is not a stated fact but is the 

implication from results of current competitive evaluations in 

CAISO)

2) Likely to select the lowest cost sponsor of an approved project
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CAISO Model: Pros/Cons
• Cons of CAISO Process:

20

CONS

1) Selection Process is opaque, lacking transparency for the award 

decision within the final report

2) Process does not reward incentivized planning proposals, does not 

assure the most efficient and cost-effective projects are the ones 

built

3) Approved project may not be the best long term solution

4) No point scoring system in place for evaluations
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PJM Model: Pros/Cons
• PJM implements a Sponsorship Model  

 This model tends to focus on selecting the correct 
project at the start, which provides the most benefit 
to customers

• Pros of PJM Process:

21

PROS

1) This model can potentially provide the overall lowest cost

2) Cost effectiveness is achieved through the process by selecting 

the most beneficial overall project; project costs remains as cost of 

service within formula rates subject to review/approval by FERC

3) Preserves the planning process and plans the grid properly. (SPP 

DPP process attempts this as well) 
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PJM Model: Pros/Cons
• Cons of PJM Process:

22

CONS

1) From a Staff perspective, model requires a sometimes lengthy and 

thorough project post analysis to determine which project 

proposals are the most effective

2) Developers have significant sunk costs, perhaps more than DPP 

process because they are required to more fully flesh out projects 

at the outset.
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Order 1000 Model Types

• The CTPTF does not have a recommendation as to any 
Order 1000 model implementation changes as this time
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
RFP Proposals Incremental Vs Average 
Cost Basis 

*Informational Report
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Incremental vs Average Cost Basis

• July 7, 2016, the SPC task the CTPTF with evaluating 
whether or not cost reported in a RFP Proposal should 
be based on incremental cost (cost specific to the 
project) or include all cost (entire respondent portfolio 
impacts) as an average for each respondent?

Issue:

• Is it more appropriate for RFP Proposals to report the 
project cost inclusive of impacts from other projects in 
their portfolio or be specific to the RFP Project only?
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Incremental vs Average Cost Basis

CTPTF Analysis:

• This effort is tied to the CTPTF on-going Annual 
Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) Template 
improvements

• Incremental Cost would include only costs that are 
specific to the project that is being evaluated.  It would 
not include any impacts the Respondent has with its 
existing portfolio of projects already in rates.
 Incremental Cost provides more economical project 

specific cost

 Incremental Cost reflects relative merits of a bid to the 
entire region instead of creating zonal “winners and 
losers”

• Average Cost would include impacts from the existing 
portfolio of projects in rates.
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Incremental vs Average Cost Basis

• The CTPTF requested that SPP legal provide an opinion on 
whether or not the tariff requires a bid evaluation on an 
average ATRR or if it could be based on an incremental 
project cost.

• SPP Legal review has determined that the Tariff language 
regarding this is very generic.

• Attachment Y, Section III.2(c)(v)(1) provides that the responses 
provide: “itemized revenue requirement calculations for each RFP 
Respondent and CU Participant that proposes to have revenue 
requirements under this Tariff.” 

• SPP would interpret this to mean that a Response is to provide the 
itemized calculations for the revenue requirement that would be 
added to the Tariff if they were to be the selected DTO
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Incremental vs Average Cost Basis

CTPTF Results:

• Improvement efforts to the ATRR Template have been 
detailed and based on incremental figures.

• Proposal assumptions are to be specific to the project 
that is being bid in the RFP

• Cost based on Average cost would not provide the 
most customer specific cost as compared to 
incremental cost

• CTPTF believes that the improvements to the ATRR 
Template resolve many issues and all cost reported in 
the new template should be incremental in nature, i.e. 
specific to the RFP project

2856 of 118



TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Standard Region Wide Formula Rate

*Informational Report
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Standard Region Wide Formula Rate

• July 7, 2016, the SPC task the CTPTF with 
evaluating whether or not the creation of a 
Standard Region Wide Formula Rate Template 
should be pursued.

Issue:

• How to achieve more consistent and comparable 
cost figures across all RFP Proposals?
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Standard Region Wide Formula Rate

CTPTF Analysis:

• While certain aspects of a Formula Rate Template are 
required as part of a RFP Proposal, a true and complete 
Formula Rate Template is not required for this process, nor is 
it in the purview of the CTPTF to create one

CTPTF Results:

• The CTPTF is developing a more robust ATRR Template that 
includes special modeling needs for various business 
models. *To be discussed in more detail under, “Competitive 
ATRR Template Development Policy Question section”
 To achieve more consistent and comparable cost figures the 

updated ATRR Template will require more detail and contain 
standard rules around what is included in the cost.  

 The consistency and added transparency as to what assumptions 
make up the cost for a Proposal will improve the evaluation 
process and efficiency of the evaluations

• CTPTF DOES NOT believe a Standard Region Wide Formula 
Rate should be pursued at this time
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Transmission Project Re-Study Request

*Seeking SPC Recommendation

3260 of 118



Transmission Project Re-Study Request

• During the MOPC in July 2016, the timing of when a project may 
be requested for re-study was discussed. The CTPTF was 
tasked with determining how to address the timing of a re-study 
request and report its findings back to the SPC.

Issue:

• Currently, a re-study request cannot be made for an identified 
project by the planning process until a NTC has been issued.

• Is there a need to allow for a re-study request to occur prior to a 
NTC, and if so what modifications are required?

3361 of 118



Transmission Project Re-Study Request

CTPTF Analysis:

• The Re-Study process is not in the SPP Tariff but in Business 
Practices (BP) 7060 and 7160

• SPP Staff reported that current Attachment Y language does not 
provide for the newly established TOSP to be “paused” while a 
re-study is performed

CTPTF Results:

• CTPTF DOES believe modifications to the process should be 
made to allow for a project re-study request prior to a NTC 
being issued

• CTPTF unanimously passed a motion to allow for earlier re-study 
request with the requirement that the project, if still needed, will 
maintain its competitive or non-competitive status it had prior to 
the re-study
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Transmission Project Re-Study Request

CTPTF Recommendation:

• CTPTF unanimously passed a motion modifying language in BP 
7060 that allows for a re-study request prior to a NTC.

 BP7060 Section 6.1 Proposed Language Modification: 

“In the event that material changes occur that could cause an NTC, NTC-C or a 
Competitive Project Approved for Construction to be modified, SPP may re-
study the need for the Project.”

 Next steps would include:

 SPP Revision Request process for BP7060 modifications

 SPP Revision Request process to Attachment Y allowing for a “pause” of the 
TOSP

 FERC filings to implement Attachment Y modifications
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 
Development Policy Questions

*Seeking SPC Recommendation
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ATRR Template Policy Questions

Background:

• As a main process improvement item following the 
Walkemeyer RFP, the CTPTF has been developing 
a more robust ATRR Template that includes special 
modeling created for various business models

• During initial reviews, all business models except 
the Cooperative (COOP) business model felt the 
updated ATRR Template sufficiently allowed for 
the modeling of cost in their Proposal

 Treatment of revenues in a COOP was not reflected

 The COOP was tasked with presenting an ATRR 
Template that accommodated how their cost and 
revenue treatment flows 
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ATRR Template Policy Questions
Issues Looking for SPC Recommendations:

• COOP business models flow revenue back to 
customers, effectively lowering the overall reflected 
cost of a project to the coop’s members. 
1. Who is the customer for competitive projects?  Financial 

evaluation of project proposals should occur at the ATRR 
level rather than the ultimate local customer level, 
“Wholesale/FERC level” as compared to “Retail/State 
level”.

2. Should the equity from COOP revenues that are 
refunded to customers be reflected in the competitive 
ATRR Template?

3. In a competitive environment, are the correct or 
impacted customers the same as the ones receiving 
refunds of revenue? And as such, can SPP depend upon 
the existing tax benefits provided to cooperatives and its 
utilization within bids for regional projects?

4. How specific should the “cost to customers” modeling 
be for all business models?
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TOSP Policy 
Questions Update
Next Steps
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Next Steps
• Initiate Revision Request process for required modifications per 

SPC recommendations

• Continue improvement efforts for the ATRR template

• Continue improvement efforts for the RFP Response Form

• PCWG-MDSTF will be seeking approval of Minimum Transmission 
Design Standards Rev 2 at January 2017 MOPC
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Network Load and 
Behind the Meter 
Generation Update
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Procedural Background
• MOPC created Action Item 239 in July 2014. 

“Develop a Business Practice for Behind-the-Meter-
Generation based on input from BDTF”

• BDTF approved RR 158 Determination of Network Load on 
February 19, 2016

• RR158 was taken to the BPWG for review, but they 
deferred action until after RTWG reviewed and approved 

• RR 158 was discussed by the RTWG at its May and June 
meetings.

• At its June 23, 2016 meeting, the RTWG remanded back to 
the BDTF with directions for revisions and possible 
simplification. 

2
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Procedural Background

• The RTWG also asked the BDTF to incorporate in 
RR158 proposed language to address a companion 
issue raised by SPP with regard to responsibility of 
reporting Network Load

• Staff is working on draft language to simplify language 
on Determination of Network Load and to add 
language with respect to responsibility for reporting 
Network Load. 

• BDTF has a meeting scheduled October 19, 2016. 

3
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FERC Precedent

• Florida Municipal Power Agency vs. Florida P&L, 67 
FERC ¶ 61,167 (1994)

“[Native load] incorporates [transmission customer's] load as though that 
load were part of [host utilities’] native load. Because the transmission 
system to support this hypothetical melding of customers must be designed 
and operated—and fixed costs must be incurred—to meet the combined 
loads of [host utility] and [transmission customer], it makes sense that each 
would pay based on its contribution to the system loads to be served by the 
transmission network. The costs of the system will not vary as a function of 
the maximum flows imposed by [transmission customer] in a given year. 
They will vary based on the loads to be served.”  See order at ¶ ¶ 61,481-
61,482.

4
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FMPA vs. FP&L (cont.)
• Florida Municipal Power Agency vs. Florida P&L, 67 FERC ¶
61,167 (1994)
“Since [host utility] must plan its transmission system to meet 
load, not based on [transmission customer's] actual hourly or 
yearly demands, its compensation for the network transmission 
service should not be driven by [transmission customer’s] 
hourly economic dispatch decisions… if [transmission customer] 
wants to be able to use the transmission system exactly as 
freely as does [host utility], it must pay a rate that reflects that 
equality. It must share the costs of the system on the same 
basis as does [host utility]—on the basis of its load.” See order 
at ¶ 61,482.

5
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FMPA vs. FP&L (cont.)

• FMPA argues that Florida Power's local resources should be 
treated differently because all are connected to the grid, 
while FMPA's generating units can meet local loads without 
first entering the Florida Power grid. This is not a 
meaningful distinction…[if] FMPA has a load and resource 
that it does not want to integrate, it can isolate the load 
and resource from Florida Power's transmission system and 
eliminate it from the request for full integration. See order 
at fn. 77.

6
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Order 888 (1996) 

• “Network service permits a transmission customer to integrate and economically 
dispatch its resources to serve its load in a manner comparable to the way that 
the transmission provider uses the transmission system to integrate its 
generating resources to serve its native load.  Because network service is load 
based, it is reasonable to allocate costs on the basis of load for purposes of 
pricing network service.” 

• “As to the concerns raised…about pancaked rates for network service provided 
to load served by more than one network service provider, we have stated that if 
a customer wishes to exclude a particular load at discrete points of delivery from 
its load ratio share of the allocated cost of the transmission provider's integrated 
system, it may do so. Customers that elect to do so, however, must seek 
alternative transmission service for any such load that has not been designated 
as network load for network service.  This option is also available to customers 
with load served by "behind the meter" generation that seek to eliminate the 
load from their network load ratio calculation.”

7
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Order 890 and 890-A (2007)

• From 890-A at PP 965, 970. “[In Order 890] [t]he 
Commission declined to require transmission providers to 
allow netting of behind the meter generation against 
transmission service charges to the extent customers do 
not rely on the transmission system to meet their energy 
needs, stating that commenters had not provided any 
different arguments not fully addressed in Order No. 888.”

– Pro forma OATT allows TCs to exclude entirety of discrete load from 
network service and serve load with behind-the-meter generation

– Transmission customers must evaluate financial advantages and 
risks and choose either to use NITS or PTP to serve load

– Commission would continue to review alternative proposals for 
behind-the-meter generation on case by case basis

8
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SPP Tariff Definition- Order 890 pro forma
• Network Load: The load that a Network Customer

designates for Network Integration Transmission Service
under Part III of the Tariff. The Network Customer's
Network Load shall include all load served by the output of
any Network Resources designated by the Network
Customer. A Network Customer may elect to designate less
than its total load as Network Load but may not designate
only part of the load at a discrete Point of Delivery. Where
an Eligible Customer has elected not to designate a
particular load at discrete points of delivery as Network
Load, the Eligible Customer is responsible for making
separate arrangements under Part II of the Tariff for any
Point-To-Point Transmission Service that may be necessary
for such non-designated load.

9
77 of 118



Parameters of Network Load
• Network Customer's Network Load:

– Includes all load served by the output of any Network Resources 
designated by the Network Customer.

– May elect to designate less than its total load as Network Load 
but may not designate only part of the load at a discrete Point of 
Delivery.

– Where not designating a particular load at discrete points of 
delivery as Network Load, Customer must obtain Point-To-Point 
Transmission Service that may be necessary for such non-
designated load.

– No exceptions for Internal Generation “Behind the Meter”, GFAs 
or PURPA units

10
78 of 118



Current Options under SPP Tariff
1) Serve all load with Network Service

 Irrespective of PTP or GFA

2) Take PTP for all load required for supplemental transmission 
service

 Service over and above GFA, other PTP, etc.

3) Split Load

 Group 1- Network Service with designated load and 
resources

 Group 2- Non-Network Service
11
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Summary

• FERC precedent is that Behind the Meter (BTM)  
Generation has Network Service or PTP available for 
use of host utility’s transmission lines

• Network Service rates are based on load

• SPP currently treats BTM Generation consistent with 
FERC precedent

• Other RTOs are similar in treatment of BTM 
Generation

• The Commission will review different proposals for 
BTM Generation on a case-by-case basis

12
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Goals of BDTF

• Develop a solution to address Behind-the-Meter (BTM) 
generation in reporting of Network Load that 
recognizes FERC precedent and balances that with the 
administrative feasibility and economics of tracking 
and metering some BTM generation (rooftop solar is 
an example)

• Draft a business practice that provides clarity and 
consistency with respect to what load must be 
included in Network Load under the SPP Tariff.  

13
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RR 158 Determination of Network Load

• The proposed Business Practice provides the 
following:

1) Network Load includes all load designated for Network Service, 
including all load served at each discrete point of delivery in the 
Network Service Agreement (NITSA)

2) Network Load includes the sum of metered values of generators 
behind the delivery point meter:

a) Any Designated Resource, generator owned by the Network 
Customer, or whose output (including PURPA QFs) is purchased by the 
Network Customer

b) Any generator registered in the Integrated Marketplace;

c) Any generator or combination of generators totaling 1 MW or greater 
in size connected on load side of discrete delivery point 

14
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RR 158 Determination of Network Load

• The proposed Business Practice provides the 
following: (cont.)

3) Network Load does not includes the capacity of 

a) A generator of an individual retail customer where the output of such 
generator is owned by the retail customer and is intended to be 
consumed by that retail customer 

b) A generator  of a Network Customer that is run less than 50 hours per 
year and is generally used for backup, emergency, or black-start 
purposes by the Network Customer

4) If the actual meter data of a generator is not available during times 
when the generator was online, the Network Customer shall use 
the nameplate rating of the generator in calculating the Network 
Load at the discrete delivery point  

15
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Summary of Issues/Questions 

• The comments filed on RR158 and the discussion at the 
BDTF and RTWG raised multiple issues:

1) Should any language dealing with determination of Network Load be in a business 
practice or in the Tariff?

2) If there is a threshold level for inclusion of BTM generation at a discrete delivery 
point in Network Load, what is the appropriate threshold?

a) Does the threshold provide entities with more delivery points an advantage?

b) Positions on the threshold ranged from 150kW to 10 MW. 

3) Which section, the exclusions or the inclusions, rules over the other?

4) Are all retail generators excluded or just BTM retail generators? Should retail 
generators be excluded at all?

5) Does exclusion of backup, emergency or black-start generators encourage use of 
those resources for peak-shaving? Should frequency response be included in this 
exclusion?

16
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Next Steps 

• The BDTF has a meeting scheduled on October 19th

• Items for discussion:
1) Revision and simplification of language in inclusions and exclusions

2) Clarification that you only look at the exclusions if you already met the rules for 
inclusion.  If you don’t meet the inclusion rules you don’t have to worry about the 
exclusion rules.

3) Further discussion of  appropriate threshold 

4) How to incorporate Network Load Reporting issue

5) In what governing document should language on determination and reporting of 
Network Load reside?

• Try to reach consensus at BDTF on revisions to move RR158 
back to RTWG 
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State of the 
Interconnection Queue

SPC
October 13, 2016
Jay Caspary
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Outline
• Staff testimony filed at FERC RM15-21 

Technical Conference held May 13th

included in background materials

• Recent GI Queue Studies Statistics

• Observations

• Discussion about Next Steps
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GI Study Data since 2013

Cluster Study Original Total MW Latest Restudy Total MW Original Wind & Solar Total MW Latest Restudy Wind & Solar Total MW
DISIS-2013-001 1,629 558 1,213 178
DISIS-2013-002 2,213 1,490 1,231 903
DISIS-2014-001 2,211 635 1,361 410
DISIS-2014-002 7,055 2,205 6,396 2,170
DISIS-2015-001 5,366 2,701 4,931 2,701
DISIS-2015-002 10,028 7,332 9,963 7,312
DISIS-2016-001 11,307 10,975

388 of 118



4

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

DISIS-2013-001 DISIS-2013-002 DISIS-2014-001 DISIS-2014-002 DISIS-2015-001 DISIS-2015-002 DISIS-2016-001

GI Studies since 2013

Original Total MW Latest Restudy Total MW Original Wind & Solar Total MW Latest Restudy Wind & Solar Total MW

89 of 118



Renewables Status
• In-Service Wind
 Over 14GW on wires

• Wind/Solar on schedule to be connected by end of 2018 
(under GIA) 
 8GW

• Over 22GW of renewables already connected or on 
schedule to be connected over next 26 months
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All Wind Status
• Existing Wind plus on schedule GIAs = 22GW+

• Wind in DISIS-2015-001/002 = 10GW

• Wind in DISIS-2016-001 = 11GW

• Total potential wind – 43GW+ 

• SPP WIS Light Load = 24GW

• Actual 2016 Minimum SPP Load < 20GW
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Observations
• Historically, studied areas that show congestion have little 

additional interconnection capacity.
 Most customer upgrades being assigned in these areas
 DISIS 2015-02 First Study had 9.5GW and assigned $2B in 

updates.  Restudy had 7.3GW and assigned $677M in 
upgrades 

• More requests are being made in study areas that are less 
congested with fewer upgrades assigned.

• Result is that higher wind penetrations are possible in the GI 
queue, but unknown whether this wind can be integrated into 
the existing generation fleet (i.e. low load periods, ramping 
down conventional generation) 
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Observations
• DISIS-2016-001 study was previously put on hold 

due to higher queue uncertainty.  The study started 
Sept 1st and is currently anticipated to be posted 
January 31st, 2017.

• 2017 Variable-generation Integration Study (VIS) 
should help determine requirements for new wind 
interconnections

• What requirements should be put on wind that 
makes up a majority of SPP’s generation fleet?
 Primary frequency response?
 Dynamic voltage control?
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Discussion about Next Steps
 Changes in study processes are needed.  
 Does SPP need to determine limits for renewable 

resources, and, if so, how would that be 
administered? Currently, the GI process (powerflow
and stability analysis) really doesn’t distinguish 
differences between variable and dispatchable
resources.  Reactive deficiency issues are becoming 
problematic.

 Review and refine, as appropriate, deposit amounts 
which do not appear to be effective.

 Are stochastic study approaches warranted?  
 How should storage facilities be studied?  Injections 

and withdrawals should improve market efficiencies 
during periods of oversupply, as well as 
deficiencies.  

 Export Pricing Task Force should help. 
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November 14th

Technology Expo
• Purpose: Technology SMEs to share potential 

applications which may be appropriate for SPP’s 
consideration

• Agenda
 Topology Control
 Dynamic Line Ratings
 Energy Storage
 Advanced Conductors
 HVDC
 FACTS

• Held at SPP Campus in Little Rock

• Register in advance at SPP website
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MAY 13, 2016 FERC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES HENDRIX,  

MANAGER, GENERATOR INTERCONNECTION STUDIES,  

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL 

 

I appreciate the opportunity to participate in today’s technical conference and to share 

with you SPP’s perspective regarding Generator Interconnection issues. 

State of the SPP Generator Interconnection Queue 

Since changing its Generator Interconnection Procedures in 2009, SPP has performed 

interconnection studies for thousands of MW of generation.  The majority of these studies 

were related to wind generation.  To put this in perspective, SPP’s installed wind 

generating capacity in 2009 was approximately 3,000MW, compared to over 12,000MW 

currently installed.   

SPP has revised its interconnection procedures to enhance the efficiency of its 

interconnection process.  In addition, the transition to the Integrated Marketplace and to a 

consolidated balancing authority has facilitated the ability to integrate larger amounts of 

variable resources.  Finally, through efficient regional planning processes, SPP has 

constructed thousands of miles of EHV transmission lines representing over two billion 

dollars of investment that, among other uses, has facilitated the interconnection of new 

generation, including variable resources.   
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However, it is critical to understand the impact of the increased penetration of 

variable resources on system reliability.  Consistent with the Commission’s focus in this 

proceeding, these comments focus on concerns related to the interconnection process.  

The Commission needs to recognize these concerns and appreciate that independent 

system operators must address them in all aspects of their functions, including generator 

interconnection, to ensure the reliability of the electric gird is maintained.   

In SPP, Interconnection Service for variable generation must be reviewed in a larger 

context.  As noted, SPP currently has over 12,000MW of wind generation in service.  

SPP’s minimum load is approximately 20,000MW.  Typically, wind generators are likely 

to be operating at maximum capability during low load conditions.  Due to the 

operational characteristics of wind and production tax credits – e.g. wind generation is 

not as responsive to market price signals as other types of generation - this can create 

operational issues during periods of high wind and light load.   

Looking forward, SPP has an additional 10,000 MW of signed GIAs for wind 

generation.  Although it cannot be predicted with certainty, for the purposes of this 

discussion, it is reasonable to assume that of this amount, 2-3 GW may go into service in 

the next one to two years.  It should also be noted that this includes the 2,300MW of wind 

under signed interconnection agreement for the Western Area Power Administration 

(WAPA) that recently became part of the SPP region.    

This potential increase in wind penetration raises issues as it would only increase the 

percentage of wind relative to low load conditions in SPP.  These concerns are 

exacerbated by the submittals of the last two cluster windows in SPP’s open season 
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process.  Specifically, the DISIS-2015-002 study cluster, which consists of requests that 

were submitted through September 30, 2015, included 10,000MW of generation, most of 

which was wind generation.  Proceeding into the Interconnection Facilities Study, which 

is intended to signify the viability of interconnection requests, 7,750MW of the 

10,000MW in the study cluster moved into this next step of the process.  This is fairly 

indicative that the hurdle to prevent speculative projects from moving forward into the 

Interconnection Facilities Study is not high enough.  Additionally, the DISIS-2016-001 

study cluster, which window closed on March 30, 2016, included over 11,000MW of 

generation.  Similar to the DISIS-2015-002 study cluster, most of the 11,000 MW in this 

cluster was wind and solar.    Accordingly, just these last two study windows contain over 

18,000MW of variable generation, which is in addition to the 22,000MW of wind that 

have executed GIAs.  With a minimum load of approximately 20,000MW, this amount of 

wind generation, which is twice the minimum load, cannot be studied without reducing 

the dispatch or even de-committing conventional generation in interconnection studies.   

With respect to the practical impact of the wind generation interconnection numbers 

described above, they are rising to a level that exceeds any expectations for permissible 

wind penetration at this point.  To date, SPP’s observed wind peak has been 10,989MW 

with a 43% penetration level during that time period.  SPP’s highest observed wind 

penetration level is 49%.  While SPP has recently completed phase 1 of its latest Wind 

Integration Study, the highest level of wind penetration the study evaluated was 60% 

under minimum load.  While phase 2 of the study has not yet begun, SPP has not studied 

penetration levels higher than 60%.   
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 To better understand the impact of such high wind penetration levels, SPP intends on 

delaying the completion of the DISIS-2016-001 cluster study.  This is necessary because 

SPP does not have the load within its footprint to analyze the increased amount of 

variable generation in the queue due to the addition of this cluster.  The DISIS-2016-001 

study will resume once the requests in the DISIS-2015-001 study, which contains 

2,700MW of wind and solar generation, and the DISIS-2015-002 study, which contains 

7,750MW of wind and solar generation, have signed Generator Interconnection 

Agreements.  The purpose of this delay is to gain a better understanding of the amount of 

wind from those studies that is most likely to materialize on the system.   This delay and 

the corresponding informational value it provides (i.e. understanding the amount of wind 

that may actually be placed in service) will allow SPP time to perform phase II of the 

Wind Integration Study in an informed, and therefore, effective manner.  Specifically, it 

will enable SPP to determine whether Generator Interconnection Agreements need to 

prescribe additional conditions to accommodate higher amounts of wind generation.  

These additional requirements could include, but are not limited to, primary frequency 

response and dynamic voltage control1.   

 

 

                                                           
1 Interconnection Requests in the DISIS-2016-001 cluster will have the option to request Interim Interconnection 
Service in accordance with Section 11A of the GIP.   
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Time to complete the interconnection process 

In SPP, the length of time it can take to complete the interconnection process can vary 

for many reasons.  However, SPP’s procedures facilitate the goals of participants by 

offering flexibility in terms of the stage at which they enter the process.  Interconnection 

Customers have the option of entering into the Feasibility Study, the Preliminary 

Interconnection System Impact Study, or proceeding directly to the Definitive 

Interconnection System Impact Study.  For Customers that are not ready to meet the 

milestones of the DISIS study, the Feasibility and PISIS studies are viable alternatives for 

entering into the queue, receiving study results, and likewise being able to request the 

models used in the study.   While this provides flexibility for participants relative to their 

business objectives, there are necessarily different timelines associated with each study 

phase.  The timelines are related to the scope/purpose of the studies relative to the 

complete study process – earlier studies provide information to the participant but the 

participant must ultimately go through the complete study process.  Accordingly, going 

through the preliminary study processes adds additional study cycles, which impacts the 

total length of time in the queue.  Going through the Feasibility study can add 3-6 months 

to the study time, and the PISIS study can add another 6 months.   

 In addition to the typical timelines associated with each phase of the generator 

interconnection process, there are also practical impacts associated with the variable 

generation development focus in the western part of the SPP footprint.  For Customers 

whose requests are located in the central and eastern part of SPP’s footprint, generators 

can usually obtain a GIA within 12-15 months after the study process began.  For 
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requests on the western edge of the footprint, which has seen more interconnection 

requests than the other areas, the existing transmission infrastructure in the this area 

cannot support the amount of generation requests for that area.  This is despite the fact 

that SPP has approved in excess of two billion dollars of transmission projects that 

facilitate west to east transmission in SPP.  The result is that interconnection requests in 

the western part of the footprint can take longer to process than in other parts of the SPP 

region.  A major reason this occurs is due to the need to restudy the impacts of remaining 

interconnection requests as a result of withdrawals of higher queued requests from the 

queue.  Thanks to SPP’s recent interconnection queue reforms, there recently has been 

little backlog in the SPP queue. That has changed with the last two cluster study 

windows.   

Going forward, the primary concern with respect to potential study delays is driven by 

the submittals in the last two cluster study windows.    The anticipated completion of 

these two studies is expected to take two to three years. Although there are multiple 

factors contributing to queue backlogs, the introduction of numerous speculative requests 

can potentially undermine the effectiveness and efficiency of the interconnection process, 

which, in turn also potentially creates a barrier to entry to viable projects.  

 

Study Costs  
 

SPP has set study deposits in the tariff for Feasibility and Impact Studies.  While 

SPP’s impact studies are large studies that costs hundreds of thousands of dollars in both 

internal SPP staff time and external consultant time (DISIS-2015-002 had a cost of 
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$940,000), the cost per customer is fairly low due to the large volume of requests that 

have been present in the last few studies (a 200MW request was charged $16,000) .   

 
Information available to Customers   
 

SPP has prior studies and study guidelines posted on its OASIS.  Entities can review 

these for potential impacts, cost estimates, and study assumptions.    SPP also provides 

base case models to entities that request them in accordance with the interconnection 

procedures.  Finally, SPP provides the study models to customers that have completed 

studies.   

Regarding curtailments, the generator interconnection study is not a market study or a 

wind integration study.  Rather, consistent with its purpose, it evaluates whether 

generation in a given local area can interconnect to the transmission system, not the 

number of potential curtailment hours a generator may expect.   The large majority of 

interconnection agreements in SPP are for Energy Resource Interconnection Service 

(ERIS), which allows generators to deliver to the system on an “as-available” basis.    

The scope of the interconnection studies is appropriate given the independent functions 

performed by SPP (and other ISOs/RTOs).  The focus of these studies is to identify 

upgrades to interconnect, not market curtailments.   

 
Variable generation modeling  
 

Again, the focus of the generation interconnection process is to identify upgrades 

necessary to interconnect.  To accomplish this in the most effective and efficient manner, 
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the generator interconnection process studies generation, including variable generation, at 

its full nameplate value.  Modeling the generator at 100% of its output implicitly 

considers the impact of the unit at lower levels of output.  This is consistent with the 

purpose of the study (understanding reliability impacts), and also mitigates the potential 

for prolonged studies due to the need to run the studies over all generator outputs.        

 With respect to variable generation capacity factors, SPP assumes 100% nameplate 

for the local area under study.    SPP has kept the nature of the interconnection study 

somewhat local (75 mile radius of the study generators) as SPP has other processes for 

the delivery of energy and regional planning.   This approach makes sense for the SPP 

region, because if the local area is designated as the entire SPP footprint, all generation 

(existing and under study) would need to be dispatched, which could total over 70-80GW 

of generation.  That would be impossible to evaluate under any load conditions.    

 

Triggers for Restudies   
 

Restudies are limited to the reasons listed in the GIP and GIA.  These include the 

withdrawal of higher queued requests, termination of interconnection agreements, or 

changes in reliability criteria2.  These are reasonable bases for restudies of generator 

interconnection studies, which are focused on grid reliability, because they potentially 

change the reliability impact of lower queued projects.    

                                                           
2 Article 11.4.2 of the pro-forma GIA 
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Restudies are necessary to prevent the construction of unnecessary transmission 

projects.  However, in the SPP region, SPP believes that currently there are too many 

restudies occurring due to project withdrawals.  For example, in SPP certain clusters 

studies have undergone up to eight restudies to address project withdrawals.  To address 

this issue, interconnection rules/procedures should further reduce the incentives to engage 

in speculative requests.  While SPP’s current procedures require a deposit to enter into 

the Interconnection Facilities Study, there are still many avenues for the deposits to be 

refunded.  If customers knew that deposits were not refundable, it would prevent 

speculative requests from proceeding to the Facilities Study phase (i.e. 7,750MW of 

generation moving into Facility Study in one cluster this year).  This, in turn, would 

prevent the need for restudies years down the road.   

Affected Systems  
 

There are issues with respect to coordinating with affected systems.    For 

example, some transmission providers’ interconnection areas span multiple states while 

some use much smaller areas.  Some assume that generators will have firm delivery into 

an energy market and may have relatively less stringent requirements for obtaining that 

delivery product, while others require transmission service for delivery while assuming 

more stringent requirements.   
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Modifications  
 

Most modification requests in SPP are related to scenarios where entities are able to 

keep their queue positions and/or executed GIAs active without having them terminated 

or withdrawn.    

Modifications are necessary to manage legitimate changes to projects.  However, 

modifications rules should mitigate the ability to use the procedures to unjustifiably 

maintain a queue position.  This an inefficient and ineffective use of the interconnection 

process. 

One means to mitigate this potential impact to generator interconnection processes, is 

to establish reasonable deadlines for interconnection customers to build generation.  This 

would require Interconnection Customers to have legitimate plans for building generation 

prior to entering the queue, and would mitigate the use of modification rules to 

unjustifiably prolong a queue position.   SPP has deadlines in its current GIA to mitigate 

this issue, but it also has dozens of GIAs under the older process that do not have the 

same deadlines.       

 
Withdrawals 
 

Withdrawals are the primary reason for restudies and the length of time it takes to 

complete the interconnection process.  This issue was discussed above – please refer to 

the prior related comments.   

 SPP notes that it has preliminary study processes for customers to assess the 

viability of projects.  However, these are not utilized often, most likely because there are 
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no incentives to use the preliminary assessment processes.  Because there is no financial 

risk to submitting a project directly to the queue process (because deposits are returned if 

a project is withdrawn) there are effectively no barriers to moving a project to this phase 

regardless of its viability.   

 One way to provide entities with a way to understand the potential costs of 

interconnection, while also mitigating the potential impact that withdrawal of unviable 

projects has on the interconnection process is to impose stronger rules that result in the 

loss of deposits at more advanced stages of the interconnection study process.  For 

example, a customer may receive the full refund of its deposit for the impact study phase 

(SPP currently has this free pass), but for later phases – e.g. the Facility Study - the entity 

would lose its deposit if they do not construct the project within a reasonable time period.   

 

Coordination between SPP, Transmission Owners, and Interconnection Customers 
 

SPP coordinates with Interconnection Customers on the front end of the study to 

make sure that all information has been received.  SPP provides information and 

checklists to customers prior to their submitting requests to make sure those requests are 

submitted in a complete manner.  SPP coordinates with Transmission Owners during the 

entire study process by providing all customer applications to the respective transmission 

owners, by requesting transmission owner estimates for facilities during the DISIS study, 

and by requesting input from the transmission owners to relieve impacts found during the 

study analysis.  SPP relies on the transmission owners to perform the Interconnection 

Facilities Study portion of the interconnection process.  Due to the enormous volume of 
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interconnection requests in SPP, the size of recent studies, and the limited time allowed 

by the interconnection procedures to complete those studies, coordination could be 

improved, but most likely would require more time to complete Impact Studies, possibly 

at least nine months to complete as opposed to the four months currently allowed by the 

tariff.   

 
 
Interconnection Configuration – designation of Network Upgrades, etc. 

 
 The most common dispute SPP had over interconnection configuration is for the 

customer’s desire for the Transmission Owner to build a new designated substation for 

the project interconnection.  SPP has seen this request from Interconnection Customers 

when a viable substation already exists for the interconnection of the project.   In this 

scenario, SPP does not support the construction of a new designated substation for a 

project.  This is not only not necessary from a system planning perspective, it also results 

in other issues.  For example, the construction of a designated substation for a project 

would result in having the obligation to pay the generator credits for its expenditures for 

the substation.  In addition, customers also have demonstrated their ability to deny access 

to the substation to subsequent generators in the area by not granting land easements into 

the new substation, which, in turn, potentially provides the incentive for subsequent 

generators to request the construction of new designated substations for their projects.   

These issues are further exacerbated by the fact that the operations and maintenance costs 

for the new designated substation would be borne by ratepayers.  These results are not 

warranted when there is an existing substation suitable for interconnection of the project.   
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If an Interconnection Customer desires to have its own interconnection substation, it 

should pay for all expenses toward that substation, including operations and maintenance 

for the life of the facility, thereby not treating the substation as a Network Upgrade.   

Again, I appreciate this opportunity and will be glad to answer any questions.   
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September 15, 2016 

 

 

 

Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Chairman Donna L. Nelson 

Commissioner Kenneth W. Anderson, Jr. 

Commissioner Brandy Marty Marquez 

1701 N. Congress Ave. 

Austin, TX  78711 

 

Re: PUC Project No. 45633 – Project to Identify Issues Pertaining to Lubbock Power  

& Light’s Proposal to Become Part of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas  

 

Dear Chairman and Commissioners: 

 

At the July 20, 2016 open meeting of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (“Commission”), 

you requested that the Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (“ERCOT”) and the Southwest 

Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) conduct coordinated studies of the impact of the proposed transition of 

the Lubbock Power & Light (“LP&L”) system from the SPP region into the ERCOT region.  

ERCOT and SPP have used the time since that request to hold a series of detailed discussions 

regarding our respective planning study methodologies and to develop a proposed scope of work 

designed to provide the Commission with an assessment of the expected impacts to the respective 

transmission systems, solutions needed to mitigate those impacts, and the associated cost impacts.  

 

This filing is designed to provide the Commission with a summary of the proposed scope of work 

and associated timeline.  ERCOT and SPP will share a detailed list of technical study specifications 

with their respective stakeholder planning committees in the upcoming weeks and will give these 

stakeholders an opportunity to provide input.  ERCOT and SPP will use these committees to work 

through any remaining details in the study processes that have not yet been finalized and to 

determine if there are any other technical details or analysis that may need further consideration.  

This list of study specifications will also be submitted in this project when finalized. 

 

The proposed studies will be conducted separately by ERCOT and SPP, but they will be 

coordinated, with consistent input assumptions, so that the results of each can be compared.  

ERCOT and SPP will both rely as much as possible upon their existing study processes for these 

studies: through our recent detailed discussions it has been determined that these existing planning 

study processes are sufficiently consistent to be used as starting points for this analysis.  SPP will 

utilize existing models from its most recent Integrated Transmission Planning Near- Term 

(“ITPNT”) Study and its Integrated Transmission Plan (“ITP10”) Study.  ERCOT will use models 

from its most recent Regional Transmission Plan (“RTP”) and the Long-Term System Assessment 
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(“LTSA”) study.  ERCOT’s analyses will supplement the results submitted to the Commission in 

this project on June 17, 2016. 

 

In order to address the list of issues on page 3 and 4 of Chairman Nelson’s memo dated July 19, 

2016, both ERCOT and SPP will conduct near-term reliability studies and longer-term economic 

studies.  Both parties will analyze their systems with and without the portion of LP&L that is part 

of the proposed transition.  The reliability studies will identify potential violations of the North 

American Electric Reliability Corporation’s (“NERC”), regional, and local planning criteria and 

the economic studies will indicate the expected change in system production costs and locational 

market/marginal prices (“LMPs”) resulting from the proposed transition.  

 

These proposed studies will identify any new transmission projects that would be needed and any 

planned projects that would be delayed or cancelled as a result of the transition.  The ERCOT 

studies will indicate new transmission projects required to integrate the proposed transition of 

LP&L customers, taking into account the results of the Lubbock Integration Study previously filed 

with the Commission.  In its studies, SPP will determine if there are any transmission projects 

approved, but not yet put into service, that would no longer be needed if the proposed transition is 

approved.  SPP will also identify any new transmission projects and transmission service required 

to support the LP&L load remaining in SPP if the proposed transition does not occur or does not 

occur by the termination date of LP&L’s current supply contract. 

 

The modeling data for the LP&L system will be consistent between the ERCOT and SPP studies, 

as will the modeled operation of switchable generation and asynchronous ties near the study area.  

Model representations of renewable generation will also be consistent between the two sets of 

studies.  Coordination of these input assumptions and other modeling considerations will allow the 

Commission to compare the results of the two sets of studies to help determine the overall impact 

to consumers throughout Texas from the proposed transition. 

 

ERCOT will include in its study a review of the likely impacts of the proposed transition on the 

risk of subsynchronous resonance (“SSR”) to generation resources in West Texas.  In addition, 

ERCOT will review the potential benefits from LP&L generation resources functioning as 

synchronous condensers. 

 

Of the study topics listed on pages 3 and 4 of Chairman Nelson’s memo, ERCOT and SPP have 

determined that they will be able to provide responsive information on all but two items: the cost 

and reliability impacts separated by customer class (item 7) and the potential for commingling of 

energy from the two systems (item 12).  While ERCOT and SPP can quantify regional reliability 

impacts and impacts on wholesale LMPs, we do not have the expertise or the necessary data to 

determine the impacts of the proposed LP&L transition on all customer classes. ERCOT and SPP 

expect that other parties will be able to use the information provided in the study results, such as 

the LMP data, to provide opinions regarding impacts to customer classes.  As to item 12, ERCOT 

and SPP will defer to LP&L to describe measures necessary to ensure that there will be no 

commingling of electrical energy from the two regions as a result of the proposed transfer.  
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In addition, some of the responses from ERCOT and SPP may be qualitative: as examples, the 

likely impacts on ancillary services and congestion revenue rights may not be quantified.  

However, in these instances, relevant information as available will be provided.   

 

Based on the scope of work as defined, ERCOT and SPP will commit to completing these studies 

before the end of the second quarter of 2017.  This timeline is primarily a result of the other studies 

that each region is committed to completing over the remaining months of 2016 to meet NERC 

and tariff/protocol requirements.  ERCOT planning has committed to complete both the Regional 

Transmission Plan and the biennial Long-Term System Assessment by the end of 2016.  SPP 

planning staff is tasked with completing SPP’s 2017 ITP10 Assessment in January 2017 and 2017 

ITPNT Assessment in April 2017.   

 

Finally, to address Chairman Nelson’s comment on funding of these studies, ERCOT and SPP are 

evaluating options but have come to no conclusion at this time.  ERCOT and SPP would be 

interested to discuss with the Commission the appropriate allocation of the costs to conduct these 

studies. 

 

ERCOT and SPP are committed to supporting the Commission in the evaluation of the costs and 

benefits likely to result from the proposed transition.  We hope that the proposed scope of work 

and timeline are acceptable.  We are available to discuss these issues further at your convenience.  

 

Respectfully,  

 

 

 

Warren Lasher       Lanny Nickell 

Director, System Planning       Vice President, Engineering 

Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc.   Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

7620 Metro Center Drive      201 Worthen Drive 

Austin, TX 78744      Little Rock, AR 72223 

warren.lasher@ercot.com     lnickell@spp.org 

(512) 248-6379      (501) 614-3232 
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SPP-ERCOT Coordinated Lubbock ERCOT Integration Study Scope 

1. Overview 
On July 19, 2016, Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Chairman Nelson filed a memo in docket 

45633 addressing the proposed move of the Lubbock Power and Light (LP&L) system from the 

Southwest Power Pool (SPP) grid into the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) grid.  Among other 

things the memo included a recommendation for analyses to be performed by SPP and ERCOT.  This 

scope document details the studies to be performed to address the recommended analyses. 

In order to accomplish the recommended analyses SPP and ERCOT will perform separate, but 

coordinated, studies.  The studies will be performed such that the assumptions and methodologies used 

by SPP and ERCOT will be as consistent as reasonably possible, though it is understood that market and 

regulatory differences may prevent absolute consistency. 

In June 2016 ERCOT filed its Lubbock Integration Study with the PUCT.  This study was narrowly focused 

on identifying the best and most cost effective way to integrate the LP&L system into the ERCOT grid.  

The study concluded that “Option 4ow” was the preferred integration alternative should the LP&L 

system move to ERCOT.  The analysis outlined in this study scope builds upon this previous study and 

will provide further analysis of the impacts of Lubbock Power and Light load and generating resources 

moving to ERCOT or remaining in SPP. 

 

2. Assumptions 
The following transmission topology assumptions shall be used: 

2.1. SPP will use the following base cases as the basis for its analysis: 

a. 2021 summer peak from the 2017 Integrated Transmission Planning-Near Term (ITPNT) 

b. 2021 light load from 2017 ITPNT 

c. 2020 and 2025 production cost models from 2017 Integrated Transmission Planning-10 

Year Assessment (ITP10) reference case 

2.2. ERCOT will use the following base cases as the basis for its analysis: 

a. The latest WFW 2021 summer peak case from the 2016 Regional Transmission Plan 

(RTP) will be used for reliability analysis and system strength analysis. 

b. The latest 2026 UPLAN model from the 2016 Long-Term System Assessment (LTSA) 

Current Trends scenario will be used for long-term production cost modeling. 

c. 2021  summer peak case from the 2016 RTP will be used for subsynchronous resonance 

(SSR) analysis. 

2.3. SPP and ERCOT will use the same representation of the LP&L system as provided by LP&L. 

The following load assumptions shall be used: 

2.4. SPP will use the following load assumptions: 

a. 2021 summer peak and light load from 2017 ITPNT cases 

2.5. ERCOT will use the following load assumptions: 

113 of 118



a. The load assumptions from the latest WFW 2021 summer peak case from the 2016 RTP 

will be used for reliability analysis.  The North Weather Zone load will be scaled up to its 

forecasted 2021 peak for this analysis.  The load forecast used is the higher of ERCOT’s 

90th percentile forecast for West, Far West, and North weather zones or the 

Transmission Service Provider (TSP) provided forecast for these zones. 

b. The latest 2026 UPLAN model from the 2016 Long-Term System Assessment (LTSA) 

Current Trends scenario will be used for long-term production cost modeling.  The load 

forecast and profile are based on a 2006 weather year pattern. 

2.6. SPP and ERCOT will use the same representation of the LP&L load as provided by LP&L.  For 

reliability analysis both the LP&L “Business As Usual (BAU)” and the LP&L “High Growth” load 

forecast will be analyzed.  For production cost modeling the LP&L BAU load forecast will be 

used.  The hourly load profile will be the same for SPP and ERCOT production cost analyses. 

The following generation assumptions shall be used: 

2.7.  SPP will use the following generation assumptions: 

a. The reliability analyses will use generation assumptions per Integrated Transmission 

Planning Manual Section 3.3.1.2. 

b. The production cost analyses will use generation assumptions per ITP10 reference case 

(Future 3). 

c. Wind and solar profiles will be used in the production cost analysis. 

2.8. ERCOT will use the following generation assumptions: 

a. The 2021 reliability analyses will include all existing generation plus planned generation 

meeting the conditions of Planning Guide Section 6.9.  Known generation retirements 

will be turned off in the models. 

b. The 2026 analyses will use the generation assumptions from the 2026 Current Trends 

scenario from the 2016 LTSA. 

c. Wind and solar profiles will be used in the production cost analysis.  The profiles will be 

based on a 2006 weather year pattern. 

2.9. SPP and ERCOT will represent the LP&L generation, including generation retirements, as 

provided by LP&L.  The production cost modeling assumptions for LP&L generation will also be 

identical for SPP and ERCOT. 

2.10. The following natural gas price assumptions shall be used: 

TBD 

2.11. Wind and solar will be modeled as $0 marginal cost in the production cost analysis. 

2.12. The Golden Spread Electric Cooperative Antelope/Elk switchable unit status will be 

consistent between ERCOT and SPP. 

2.13. In the production cost analysis no generation forced outages will be modeled. 

For reliability analysis, the North and East DC tie import/ export assumptions will be consistent.  ERCOT 

and SPP will review the production cost results with respect to North and East DC tie imports/ exports 

for reasonability and consistency. 
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3. Scope 
The following are the analyses to be performed per Chairman Nelson’s memo: 

3.1.  SPP reliability analysis 

a. SPP will perform a reliability analysis  to determine what transmission improvements 

will be needed or deferred as a consequence of the LP&L system moving to ERCOT.  The 

analyses may include a net present value (NPV) analysis to determine the cost/ benefit 

of accelerating/ deferring a project. 

b. The reliability analysis will be performed for 2021 summer peak and light load 

conditions. 

c. As part of this analysis SPP will report the costs necessary to disconnect the LP&L system 

from SPP. 

3.2.  SPP and ERCOT avoided or new projects analysis 

a. SPP will investigate projects in the area that were approved and have not yet gone into 

service to determine if those projects are no longer needed if the LP&L system moves to 

ERCOT. SPP will report the list of projects along with their estimated cost. 

b. SPP will assess the need of  any new transmission as a result of the LP&L system moving 

to ERCOT.  SPP will report the list of potential projects along with their estimated cost. 

c. ERCOT will take into account the results of the Lubbock Integration Study and the 2016 

RTP and 2016 LTSA to determine if there are any avoided or new transmission 

improvement projects as a result of the LP&L system moving to ERCOT.  ERCOT will 

report the list of projects along with their estimated cost. 

d. The above analyses may include a net present value (NPV) analysis to determine the 

cost/ benefit of accelerating/ deferring a project. 

3.3. SPP and ERCOT production cost analysis 

a. SPP will perform a production cost analysis with and without the LP&L system (taking 

into account the results from 3.1).  SPP will report the regional production cost 

difference and the adjusted production cost differences. 

b. ERCOT will perform a production cost analysis without and with the LP&L system (taking 

into account the results from the Lubbock Integration Study and 3.2).  ERCOT will report 

the production cost difference. 

c. The production cost analysis will be performed for years 2020 and 2025. 

d. SPP and ERCOT will report total production cost difference as a result of the LP&L 

system moving to ERCOT. 

i. SPP and ERCOT will report total adjusted production cost impact for Texas 

3.4.  Operational cost and reliability impact assessment 

a. SPP will provide a qualitative description of the reliability impact of the LP&L system 

moving to ERCOT. 

b. ERCOT will provide a qualitative description of the reliability impact of the LP&L system 

moving to ERCOT.  The description may include system strength benefits and the benefit 

of load in the ERCOT Panhandle. 

3.5. Ancillary services impact analysis 

a. ERCOT and SPP will provide a qualitative description of the impact on ancillary services. 

3.6. Congestion rights impact analysis 
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a. ERCOT and SPP will provide a qualitative description of the impact on congestion rights. 

3.7. SSR impact analysis 

a. ERCOT will perform a topology check for the ERCOT system to evaluate the SSR impact 

on existing and planned ERCOT generation units. 

b. Based on the results in (a) above, ERCOT may perform a frequency scan for existing and 

planned ERCOT generation units. 

c. Based on the results in (b) above, ERCOT may perform a detailed SSR analysis for 

existing and planned ERCOT generation units.  This analysis may need to be contracted 

out. 

d. Based on the results of (a), (b), and (c) above ERCOT will assess the cost impact from an 

SSR perspective, including potential cost savings, as a result of the LP&L system moving 

to ERCOT. 

3.8. LP&L generators to synchronous condenser analysis 

a. ERCOT will perform a system strength analysis (weighted short circuit ratio 

determination) to determine the impact to the Panhandle export limit of converting 

some or all of LP&L’s retiring generators to synchronous condensers. 

b. ERCOT will perform a production cost analysis using the 2020 UPLAN model to 

determine the annual production cost benefit of converting some or all of LP&L’s 

retiring generators to synchronous condensers based on (a) above. 

c. ERCOT will compare the production cost savings to the LP&L provided cost to convert 

the retiring LP&L generators to synchronous condensers to determine if the cost would 

be justified. 

3.9. The following analysis recommended in Chairman Nelson’s memo cannot be performed by SPP 

and ERCOT: 

a. ERCOT is not able to provide an evaluation of the cost and reliability impacts on all 

customer classes in ERCOT.  However, ERCOT can provide average LMP impacts for all 

substations in the ERCOT Region. 

b. An evaluation of LP&L’s ability to ensure that comingling of the SPP and ERCOT systems 

will not occur. 

4. Deliverable 
SPP and ERCOT will file a joint report to the PUCT by Q2 2017. 
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Strategic Plan Assignments 
 

Initiative                                                                                                    Staff                                                Stakeholders                                     Status                          

1 | P a g e     1 0 / 0 3 / 2 0 1 6  
 
* -  I t e m  i s  o n  P l a n  i n  2  F o u n d a t i o n a l  S t r a t e g i e s  
^ -  I t e m  i s  a l s o  d i r e c t  C E O  G o a l  
 

 
Reliability Assurance       
• Capacity Margin Refinement (A) ^    Lanny    MOPC (CMTF)    
• Regional Resource Need and Value Assessment (B)  Michael (Whitepaper)  SPC     
• Reliability Assessment of Environmental Rules (A) ^  Lanny    MOPC (TWG)     
• Integration of Variable Energy Resources (VERs) (C)  Bruce    MOPC (TF)     
• Grid Resiliency – Cyber and Physical (A) ^   Michael    MOPC (CIPWG/RCWG)   
• Reliability Excellence (B)     Michael/Ron Ciesiel  MOPC (RCWG/SPCWG/EAWG)  

o Relay Misoperations 
o Event Analysis 

 
 
Economical, Optimized Transmission System  
• Integrated Transmission Planning Check & Adjust (B) ^ Lanny    MOPC (TPITF)  
• Cost Controls on Competitive Transmission (A)  Lanny    MOPC (CTPTF)  
• Flexibility to Address Policy Initiatives (B)   Lanny    MOPC (TPITF) 
• Value Pricing (B)      Paul    SPC (ExPTF)  

o Import/Export 
o Cost Allocation 

• Fair & Equitable Cost Allocation Policies (A) * ^  Paul    RARTF 
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Strategic Plan Assignments 
 

Initiative                                                                                                    Staff                                                Stakeholders                                     Status                          

2 | P a g e     1 0 / 0 3 / 2 0 1 6  
 
* -  I t e m  i s  o n  P l a n  i n  2  F o u n d a t i o n a l  S t r a t e g i e s  
^ -  I t e m  i s  a l s o  d i r e c t  C E O  G o a l  
 

 
Optimize Interdependent Systems 
• Transmission (Seams) (A) ^     Carl    MOPC (SSC) 
• Optimize Market Efficiencies Along Seams (A)  Carl    MOPC (SSC)  

o MISO Relationship and resolution of disputes 
• Optimize Natural Gas Pipeline System Seams (A) ^  Bruce    MOPC (GECTF) 
• Optimize Data Seams (C)      Barbara    MOPC (CWG) 
• Integrated Market Enhancements (B) ^   Carl    MOPC (MWG)  

 

 
 
Enhance Member Value & Affordability 
• Communication Strategy on Value/Affordability (A)  Mike    SPC 
• PMO Best Practices and Rigor (B)    Michael    FC/MOPC (CWG) 

o Process Improvement Program support 
o Audits w/o unmitigated exceptions/qualifications 

• Enhanced Market Analytics (B)    Bruce    MOPC/Board 
• Strategic Membership Expansion (A)   Michael/Carl/Paul  SPC 

o Integrated Systems Integration 
o AECI Outreach 
o NWPP EIM 

• Communication/Education  (C)    Mike/Barbara/Paul  SPC 
o Website improvements/Social media   
o Regulatory community relationships    

• Staff Engagement, Succession, Depth   Nick    Board 
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