Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
May 15-16, 2018
Magnolia Hotel – Denver, Colorado
• Summary of Action Items •
1. Approved the meeting agenda
2. Approved the previous meeting minutes
3. Approved staff’s recommendation to remove all Scenario 5 Summer needs from the 2018 ITPNT
Assessment
4. Approved staff’s recommendation for the dispatch methodology of the Fall and Spring season ITP
models
5. Approved RR 279 for Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluations
6. Approved RR 291 for a Revision Request Process Change
7. Approved the PRC-023-4 list

Page 1 of 11

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
May 15-16, 2018
Magnolia Hotel – Denver, Colorado
•

M INUT E S

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
Call to Order
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 8:02 am. The following members were in
attendance or represented by proxy (Attachment 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d – Day 1 Attendance, Day 2 Attendance,
WebEx Attendance Day 1, WebEx Attendance Day 2):
Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, Inc.
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Matt McGee, American Electric Power
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc.
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains
Gayle Nansel, Western Area
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc.
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Noman Williams, South Central MCN
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light
Proxies
The following proxies were provided for the meeting (Attachment 1e – Proxies):
•

Cody Sickler (Tri-State Generation & Transmission) proxy for Chris Pink (Tri-State Generation &
Transmission)

The following proxies were provided for portions of the meeting:
•
•
•

Calvin Daniel (Western Farmers’ Electric Cooperative) proxy for Kalun Kelley (Western Farmers’
Electric Cooperative
Josh Verzal (Omaha Public Power District) proxy for Dan Lenihan (Omaha Public Power District)
Gimod Olapurayil (ITC Great Plains) and Michael Wegner proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great
Plains)
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Kirk Hall, TWG Staff Secretary, informed Travis that the group had a quorum.
Antitrust Guidelines
Kirk noted the TWG that the agenda for the meeting included Antitrust Guidelines and reminded the
group that certain topics were not allowed for discussion during the meeting.
Previous Meeting Minutes Approval
Travis asked the TWG for any changes to the minutes (Attachment 1f, 1g, 1h, 1i – February 21, 2018
TWG Minutes, March 14, 2018 TWG Minutes, March 19 2018 TWG Minutes, April 18, 2018 TWG
Minutes) prior to requesting a vote to approve. Kirk informed the TWG of a change requested in the April
18 Minutes, and Joe Fultz provided some grammatical corrections to the March 14 and March 19
minutes.
Motion: Matt McGee made a motion to approve the set of TWG Meeting Minutes as
modified during the meeting. James Ging seconded the motion. The motion was approve
unanimously.
Agenda Approval
Travis reviewed the agenda with the members and noted that although no items needed to be added or
removed, the order would be altered to accommodate the Annual Flowgate Assessment and TRM Item,
and the joint session with the RCWG on t and TRM Item, and the joint session with the RCWG on RR
237.
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to approve the agenda, seconded by Noman Williams.
The motion passed with no opposition.
Meeting Materials Review
Travis asked the TWG to provide any comments on materials posted late. Matt McGee noted that AEP
may not be willing to vote on the Flowgate Assessment and TRM values due to the amount of time
needed for review. Scott Benson also noted that member comments were due on the same day of the
meeting and that allows limited review from staff to come to an agreement amongst all parties.
Agenda Item 2 – Current Action Items
Kirk reviewed the latest list of Action Items (Attachment 2 – Current Action Items). The TWG had no
comments on the Action Items list, but did request a detailed explanation on the attendance policy for
working group members described in the SPP Bylaws.
Kirk explained to the group that if a member of a working group is unable to attend a meeting, that
member is counted as absent with regards to the attendance policy in the SPP Bylaws that says
members who miss three consecutive meetings are considered to have resigned from the group. This
attendance requirement exists regardless of whether a proxy is provided for any or all of the consecutive
meetings missed.
Agenda Item 3 – MOPC/Board Update
Travis updated the TWG on the actions and discussions at the latest round of MOPC and Board of
Directors meetings. Travis reminded the group that the TWG Charter was approved by the MOPC after
being modified from what the TWG approved. Kirk explained to the group that it still required an approval
by the Corporate Governance Committee (CGC) and the Board, however it would likely be the end of the
year based upon the CGC’s next scheduled meeting. Kirk also mentioned that the MDWG Charter was
approved, however, the MOPC did make a request to the MDWG to review their membership as well.
Kirk also noted that the Sponsored Upgrade studies approved by the TWG were approved by both the
MOPC and the Board.
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Agenda Item 4 – 2018 ITPNT Update
Scenario 5 Summer Discussion
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, discussed the progress on the Scenario 5 Summer only violations evaluation
(Attachment 3a – Summer Scenario 5 Discussion). Kelsey reviewed the Operational and economic
analysis (based upon Future 3 2017 ITP10 models) completed by staff and informed the TWG that some
of the projects being evaluated do address the operational issues around the Wichita and Northeast
Kansas areas. The economic analysis on planning models showed limited benefits including some
negative benefits for the projects under evaluation. Kelsey also mentioned that staff has determined it
cannot calculate the benefits of new projects using the methodology approved in the new ITP Manual for
persistent operational economic congestion. This limits SPP’s evaluation of potential solutions where
operational congestion has occurred.
Derek Brown (Westar) stated that Westar believes loading on West to East lines in Northeast Kansas will
continue based upon the current and expected growth of wind installations in Kansas. He also noted that
as a result of the wind, there are known stability issues related to Jeffery Energy Center and Wolfcreek
nuclear plant, where a network upgrade would increase or remove the stability limitation. Randy
Lindstrom (NPPD) questioned why the stability issues observed in real time are not studied in the
Generator Interconnection (GI) process. Staff reminded stakeholders that the GI process may not
capture those stability issues because they aren’t targeted by the study process and the dispatch of the
GI models does not match the security constrained unit commitment and economic dispatch of the
Integrated Market which allows economic non-firm service.
Kelsey concluded his presentation and recommended to remove all Scenario 5 Summer needs from the
2018 ITPNT Assessment citing:
•
•
•
•

the limited synergies between Summer Scenario 5 needs and operational congestion,
small or negative potential APC benefits of the economic analysis,
staff’s limited ability to evaluate new projects against previous operational congestion, and
the 2019 ITP Assessment’s more comprehensive evaluation of issues and solutions.
Motion: Jason Shook made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to remove all
Scenario 5 Summer needs from the 2018 ITPNT assessment. Calvin Daniel seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously with 14 votes in favor, 0 votes against. Eight
abstentions were recorded from Randy Lindstrom (NPPD), Nathan McNeil (MIDW), Nate
Morris (EMDE), Derek Brown (WERE), Dan Lenihan (OPPD), Harold Wyble (KCP&L), Noman
Williams (SCMCN), and Michael Mueller (AECC).

After the motion had passed, those abstaining were requested to provide a reason for their abstention.
Randy Lindstrom provided the following reason for his abstention:
I do not support removing all of the Scenario 5 Summer needs without consistent treatment of
those projects which were driven only by the Scenario 5 Winter and Scenario 5 Light Load
models. If we are going to study the Scenario 5 models in the ITPNT, then any needs driven from
these models should be treated in a consistent manner and this motion fails to accommodate
what was approved in the study scope.
Harold Wyble provided the following reason for his abstention:
KCPL does not agree that needs that are real operational issues should be removed from
consideration for mitigation simply because Staff is unable to calculate APC benefits for the
mitigations.
Derek Brown provided the following reason for his abstention:

Page 4 of 11

Westar abstained on the motion regarding the Scenario 5 Summer model because we disagreed
with the conclusion that the infeasibility of calculating potential APC benefit from operational
models was enough justification to remove all Scenario 5 Summer Needs from the 2018 ITPNT
assessment. First and foremost, the Wichita transformer and Jeffrey Energy Center transmission
line issues are reliability needs. The result of an APC benefit analysis on these types of projects
should be used only to prove they do not cause unreasonable harm from an economic
standpoint. The five and 10-year economic looks using the 2017 ITP10 models show that
implementing potential projects to fix these Scenario 5 needs resulted in noise from a dollars
perspective. Together, both of these needs have met the persistent operational needs criteria in
that they have each accumulated more than $10M in congestion costs over the last 24 months. It
is a reasonable assumption that these costs will increase given the amount of future wind farm
generation coming online in the next 2-3 years west of these constraints. Given the generation
retirements expected in Wichita by the end of 2018, this will only aggravate the Wichita
transformers issue. Also, additional merit should be given to the potential Jeffrey Energy Center
projects in relieving known first swing stability constraints at that 2400 MVA plant. Stability
margins at Jeffrey Energy Center will continue to go down without the addition of a new EHV
transmission line. Taking all this into consideration, there is enough evidence for TWG to
recommend that a project be done to address these needs to the MOPC and the SPP Board.
Nathan McNeil provided the following reason for his abstention:
I abstained over concerns of delaying action on issues in Kansas that have shown up in the
Scenario 5 analysis, are now permanent flowgates that have seen significant historical
congestion, and are near identified stability constraints. These issues are likely to get worse as
more wind generation develops in the western half of Kansas and waiting for 2019 ITP studies
means that no long-term solution will be approved for more than a year.
Transmission Operating Guide Discussion
Kelsey moved on to a discussion on the use of Transmission Operating Guides (Attachment 3b, 3c –
Transmission Operating Guide Discussion, ITP Manual Appendix B) in the ITPNT Assessment.
Stakeholders seems to generally favor transmission upgrades over the long-term use of an Op Guide, but
they did acknowledge an Op Guide can be an inexpensive solution when compared to an upgrade. Travis
suggested that staff move forward with the status quo on Op Guides, which suggested staff will
implement them. Kelsey did ask if any stakeholders felt the Op Guide was ineffective as written or
wanted to discuss more specifics with staff. Gayle Nansel (WAPA) and Derek Brown (WERE) each
raised their hand to let staff know more discussion was needed. Travis asked for staff to capture an
action item to review the policy on Op Guides.
Action Item: Staff to review the Op Guide policy in Attachment B of the ITP Manual and
bring a proposal to stakeholders on how to handle Op Guides in the future.
SPP BA Model Discussion
Kelsey then began a discussion on the SPP BA model (Attachment 3d – SPP BA Model Discussion) and
staff’s review of the model details and the overall process to build the model. TWG members
contemplated the usage of a coupling criteria and a few members expressed some concern with ‘kicking
the can down the road’ on NTC issuance where the true need date may have already passed. A question
was raised as to the validity of the BA model to be used as a sensitivity case in the TPL assessment if
staff believes it to not be a good representation for issuing NTC. Staff reminded stakeholders the TPL
sensitivity model does not require a Corrective Action Plan Automatically and the TPL study does not
issue NTCs.
Short-term Horizon Projects Discussion
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Kelsey moved on to a discussion related to the project needed only in the early year of the 2018 ITPNT
(Attachment 3e – Short Term Horizon Projects). He informed the TWG and other stakeholders that staff’s
general opinion is that projects should not be issued for needs that are no longer present the out year of
the study. Stakeholders informed staff of some specific issues regarding the violations shown in the slide
deck regarding their area, including information that several facilities identified as short term horizon
needs have been identified as permanent flowgates currently or in the past. A few TWG members noted
that these issues should be reviewed on a case by case basis prior to removing them from consideration
Portfolio Discussion/Summit Feedback
Finally, Kelsey requested feedback or discussion on the recent Planning Summit. He also informed
stakeholders that a new version of the project list had been posted the previous day.
Agenda Item 5 – Base Reliability Model Renewable Dispatch Methodologies
Light Load Wind Dispatch
Michael Odom, SPP staff, provided the results (Attachment 4a – Base Reliability Light Load Wind
Resource Dispatch) of staff’s action item to bring back data regarding the dispatch of wind resources for
the spring season for a discussion to determine the correct methodology to dispatch firm wind resources
in the Base Reliability light load case. Kirk reminded the members that the Light Load model would be
the new base model for all SPP planning studies including the ITP, TPL, Transmission Service, AQ, etc.
Staff was asked if a contingency analysis similar to TPL had been completed on a high wind model.
Charles Hendrix reminded the group that a high wind MDWG case had been used as a sensitivity case
for the 2017 and 2018 TPL Assessments, but the difference is that it would be the base case TPL model
moving forward. Based on the action item, Travis determined that the action item would be closed,
however a stakeholder request to understand how the Transmission Service process would dispatch
renewable requests in the new Base Reliability models was made.
Action Item: Staff to report back to the TWG members how the Transmission Service
process will model new service requests for renewables in the new Base Reliability
models
Spring/Fall Peak Renewable Dispatch
Michael moved on to discuss the renewable dispatch methodology (Attachment 4 b – Spring/Fall Peak
Renewable Dispatch) for the fall and spring peak cases needed for studies outside the SPP process.
Michael informed the TWG of staff’s recommendation to follow the format for the summer and winter
seasons using an average historical dispatch amount for the previous 5 years.
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation. Derek Brown
seconded the motion. The motion passed with no opposition.
Agenda Item 6 – Revision Requests
RR 261: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
Micha Bailey, SPP staff, reviewed the progress made by RR 261 (Attachment 5a, 5b – RR 261:
Sponsored Upgrade Clarification zip file, BP Definition of Material Modification of Network Upgrades with
TWG Comments) through the process. He also mentioned that the TWG was requested to provide
support to the RTWG through the development of a definition of ‘materially modified’ as it relates
modifications of existing interconnections. The TWG discussed the conditions for a change to the
transmission system to be considered a Sponsored Upgrade. Specifically, the TWG were concerned that
the conditions for a Sponsored Upgrade were too inclusive and some situation outside the control of the
facility owner should be removed. These situations included a requirement to move lines as a result of
roadwork or maintenance. Replacement of old or aging infrastructure was also discussed as too inclusive
for material modification. Stakeholders suggested the exceptions for material modification listed in the
draft business practice be placed in the tariff instead and a clear definition for an ‘interconnection’ was
also needed.
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RR 305: Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for ATS
Micha also introduced RR 305 (Attachment 5c – RR 305). TWG had no concerns or question related to
this RR.
RR 279: Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluation
Aaron Shipley, SPP staff, reviewed RR 279: Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluation (Attachment 5d, 5e –
RR 261: Sponsored Upgrade Re-evaluation, RR 279 TWG Presentation). TWG had no concerns with
the RR.
Motion: Noman Williams made a motion to approve the RR 279. Jason Shook seconded
the motion, which passed with no opposition.
RR 291: Revision Request Process Change
Chris Cranford, SPP staff, discussed RR 291 (Attachment 5f – RR 291: Revision Request Process
Change) with the TWG and requested they approve the RR. Chris noted the RR was updated after the
meeting materials were posted to include some revisions approved by the Market Working Group. Aaron
Shipley, SPP staff, also clarified that this process change is intended to make the non-expedited Revision
Request process more efficient. Kirk also reminded the TWG that the Impact Analysis portion of the RR
process that is being modified almost exclusively affects the Integrated Market and would likely have no
affect any governing documents owned by the TWG.
Motion: Noman Williams made a motion to approve the RR. Daniel Benedict seconded the
motion. The motion passed with 13 votes in favor, 7 votes against, and 2 abstentions.
TWG members voting ‘No’ included: Noman Williams (SCMCN), Randy Lindstrom (NPPD),
Scott Benson (LES), Jim McAvoy (OMPA), Harold Wyble (KCP&L), Dan Lenihan (OPPD),
and Daniel Benedict (INDN). The individuals abstaining from the vote included: Nate
Morris (EMDE) and Derek Brown (WERE).
Daniel Benedict provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote:
Like many others INDN feels an expedited process already exists and another avenue is not
needed.
Jim McAvoy provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote:
OMPA voted NO on RR 291 for two (2) primary reasons:
1. There is a current expedited process in place that works.
2. The proposed process revisions would subject other (secondary) working groups to potential
unnecessary multiple reviews of the same RR due to lack of Impact Analysis results.
Nate Morris provided the following reason for his abstention:
Empire abstained from approving the following RR due to that this appeared to be an attempt to
be able to push RR’s through without having to go through an Impact Analysis. Empire feels that
the Secondary Groups and MOPC should be given appropriate notification of any Impact
Analysis. There is already a process in place to expedite RR’s with the appropriate Impact
Analysis. Empire did not see that RR 291 was needed and therefore abstained.
Derek Brown provided the following reason for his abstention:
Westar abstained on RR291 because there is already a process to expedite a revisions request if
necessary. So, this RR is unnecessary. Additionally, making it a standard option to send an RR to
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a secondary working prior to an impact analysis could result multiple reviews by those secondary
working groups.
Scott Benson provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote:
LES opposed RR291 because, though classified as a clarification, RR291 represents a
fundamental change to the established RR process. The RR process already has a mechanism
in place for SPP to move RRs forward through the process when expedited or urgent action is
required.
Harold Wyble provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote:
KCPL voted against RR291 because a process already exists to expedite the revision request
through working groups if deemed necessary. Secondary working groups cannot review RRs
effectively prior to completion of the impact analysis.
Randy Lindstrom provided the following reason for his ‘No’ vote:
Secondary Working Groups should have the ability to be aware of the Impact Analysis results
before acting on a revision request and this new language eliminates that previous requirement.
There is also an existing expedited RR process which does not appear to be broken, so there is
no identified need for RR 291.
Agenda Item #7 – ITP Manual Section 9.3 Discussion
Juliano Freitas, SPP staff, discussed Section 9.3 of the ITP Manual (Attachment 6 – ITP Manual Section
9.3) with the TWG. Juliano reminded the TWG of the process for late model data submittals included in
the ITP Manual. Juliano noted the difficult time staff has had with the late model data submittals. Some
members noted that many changes made after Pass 5 were a direct result of a change made during Pass
5 causing problems that needed to be corrected. Stakeholders also noted they have not seen a reduction
in models being built, which was expected as part of the TPITF. At the end of the discussion Travis
suggested the Chairs from the TWG, ESWG, and MDWG get together with the SPP management team
for the ITP process and work together on an action plan to improve the model build and coordination.
Action Item: TWG, MDWG, and ESWG Chairs to work with the managers of Reliability
Planning, Economic Planning, and Modeling to develop an action plan to improve the
model build process
At this time members of the RCWG joined the meeting to discuss RR 237.
Agenda Item #8 – Joint Session with RCWG on RR 237: Criteria Section 5 Clean Up
Kirk reviewed RR 237 and the RCWG-submitted comments with the TWG (Attachment 7a, 7b – RR 237
Recommendation Report, RR 237 RCWG Comments). Stakeholders were concerned with the
applicability of NERC-defined terms and Open Access Transmission Tariff terms and the potential
confusion that could be a result from the existing language. Gayle Nansel informed the group that UMZ
has a waiver of the high voltage criteria that would be voided upon the change in the Criteria and that
leave WAPA with major concerns as a result of the RR. Staff acknowledged that the Criteria could be
updated to account for the waiver, instead of another RR waiver needed by the UMZ. Due to time
restrictions the entire RR was unable to be reviewed, however the RCWG was asked to find 3-4
individuals to meet with a few TWG individuals and the staff secretaries to finalize revisions prior to an
upcoming RCWG meeting. Chris Colson (WAPA), Scott Benson (LES), Derek Brown (WERE), and Andy
Berg (MRES) were selected to represent the TWG during these phone calls.
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Agenda Item #9 – 2019 ITP Update
Schedule Update
Juliano provided the TWG with an update on the 2019 ITP Assessment (Attachment 8a – 2019 ITP
Schedule Update). The TWG had no comments or concerns
Model Development Update
Eddie Watson, SPP staff, provided an update on the powerflow model development (Attachment 8b –
2019 ITP Model Updates) for the 2019 ITP Assessment. Eddie updated stakeholders on the late data
submittals, the progress of incorporating that data, and the inclusion of the 2017 AG-1 study results.
Agenda Item #10 – 2020 ITP Preliminary Timeline
Jason Davis, SPP staff, showed the TWG an early timeline (Attachment 9 – 2020 ITP Preliminary
Timeline) of the 2020 ITP Assessment. The TWG had no questions or concerns.
Agenda Item #11 – Inverter-Based Integration Study Update
Brandon Hentschel, SPP staff, discussed the dispatch process (Attachment 10 – IBIS Model
Development) for the models that will be analyzed during the IBIS study. Members noted they had not
been informed of the models being posted for review and were interested to review the cases including
the model change log staff committed to provide.
Action Item: Staff to check on the progress of the IBIS models and the model change log.
Agenda Item #12 – 2018 Deliverability Study Scope
Alex Crawford, SPP staff, presented the scope for the 2018 Deliverability Study (Attachment 11a, 11b –
Deliverability Study Scope, Deliverability Study Overview). Randy Lindstrom noted that the scope did not
include the recommendations made by the TWG previously to only model firm transmission service or
share the study results the incumbent TOs since he believes they are reliability-related.
Motion: Jason Shook made a motion to endorse the 2018 Deliverability Study Scope. No
second was made and no action was taken.
A few other members agreed with the Randy’s comments Travis requested those who disagreed with the
scope to provide their comments to staff so they may be made available for discussion at the next Supply
Adequacy Working Group (SAWG) meeting. Alex suggested that those who disagreed with the scope to
call in to the SAWG and participate in the discussion as well.
Agenda Item #13 – TWG Reports
MDWG Report
Nate Morris (MDWG Chair), Empire District Electric, provided the TWG with an update (Attachment 12a –
MDWG Report) on the current model builds including the dynamic model build. Nate also discussed a
recent MDWG item they are currently working on which would support an effort to reduce the number of
models built.
DLTF Report
Derek Brown (DLTF Chair), Westar Energy, reported on the work (Attachment 12b – DLTF Report) being
done by the Dynamic Load Task Force. The TWG had no questions or concerns.
TPLTF Report
Chris Colon (TPLTF Chair), Western Area Power Authority, reported on the work (Attachment 12c –
TPLTF Report) being done by the TPL Task Force. The TWG had no questions or concerns.
AQITF Report
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Jim McAvoy (AQITF Chair), Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority, reported on the work (Attachment 12d
– AQITF Report) being done by the Attachment AQ Improvement Task Force. The TWG had no
questions or concerns.
This portion of the agenda was completed at the end of Day 1 during a closed session due to the
competitive nature of the information being discussed. Certain background materials were posted on
GlobalScape due to the information included. Day 2 of the meeting was held publicly for the remainder of
the meeting.
Agenda Item 14 – 2018 Compliance and Advance Studies Update
PRC-024-4
Kalen Coleman, SPP staff, reviewed the results of SPP’s PRC-023-4 analysis and asked for the TWG to
approve the information.
Motion: Nathan McNeil made a motion to approve the PRC-023-4 list as posted. Gayle
Nansel seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
MOD-030-3 Flowgate Candidate Additions/Removals
Melanie Hill, SPP staff, asked the TWG to consider approving the Flowgate Candidate Addition and
Removals as part of the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment. A few stakeholders informed staff that their
Operations staff had not yet submitted comments as part of their review, therefore they were not willing to
vote on a motion today. Because a full review was not complete for each of the members, Travis directed
Kirk to seek an expedited approval via email on May 21 to allow for meeting materials to be provided for
the ORWG on May 31st. Members agreed with this approach.
TRM Analysis
Since this item is related to the Flowgate Candidate Additions/Removals, it will be included in the email
vote on May 21.
Agenda Item #15 – Standards Coordination Outreach
Shannon Mickens, SPP staff, gave a detailed presentation on SOLs/IROLs (Attachment 14 – Standards
Coordination Outreach IROL) for the TWG. The TWG had no questions or concerns.
Agenda Item #16 – Summary of Action Items
Kirk reviewed the action items from the meeting. Action items taken from the meeting are:

•
•
•
•

Staff to review the Op Guide policy in Attachment B of the ITP Manual and bring a proposal to
stakeholders on how to handle Op Guides in the future
Staff to report back to the TWG members how the Transmission Service process will model new
service requests for renewables in the new Base Reliability models
TWG, MDWG, and ESWG Chairs to work with the managers of Reliability Planning, Economic
Planning, and Modeling to develop an action plan to improve the model build process
Provide an update to the TWG on the progress of the IBIS model build

Agenda Item #17 – Discussion of Upcoming Meetings
Kirk reminded the group a meeting was planning to be scheduled for the last week in May and asked
those who had not responded to the poll to respond in quickly so the best time could be selected.
Additionally, Kirk informed the group of the previously scheduled meetings on June 13, June 28, and the
face-to-face meeting in August.
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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Respectfully Submitted,

Kirk Hall
Secretary
Supplemental Information
On Tuesday, May 22, 2018, the TWG voted by email to approve the 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment
and the associated TRM values. The vote was completed using the expedited voting process outlined in
the TWG Email Voting Protocol.
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to approve the 2018 SPP Flowgate Assessment
candidates for removal, addition, and alteration as well as the associated TRM values.
Harold Wyble seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with 20 votes in
favor and no abstentions.
Note: 2 votes in favor were submitted shortly after the voting window closes that are not shown in the
vote count above.
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
May 15-16, 2018
Magnolia Hotel – Denver, Colorado
• AGENDA •
Tuesday 8:00 am – Wednesday 12:00 pm
1. Administrative Items ...............................................................................................Travis Hyde (10 min.)
a. Call to Order
b. Proxies
c. Antitrust Guidelines
d. Previous Meeting Minutes Approval (Action Item)
i. February 21, 2018 Meeting Minutes
ii. March 14, 2018 Meeting Minutes
iii. March 19, 2018 Meeting Minutes
iv. April 18, 2018 Meeting Minutes
e. Agenda Approval (Action Item)
f. Meeting Materials Review
2. Current Action Items Review ......................................................................................... Kirk Hall (5 min.)
3. MOPC/Board Update ..............................................................................................Travis Hyde (10 min.)
4. 2018 ITPNT Update ......................................................................................................... Staff (180 min.)
a. Scenario 5 Summer Discussion (Action Item) – Kelsey Allen
b. Transmission Operating Guide Discussion – Kelsey Allen
c. SPP BA Model Discussion – Kelsey Allen
d. 2018 ITPNT Short Term Horizon Projects Discussion – Kelsey Allen
e. Portfolio Discussion/Summit Feedback - All
5. Base Reliability Model Renewable Dispatch Methodologies .............................Michael Odom (30 min.)
a. Light Load Wind Dispatch
b. Spring/Fall Peak Renewable Dispatch (Action Item)
6. Revision Requests ................................................................................................................. All (90 min.)
a. RR 261: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification (Action Item) – Micha Bailey
b. RR 305: Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for ATS – Micha Bailey
c. RR 279: Competitive Upgrade Re-evaluation (Action Item) – Aaron Shipley
d. RR 291: Revision Request Process Change (Action Item) – Chris Cranford (Wed A.M.)
7. ITP Manual Section 9.3 Discussion ................................................................... Juliano Freitas (60 min.)
8. Joint Session with RCWG on RR 237: Criteria 5 Clean up ........................................ Kirk Hall (60 min.)

Antitrust: SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that
violate the antitrust laws. Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition.

9. 2019 ITP Update................................................................................................................ Staff (40 min.)
a. Schedule Update – Juliano Freitas
b. Model Development Update – Eddie Watson
10. 2020 ITP Preliminary Timeline .......................................................................... Juliano Freitas (10 min.)
11. Inverter-Based Integration Study Update ................................................... Brandon Hentschel (10 min.)
12. 2018 Deliverability Study Scope (Action Item) ................................................... Alex Crawford (15 min.)
13. TWG Reports ......................................................................................................................... All (30 min.)
a. MDWG Report – Nate Morris
b. DLTF Report – Derek Brown
c. TPLTF Report – Chris Colson
d. AQITF Report – Jim McAvoy
14. 2018 Compliance and Advanced Studies Update 1 ........................................................... Staff (60 min.)
a. PRC-023-2 Assessment (Action Item)
b. MOD-030-3 Flowgate Candidate Addition/Removals 2 (Action Item)
c. TRM Analysis1 (Action Item)
15. Standards Coordination Outreach - SOLs/IROLs ........................................ Shannon Mickens (30 min.)
16. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................. Kirk Hall (5 min.)
17. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................... Kirk Hall (5 min.)

1

This item will be held in a closed session at the end of Day 1 due to the market sensitive information included as
part of the discussion. Participation will be held to Non-Competitive Duty personnel with separate dial-in and
WebEx information.
2
Materials posted on GlobalScape

Antitrust: SPP strictly prohibits use of participation in SPP activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that
violate the antitrust laws. Please avoid discussion of topics or behavior that would result in anti-competitive behavior, including but
not limited to, agreements between or among competitors regarding prices, bid and offer practices, availability of service, product
design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity that might unreasonably restrain competition.
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Full Meeting Proxy
Kirk,
I have a conflict with the first few hours of the May 15th TWG meeting and would like to designate Cody
Sickler as my proxy.
He will be participating via webinar and has the meeting information.
Thank you,
Chris Pink
Technical Services and Bulk Systems Planning Manager
Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association
1100 West 116th Ave
Westminster, CO 80234
303.254.3339
cpink@tristategt.org

Partial Meeting Proxies
Gents,
I have to drop off. Will call back in this afternoon.
Thanks,
Kalun
-----Original Message----From: Kelley, Kalun
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 5:41 PM
To: khall@spp.org; Travis Hyde <HydeTD@oge.com>
Subject: TWG: Kelley: 5/15
Travis & Kirk,
I have WFEC Committee and Board meetings tomorrow and Wednesday.
I plan to call in at eight in the morning and will need to get off the line at 10 AM. I will dialback in later in
the afternoon.
I will be giving my proxy to Calvin which will be in attendance tomorrow.
Thank you,

Kalun
Kirk,
I have to step away from the TWG meeting right now (2:15pm central time on 5/15) for another
meeting. Josh Verzal has my proxy until I return.
Thanks,
Dan Lenihan
Kirk/Travis,
I will need to exit today’s TWG meeting at around 2:30 p.m. MDT. Gimod Olapurayil will have my proxy
for the remainder of today’s meeting. I will be travelling in the morning so Michael Wegner will have my
proxy tomorrow morning.
Thanks,
Alan K. Myers, P.E.
Director, Regional Planning
ITC Holdings Corp. – a Fortis Company
248-946-3689
785-783-2229
785-215-0595 cell
amyers@itctransco.com
27175 Energy Way
Novi, MI 48337

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
February 21, 2018
Skirvin Hilton – Oklahoma City, OK
• Summary of Action Items •
1. Approved previous meeting minutes
2. Approved the modified meeting agenda
3. Approved the consent agenda
4. Approved modifications to the TWG Charter
5. Approved Inverter-Based Integration Study Scope
6. Approved RR 255
7. Approved modeling approach in Base Reliability models for Tolk Units 1 & 2
8. Approved generation and load review adjustments
9. Approved modified MDWG Charter
10. Approved SPP’s 2018 TPL-001 Charter
11. Approved SPP’s 2018 Annual Flowgate Assessment Scope

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
February 21, 2018
Hilton Skirvin – Oklahoma City, OK
•

M INUT E S

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
Call to Order
TWG Vice-Chair Nathan McNeil called the meeting to order at 8:00 pm. The following members were in
attendance (Attachment 1a, 1b – In-person Attendance, Webex Attendance):
Nathan McNeil (Vice-Chair), Midwest Energy, Inc.
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool
Kalun Kelley, Western Farmers’ Electric Cooperative
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Matt McGee, American Electric Power
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains
Gayle Nansel, Western Area Power Administration
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Jason Shook, GDS Associates representing ETEC
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Noman Williams, South Central MCN
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light
Proxies
One proxy (Attachment 1c – Proxies) was provided for the meeting:
•

Steve Hardebeck (OG&E) proxy for Travis Hyde (OG&E)

Three partial proxies were provided for a portion of the meeting:
•
•
•

Michael Wegner (ITCGP) partial proxy for Alan Myers (ITCGP)
Jody Holland (SCMCN) partial proxy for Noman Williams (SCMCN)
Dustin Betz (NPPD) partial proxy for Randy Lindstrom (NPPD)

Kirk Hall, TWG Staff Secretary, informed Nathan that the group had achieved a quorum.
Previous Meeting Minutes

Travis asked for any comments on the previous TWG meeting minutes (Attachment 1d, 1e, 1f, 1g, 1h, 1i,
1j – November 7-8, 2017 TWG Meeting Minutes, November 15, 2017 Joint TWG/ESWG Meeting Minutes,
November 29, 2017 Joint TWG/ESWG Meeting Minutes, November 30, 2017 Joint TWG/ESWG Meeting
Minutes, December 13, 2017 TWG Meeting Minutes, December 20, 2017 TWG Meeting Minutes, January
10, 2018 TWG Meeting Minutes) prior to approval. No corrections were requested.
Motion: John Knofczynski made a motion to approve the previous TWG Meeting Minutes.
Dustin Betz seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
Agenda Review
Nathan asked for any changes to the meeting Agenda (Attachment 1k – February 21, 2018 TWG Meeting
Agenda). Kirk informed the TWG that the Inverter Base Integration Study Scope would be removed from
the Consent Agenda due to questions on the specific models that would be used. Kirk also mentioned
some items would be moved on the agenda to accommodate presenters and their availability, but
changes wouldn’t be necessary.
Motion: Scott Benson made a motion to approve the modified agenda. Kalun Kelley
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Materials Review
Nathan asked the members if they had any comments on the meeting materials posting. Kirk noted that
two agenda items on the 2019 ITP were posted late, but they did not require action. Other materials were
updated after the posting.
Agenda Item 2 – Current Action Items
Kirk reviewed the current action items (Attachment 2 – Current Action Items List) with the members. The
members had no comments on the Action Item list.
Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda
Nathan asked the group if anyone had concerns with the Consent Agenda (Attachment 3a, 3b –
Centennial RAS Removal, Crossroads RAS Removal). No concerns were raised
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Joe
Fultz. The motion passed unanimously.
Agenda Item 4 – MOPC/BOD Update
Nathan updated the TWG on the proceedings from the January 2018 MOPC and Board meetings. Items
of important such as MOPC feedback on the TWG Charter revisions and the 2018 ITPNT were
discussed, but not in detail seeing the current agenda had discussion on both items already scheduled.
Agenda Item 5 – TWG Membership Discussion
MOPC Feedback
Kirk summarized the feedback Travis received during the January MOPC meeting, and asked if the TWG
wanted to revisit the direction the group had previously taken. The TWG discussed the pitfalls of having a
rigidly defined charter (Attachment 4 – TWG Charter) and debated the reasoning for having guaranteed
seats for Transmission Owning Members while also ensuring the Transmission Owning Members have
equal representation as the Transmission Using Members. The TWG agreed it was too early to consider
the potential of the Mountain West Transmission Group joining SPP in the TWG Charter.
Motion: Noman Williams made a motion to accept the revisions to the TWG Charter as
discussed during the meeting. Scott Benson seconded the motion. During the discussion
prior to the vote Matt McGee and Dan Lenihan mentioned their concerns over the

Transmission Owning Members not being guaranteed a seat on the TWG. The motion was
approved with 19 votes in favor, 3 votes against, and 1 abstention. Dan Lenihan, Matt
McGee, and Nate Morris all voted against the motion while Dustin Betz abstained.
After the meeting Nate Morris provided the following reason for his No vote:
Empire feels that the Transmission Owning Members (TOMs), as defined in the SPP Bylaws,
should be provided a majority vote on this group. Understanding that this could cause possible
uncomfortableness in the future regarding the need for a Transmission Using Member (TUM), as
defined by the SPP Bylaws, to be repositioned as a liaison member if/when the TOMs
representation is temporarily reduced when someone steps down from the group, regardless
TOMs should represent the majority of the group. This could be accomplished in a myriad of
way, some of which were discussed in the meeting, but given TOMs vested interest within the
group and within SPP, should still hold a majority vote within the group. The presently approved
verbiage of “not more than 14 of the positions on the TWG” could result in a tie vote or TUM
majority scenario, and this was deemed unacceptable by Empire.
After the meeting Dan Lenihan provided the following reason for his No vote:
I voted No on TWG charter because I feel each Transmission Owning Member in SPP should be
guaranteed a seat on the TWG.
After the meeting Matt McGee provided the following reason for his No vote:
I opposed the TWG charter revision language because it does not assure all Transmission Owner
Members, as defined in the SPP Bylaws), membership on TWG.
After the meeting, Dustin Betz provided the following reason for his abstention:
My abstention was primarily due to my lack of full understanding of past discussion on the charter
modifications. I just didn’t feel comfortable voting on the issue without more discussion internally.
Michael Wegner took Alan Myer’s proxy
Minimum Experience Requirements
After approving the Charter, the TWG discussed drafting minimum experience requirements. The
members agreed that they no longer wanted to pursue this effort and instead agreed to provide feedback
to the staff secretary on potential candidates for membership once the information had been compiled
and sent to them through the ‘TWG Members Only’ distribution list. After the TWG came to consensus on
this topic, Kirk informed the group that he would be submitting the updated Charter for the MOPC to
consider in April.
Randy Lindstrom joined the meeting. Alan Myers left the meeting.
Agenda Item 6 – 2018 ITPNT Update
Schedule
Jason Davis, SPP staff, discussed recently updated schedule for the 2018 ITPNT (Attachment 5 – 2018
ITPNT Update). The schedule update included the recently set up Planning Summit and the milestones
for Cost Estimates from TO’s.
DPP Submittal Statistics
Jason then updated the group on the information provided to staff during the DPP window. This included
the number of DPPs received as well as model adjustments. Jason also mentioned that staff was
currently still validating the DPPs received and would provide updated information at a later date.

DC Sensitivity Model Needs
Kirk informed the group that staff had review the needs resulting from the DC Sensitivity Cases and after
speaking with the incumbent Transmission Owners those needs had been invalidated as a result of
invalid contingencies and model adjustments.
Model Data Review
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff, reviewed data from the 2018 ITPNT model series and the needs assessment.
The information included load trends from the current and previous ITPNT models, the dispatch by fuel
type for each model in the 2018 ITPNT series, and a comparison of needs between the 2017 ITPNT
needs assessment and the 2018 ITPNT.
S5/ARR Feasibility/Persistent Operational Issues
Kelsey then discussed staff’s observations of the Scenario 5 Summer needs compared to the results of
the ARR Feasibility study performed by staff for the Market Working Group as well as the latest facilities
identified using the Persistent Operational Issues criteria defined in the ITP Manual guiding the 2019 ITP
study. Stakeholders were surprised to see some of the Scenario 5 issues not showing up as either
Persistent Operational or ARR Feasibility Issues. Staff reminded the members that the two analysis are
very different from a modeling perspective and represent two completely different evaluations of the
transmission system. TWG members expressed interest in identifying facilities that were highly loaded.
Action Item: Consider highly loaded facilities from Scenario 5 cases for potential
solutions.
Agenda Item 7 – RAS Policy Discussion
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions.
Agenda Item 8 – IBIS Scope
Kirk informed the group on the correction needed to the Inverter-Based Integration Study Scope
(Attachment 6a,6b – IBIS Scope Clean, IBIS Scope Redline) prior to receiving TWG approval. Members
also had some question relating to the study such as the desired wind penetration levels and the
deliverables of the study. Jason Tanner, SPP staff, informed the group that the penetration level staff
would like to see is around 60% as well as the studying being informational to understand observed realtime issues but no recommendations such as NTCs or NTC accelerations would be requested. Kirk
mentioned staff planned to provide updates to the group as much as possible, and requested the TWG
identify any specific tasks or information members felt the need to specifically review. Members asked to
see the specific contingency list generated by the FFS tool.
Motion: Jason Shook made a motion to approve the corrected IBIS Scope. Nate Morris
seconded the motion. The motion passed with no opposition.
Agenda Item 9 – Revision Requests
RR 237 – Criteria 5 Cleanup
Kirk updated the TWG on the progress that the smaller focused group of stakeholders had made on RR
237 (Attachment 7a, 7b – RR 237 Criteria 5 Cleanup, RR 237 Outstanding Issues) including editing most
of the language, except for a few outstanding items that the group preferred the TWG determine. Kirk
reviewed those items with the group. After discussion, the members agreed more time needed to be
spent on two separate issues: definition of a load-serving bus, and facility ratings and screening.
Members were in agreement on the remaining language changes. Kirk asked for those interested in
continuing to discuss these items identify themselves so a call could be scheduled. After the call, RR 237
would be revisited by the TWG with the intent of putting this item on the April MOPC agenda.
RR 255 – Annual Escalation of Base Estimates

John O’Dell, SPP staff, reviewed RR 255 (Attachment 7c, 7d – RR 255: Annual Escalation of Base
Estimates, RR 255 Presentation) with the TWG and asked for their approval of the revision request.
Motion: Scott Benson made a motion to approve staff’s recommendation. Kalun Kelley
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Agenda Item 10 – Standards Coordination Outreach
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions.

Agenda Item 11 – 20 Year ITP Assessment
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions.
Agenda Item 12 – 2019 ITP Update
Schedule
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions.
Light Load Wind Dispatch
Michael Odom, SPP staff, discussed an issue (Attachment 8a – Base Reliability Model Updates) that
arose during the 2019 ITP model build, where an area had enough firm transmission service of wind
compared to the amount of load in the light load Base Reliability models. Michael reviewed staff’s
method to address the issue with the TWG. The TWG had no issues with staff’s approach to address the
problem. Michael noted that staff would work to develop an RR for the ITP Manual to document this
process in the future.
Base Reliability ECDI Methodology Approval
Michael moved on to discuss an adjustment to the Economic Dispatch Methodology used in the dispatch
process for the 2019 ITP model build. Michael informed the members that the data would be available
when Pass 5 of the models are posted later in the week.
Tolk 1 & 2 Seasonal Dispatch Request
Kirk discussed data submitted by Southwestern Public Service Company which would model the Tolk 1 &
2 units with a seasonal dispatch (08b – Tolk Seasonal Operation), meaning the Tolk units would be offline
in the Light Load and Winter seasons. Kirk noted this is the first instance of this request being submitted
by a member entity and the reasons why SPS was requesting the units be modeled in this way. Staff
proposed three options for the TWG to consider and requested approval from the TWG on the proper way
to model seasonal operations requests for the Tolk units as well as a general approach for staff to move
forward and develop a revision request for the ITP Manual.
Motion: Michael Wegner made a motion to accept Option 1, which would allow for the
seasonal operation as requested by SPS. Scott Benson seconded the motion. The motion
passed with one abstention from Nate Morris.
After the meeting Nate Morris provided the following reason for abstaining from the vote:
Empire feels that the unit commitment was too far different in the model sets built and had
concerns with this divergence. The units in question should be represented as closely as
possible within all model sets. Empire fully realizes a difference in dispatch given the differing
model criteria, however the units should be represented with the same availability across all
model sets. Empire raised this question multiple times within the meeting and asked for
clarification with the host TO, which confirmed the aforementioned divergence. Therefore in light
of the information shared in the meeting and with the realization of the need for seasonal unit
dispatch in the future for various other study needs, Empire chose to abstain from this vote.

Generation and Load Review Adjustments
Nikki Roberts, SPP staff, discussed updates to the Load and Gen review (Attachment 8c – Load and
Generation Review Adjustments) and asked for the TWG approve the adjustments. Staff received no
comments or concerns from the TWG.
Motion: Jason Shook made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation. Joe Fultz
seconded the motion. The motion passed with one abstention from Randy Lindstrom.
After the meeting Randy Lindstrom provided the following reasoning for his abstention:
I abstained from the vote to approve Staff’s Generation and Load Review Adjustments due to
NPPD’s objection to Staff’s recommendation to not allow an exception to the 60+ year age-based
retirement assumption in Future 2 for our Sheldon unit 2. NPPD believes it provided sufficient
documentation to Staff over the entire Generation and Load review process to justify the
exception. In our opinion, granting the exception would have provided more realistic and
consistent assumptions for the development of resource plans in the 2019 ITP assessment.
John Payne left the meeting.
Siting
Liz Gephardt, SPP staff, updated the TWG on the progress of the Siting milestone (Attachment 08d –
Siting Update) in the 2019 ITP study. She informed the group that the TWG’s feedback was welcomed
and appreciated, but most of the discussion regarding Siting would occur during ESWG meetings and
encouraged those interested in participating to dial in to the ESWG for those discussions.
Agenda Item 13 – TWG Reports
MDWG Report
Nate Morris, MDWG Chair, provided an update (Attachment 9a, 9b, 9c – MDWG Report, MDWG Charter,
MDWG Report Card) to the TWG on the progress of each model build. Nate also reviewed MDWG
Charter modifications approved by the group and asked for approval.
Motion: Scott Benson made a motion to approve the MDWG Charter revisions. The
motion was seconded by Jim McAvoy and passed with no opposition.
AQITF Report
Jim McAvoy, AQITF Chair, provided an update on the AQITF (Attachment 9d – AQITF Report) to the
TWG. He informed the group of a draft business practice being developed to provide additional detail not
included in the tariff. Gayle Nansel voiced her concerns over the draft business practice and MRO’s
position that the study work would need to be done by both the TP and PC.
DLTF
Derek Brown, DLTF Chair, updated the TWG on the work being done in the Dynamic Load Task Force
(Attachment 9e – DLTF Report). The TWG had no concerns or questions for the group.
TPLTF
Chris Colson, TPLTF Chair, updated the group on the work being done in the TPLTF (Attachment 9f –
TPLTF Report) to prepare for compliance with TPL-007. The TWG had no concerns or questions for the
group.
Agenda Item 14 – Compliance and Advanced Studies Update
2018 SPP TPL-001- 4 Study Scope

Charles Hendrix, SPP staff, reviewed SPP’s 2018 TPL-001 Study Scope (Attachment 10a, 10b – CAS
Update, 2018 TPL-001-4 Scope) with the TWG and asked for approval. TWG had no concerns with the
scope.
Motion: Joe Fultz made a motion to approve the scope. Nate Morris seconded the motion.
The motion was passed unanimously.
2018 SPP Annual Flowgate Assessment Scope
Charles then reviewed the 2018 SPP Annual Flowgate Assessment (Attachment 10c – 2018 Annual
Flowgate Assessment Scope).
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to approve SPP’s 2018 TPL-001 Scope. Joe Fultz
seconded the motion, which approved unopposed.
Agenda Item 15 – VSAT Educational Session
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions.
Agenda Item 16 – 69 kV Mapping
Kirk informed the TWG of a stakeholder to request for feedback from other SPP members regarding the
development of a 69 kV map. A limited number of stakeholders expressed interest, but not enough to
direct staff to pursue the development further.
Agenda Item 17 - Summary of Action Items
Kirk reviewed the action items from the meeting with the TWG. The action items are as follows:
•

Consider highly loaded facilities from Scenario 5 summer cases for potential solutions

Agenda Item 18 – Discussion of Future Meetings
Kirk reviewed the upcoming meetings with the TWG and informed the group he would need to speak to
Travis about setting up and additional call in March or early April to ensure enough time is available for
items that need to be on the April MOPC Agenda.
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:04 pm.
Respectfully Submitted,

Kirk Hall
Secretary

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
March 14, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
• Summary of Action Items •
1. Approved meeting agenda
2. Approved RR 269
3. Approved RR 267
4. Approved SUS-004: Kildare – White Eagle 138 Rebuild
5. Approved SUS-005: JRPS North Transformer

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
March, 14, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
•

M INUT E S

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
Call to Order
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 9:01 am. The following members were in
attendance (Attachment 1a – Attendance).
Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative
Dan Lenihan, Omaha Public Power District
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Matt McGee, American Electric Power
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc.
Nate Morris, Empire District Electric, Inc.
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc.
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light
Proxies
Kirk Hall, SPP staff, identified the following proxies (Attachment 1b – Proxies):
• Eric Burkey (SCMCN) proxy for Noman Williams (SCMCN)
• Josie Daggett (WAPA) proxy for Gayle Nansel (WAPA)
• Gimod Olapurayil (ITC Great Plains) proxy for Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains)
Kirk noted some changes to the agenda. Travis asked the TWG to approve the modified agenda
Motion: Nate Morris made a motion to approve the modified agenda. Scott Benson
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Agenda Item 2 – Revision Requests
RR 269: OCRTF Revisions to Operation Criteria Sections 4 and 8
Neil Robertson, SPP staff presented RR 269 (Attachment 2a – RR 268 Recommendation Report) for the
TWG’s approval. Stakeholders were concerned to know if staff had compliance concerns due to the
deletion of Section 4.1.2.3. Neil informed the TWG staff felt other standards covered the ability of staff to
require ratings data.

Motion: John Knofczynski made a motion to approve RR 269. Chris Pink seconded the
motion. The motion passed with no opposition.
RR 267: Stand-Alone Evaluation Removal from DISIS GI Study
Steve Purdy, SPP staff, presented RR 267 Attachment 2b – RR 267 Recommendation Report) for TWG
approval. One question was raised about the ability to get limited operation results with the approval fo
the RR. Steve said staff would still be able to provide some limited operation results.
Motion: Randy Lindstrom made a motion to approve RR 267. Chris Pink seconded the
motion, which was approved unanimously.
Agenda Item 3 – Sponsored Upgrade Studies
EDF: Kildare – White Eagle Rebuild
Josh Ross, SPP staff, presented the TWG with a Sponsored Upgrade study (Attachment 3a, 3b –
Sponsored Upgrade Study presentation, SUS-004 EDF Kildare – White Eagle Rebuild Report). The
TWG discussed the proposed project and if it was included in the GI study, which could render it unable
to be Sponsored Upgrade. Staff was unaware of that possibility and informed the TWG they would
review the GI study results to make sure it was not previously identified as a GI project.
Motion: Nathan McNeil made a motion to endorse SUS-004 EDF Kildare – White Eagle
Rebuild as a Sponsored Upgrade, contingent upon review of the DISIS process and the
OATT to determine if this upgrade meets the requirements for a Sponsored Upgrade. Jim
McAvoy seconded the motion. The motion passed with two abstentions from Randy
Lindstrom (NPPD) and Chris Pink (TS G&T).
After the meeting, Randy Lindstrom provided the following reasoning for his abstention:
I abstained since it is my position that network upgrades of this magnitude should be justified
through the normal SPP Planning processes which have clear documentation of the project need
and stakeholder review of alternatives.
After the meeting, Chris Pink provided the following reasoning for his abstention:
The Kildare to White Eagle 138 kV rebuild project is remote from any Tri-State facilities. Thus,
my abstention was in deference to those utilities more likely impacted by this project.
JRPS North Transformer
Josh also discussed a transformer upgrade at James River Power Station (Attachment 3c – SUS-005
JRPS North Transformer Report) and ask the TWG to endorse the study. The TWG had no concerns
with the Sponsored Upgrade request.
Motion: Scott Benson made a motion to endorse the Sponsored Upgrade study work for
SUS-005 CUS JRPS North Transformer. Jason Shook seconded the motion which passed
with 2 abstentions from Eric Burkey (SCMCN) and Chris Pink (TS G&T).
After the meeting, Chris Pink provided the following reasoning for his abstention:
The James River Power Station (JRPS) North Transformer Sponsored Upgrade is remote from
any Tri-State facilities. Thus, my abstention was in deference to those utilities more likely
impacted by this project.
After the meeting, Eric Burkey provided the following reasoning for his abstention:
We abstained since we wanted to review the models to ensure no issues to Nixa.

Agenda Item 4 – 2018 ITPNT
Kirk provided an update on the 2018 ITPNT assessment (Attachment 4 – 2018 ITPNT Update). He
reminded stakeholders that they would be receiving cost estimate requests at the end of the week.
Stakeholders asked for some clarification on how projects needed only for Scenario 5 summer models
would be handled. Staff informed the TWG projects for Scenario 5 summer only will be included in the
project list and cost estimates would be requested.
Agenda Item 5 – 2019
Kirk then discussed Base Reliability model vote and approval that recently occurred and informed the
TWG that staff did not communicate what the vote and models were intended for. Staff agreed to
develop some education for the TWG the changes staff receives and how it may or may not affect the
current or next milestone at a later date. Members also communicated to staff they want to see the
models with the updates.
Agenda Item 6 – VSAT Educational Session
Lei Wang and John Owens, PowerTech Labs, Inc. provided some education (Attachment 5 – VSAT
Education Session) on software they have developed to assess voltage security of the system.
Agenda Item 7 – RR 261 Sponsored Upgrade Clarification Introduction
Michael Bailey, SPP staff, introduced RR 261 (Attachment 6 – RR 261 Sponsored Upgrade Clarification)
to the TWG to inform them that the RTWG had asked the TWG for some help in developing a business
practice prior to the Revision Request moving forward. Micha asked the TWG to be ready to provide
support at a later date.
Respectfully Submitted,

Kirk Hall
Secretary
Supplemental Activity
EDF Kildare – White Eagle Rebuild
After the TWG meeting, staff reviewed this concern and discovered that a project cannot be a Sponsored
Upgrade if it is included in the current STEP (Attachment O, Section IV.1). All generator interconnection
projects in the STEP either have an NTC, or are documented in an executed GIA. After being identified
in a DISIS study, the Kildare – White Eagle rebuild would need to be evaluated in a Facility Study and
then included in an executed GIA before it is part of the STEP. Since the upgrade is not part of the
STEP, the upgrade can still be considered a Sponsored Upgrade.
Base Reliability Model Vote
The Transmission Working Group approved the Final Base Reliability Models by email ending on March
9, 2018 vote.
Motion: Harold Wyble made a motion to approve the 2019 ITP Base Reliability models as
posted with some critical updates for use in the upcoming milestones of the 2019 ITP
Assessment. Jim McAvoy seconded the motion. The motion passed with 16 in favor, 6
against, and 1 abstaining.
Joe Fultz, GRDA, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:

I would like to see a solved set of models with the proposed corrections.
Matt McGee, AEP, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:
TWG needs a completed set of models to review and vote on, especially considering the number
of significant changes from the latest model set.
Dan Lenihan, OPPD, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:
OPPD has concerns with these models and has identified issues which we submitted via RMS
that have not been resolved yet.
Noman Williams, SCMCN, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:
I believe that the changes are significant enough that we need a reset to review the models, I am
concerned that this is becoming much to frequent and we should be looking at ways to fix these
issues earlier in the process.
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:
I do not believe continuing forward with a model set containing multiple known topology errors
and other issues is the right approach.
Randy Lindstrom, NPPD, provided the following reasoning with his No vote:
NPPD does not approve the models “as posted with some critical updates” applied in the future.
NPPD’s position is that “ALL” critical updates should be applied to these models and that the
models be re-solved before the TWG reviews them for approval. TWG needs to verify that the
IDEVs were applied correctly and that there are no new model issues that have evolved.

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
March 19, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
• Summary of Action Items •
1. Approved meeting agenda
2. Approved RR 237
3. Approved 20 Year Assessment Manual

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
March 19, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
•

M INUT E S

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
Call to Order
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 2:02 pm. The following members were in
attendance (Attachment 1a – Attendance).
Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Matt McGee, American Electric Power
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Nathan McNeil, Midwest Energy Inc.
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains
Gayle Nansel, Western Area
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc.
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Noman Williams, South Central MCN
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light
Proxies
Kirk Hall, SPP staff, identified the following proxies (Attachment 1b – Proxies):
•
•

Alan Burbach (LES) proxy for Scott Benson (LES)
Steve Hohman (OPPD) proxy for Dan Lenihan (OPPD)

Kirk noted some changes to the agenda. Travis asked the TWG to approve the modified agenda
Motion: Chris Pink made a motion to approve the modified agenda. Noman Williams
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Agenda Item 2 – Revision Request 237
Kirk opened up on the discussion for RR 237 (Attachment 2 – RR 237 Recommendation Report) by
detailing the progress made on the RR since the February TWG meeting. Kirk informed the members
that after specific discussion on the remaining items of the RR had been discussed with no consensus
amongst members who participated in the focus group meeting. Staff recommended that the TWG move

forward with the RR in its current form with the understanding Criteria 5 needed additional revisions and
staff would continue to address them moving forward. TWG discussed also discussed addition of
language allowing members to deviate from the SPP Planning Criteria if their FAC-008-3 methodology
allows it.
Motion: Joe Fultz made a motion to approve RR 237 as modified during the meeting.
Chris Pink seconded the motion, which passed with one vote against the motion from
Gayle Nansel.
After the meeting, Gayle provided the following reasoning for her No vote:
The purpose of RR237 was to address problematic language in the SPP Planning Criteria,
specifically sections 5 and 7. The proposed RR237 draft that was voted upon by TWG on March
19, 2018 falls short of that objective. Specifically, the proposed SPP Criteria in Section 5.4.2 and
5.4.3 maintains the acceptable steady state voltage limits as plus five or minus ten percent (+5 / 10%) of Nominal Voltage for BES buses (or tariff facilities as applicable) on load serving
buses. My primary reason for voting no was twofold related to this criteria. First, the WAPAUGPR transmission system was planned, designed, and constructed through the coordinated
regional MAPP Transmission Planning process so that the contingencies set forth in the
applicable NERC Standards for transmission planning were designed to meet a voltage criteria
for bus voltages of +/- 5% pre-contingent and +/- 10% post-contingent. And second, we
expressed concern that criteria should be set for all BES buses, not just for BES load-serving
buses or tariff load-serving buses. We believe that the criteria should reflect the same approach
used for the facility loading criteria, such that acceptable voltage limits should be set at 100% of
the Applicable Rating for BES buses and, for SPP OATT-related assessments only, buses that
serve SPP Network Load.
Agenda Item 3 – 20 Year Assessment Manual
Juliano Freitas, SPP staff, reviewed the proposed TPITF 20 Year Assessment (Attachment 3a, 3b – 20
Year Assessment Presentation, 20 Year Assessment Manual) for the TWG to consider for approval. The
TWG had no concerns with the document and proposed process.
Motion: Jason Shook motioned to approve the 20 Year Assessment Manual seconded by
John Payne. The motion was approved unanimously.
Agenda Item 4 – NERC Standards Update: SOLs
This item was not discussed due to conflict with the presenter.
Agenda Item 5 – 2019 ITP Schedule
Juliano Freitas then discussed the schedule for the 2019 ITP Assessment (Attachment 4 – 2019 ITP
Schedule. Juliano noted the current and upcoming milestones along with the dates of information being
needed for submission or requested feedback. TWG had no questions relating to the schedule.
Agenda Item 6 – Remedial Action Scheme Update
Kirk reviewed the draft guidance language (Attachment 5 – Remedial Action Scheme Criteria) for the
allowance of Remedial Action Schemes with the TWG members resulting from the survey responses
received in 2017. TWG members generally agreed with the combined results of the survey, but there
were a stakeholders with differing opinions on the planning events to which a RAS can be applied to
protect the system. Kirk noted that the ORWG had reviewed the draft guidance language as well and the
comments from the TWG and ORWG would be combined and reviewed with both groups again at later
meetings.

Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,

Kirk Hall
Secretary

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
April 18, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
• Summary of Action Items •
1. Approved meeting agenda
2. Approved staff moving forward focusing on the Wichita and Kansas City areas for the Scenario 5
Summer only needs for NTC consideration in the 2018 ITPNT

Southwest Power Pool
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP MEETING
April 18, 2018
Net Conference – Little Rock, AR
•

M INUT E S

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
Call to Order
TWG Chair Travis Hyde called the meeting to order at 9:04 am. The following members were in
attendance (Attachment 1a – Attendance).
Travis Hyde (Chair), Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Daniel Benedict, City of Independence
Scott Benson, Lincoln Electric System
John Boshears, City Utilities of Springfield
Derek Brown, Westar Energy, Inc.
Joe Fultz, Grand River Dam Authority
James Ging, Kansas Power Pool
Kalen Kelley, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
John Knofczynski, East River Electric Power Cooperative
Randy Lindstrom, Nebraska Public Power District
Jim McAvoy, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Matt McGee, American Electric Power
Michael Mueller, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Alan Myers, ITC Great Plains
Gayle Nansel, Western Area Power Authority
John Payne, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Chris Pink, Tri-State G&T
Jason Shook, GDS Associates, Inc.
Matthew Stoltz, Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Harold Wyble, Kansas City Power & Light
Proxies
Travis identified the following proxies (Attachment 1b – Proxies):
•
•
•
•

Derek Brown (Westar) proxy for Nathan McNeil (Midwest Energy)
Jody Holland (SCMCN) proxy for Noman Williams (SCMCN)
Steve Hohman (OPPD) proxy for Dan Lenihan (OPPD)
Matt McGee (AEP) proxy for Nate Morris (Empire District Electric)

Agenda Item 2 – 2018 ITPNT Scenario Summer 5 Discussion
Kelsey Allen, SPP staff gave a presentation on the analysis being performed for the 2018 ITPNT
Scenario 5 Summer models (Attachment 02 – 2018 ITPNT Scenario 5 Summer) requesting TWG’s
approval for the staff recommendation. During this discussion, Kelsey gave a comparison of the facilities
with ARR feasibility issues observed in MWG study efforts and the persistent operational issues related to
congestion consistent with the definition in the ITP Manual for the 2019 ITP Assessment. Based upon
this analysis staff concluded from the analysis that SPP staff would like to focus on operational issues in
the Wichita and Kansas City area, where operational congestion and scenario 5 summer only needs were

somewhat geographically or electrically close. Kelsey discussed some potential projects that are being
considered, which would address the issues shown for the Wichita transformers and the JEC – Hoyt
flowgate. Derek Brown (Westar) highlighted the stability limitations that currently observed for the JEC –
Hoyt flowgate and Wichita transformers.
Kelsey discussed some preliminary results from some production costs analysis with included the projects
from Slide 14 and the results did not show any Adjusted Production Cost (APC) benefit from that
preliminary analysis. Stakeholders did not have any concerns with focusing on the Wichita and Kansas
City areas; however, they would like to confirm the results of the operational analysis.
Motion: Daniel Benedict made a motion to approve SPP staff moving forward with only
focusing on the Wichita and Kansas City areas for the Scenario 5 Summer only needs for
NTC consideration in the 2018 ITPNT. Jason Shook seconded the motion. The motion
passed with anone abstention. from Matt McGee voted in favor, but abstained on behalf of
Nate Morris.

Agenda Item 3 – 2019 ITP Base Reliability Model Update
2019 ITP Base Reliability Model Update
Eddie Watson, SPP staff, discussed information on 2019 ITP model update and provide information on
the changes evaluated per Section 9.3 of the ITP Manual. Eddie informed the TWG that SPP modeling
staff will be incorporating model changes received after the February 1, 2018 deadline as well as the SPP
2017-AG1 into the 2019 ITP powerflow models. Eddie requested that Stakeholders review the updated
models and verify that their changes were appropriately implemented. He also explained that although
these changes were determined to not impact any previously completed or current milestones, the
changes would not be added to the Resource Plans, Load and Generation model data or Economic
benchmarking model data. Stakeholders did not have any concern with the request to review the
updated models and verify that their changes were appropriately implemented or coordinating for
transaction profiles and the addition of new generators for the SPP-2017-AG1 changes.
Agenda Item 4 – RR 261 Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
Micha Bailey, SPP staff, opened the discussion for the TWG on RR 261 (Attachment 3 – RR 261:
Sponsored Upgrade Clarification Zip File). Micha reviewed the progress made on the RR with the TWG
and noted that the Regional Tariff Working Group has requested the TWG define ‘material’ as it relates to
the impact of changes to the system deemed necessary by SPP’s members. The TWG expressed their
questions and concerns on the process, specifically the how the host TO is affected and the inclusion of
force majeure into the language of the business practice. Micha informed the group that he will be a draft
of the Business Practice intended to define ‘materially modified’ to the May TWG for review and approval
prior to bring it back to the RTWG for their review and approval.
Agenda Item 5 – DOE NREL Interconnection Seams Study
Jay Caspary, SPP staff, reviewed the results of the Dept. of Energy NREL Interconnections Seam Study
(Attachment 4 – DOE NREL Interconnection Seams Study) that investigated the potential benefits of
optimizing the DC connections between the Eastern and Western Interconnect. Members had no
questions for Jay.
Agenda Item 6 – Inverter-Base Integration Study Update
Jason Tanner, SPP staff, provided an update (Attachment 5 – IBIS Schedule) to the TWG on the
progress of the Inverter-Based Integration Study. The TWG had no concerns with the progress of the
study or the schedule.

Agenda Item 7 – RR 237 Update
Kirk Hall, SPP staff, provided an update on RR 237 to the TWG after the March 29 RCWG call. He stated
that the RCWG would like to work together with the TWG. Kirk informed the TWG he would set up a
meeting poll for both groups to fill out and look to schedule a meeting in the near future.
Seeing there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,

Kirk Hall
Secretary

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP
Action Item Status Report

Item

Date Originated

162

March 16, 2016

177

February 15, 2017

182

May 16, 2017

183

August 7-8, 2017

Action Item

Updates

Staff to set up a specific time for TWG to review section 7 of the February 14, 2018: A portion of SPP Criteria Section 7.2 has been added to RR 237 for the TWG to consider.
SPP Planning Criteria
October 30, 2017: Section 5 is currently under review with RR 237. Once RR 237 is completed, focus will turn to
all or portions of Section 7.
November 8, 2016: Because of the new TPITF process, the Planning Criteria will be updated along with a large
portion of other governing documents such as the OATT and Business Practices. Section 5 of the Criteria will need
to updated as well. Once this section is corrected, a section by section approach will be taken to modify, update, or
delete sections of the SPP Planning Criteria, including Section 7.
Staff to perform data check to show what the dispatch of wind
May 9, 2017: Staff currently working gathering data to show the historical trends for the light load seasons.
might be using approaches previously discussed at TWG.
Members asked that load also be considered in the examples
May 1, 2018: TWG and ORWG approved the study scope during the month of February. Since that time staff has
worked to have the contracts signed for the consultant as well as EPRI. Work is currently ongoing and regular
Staff to determine if Recommendation #6 is truly necessary. If updates will be brought to the TWG.
so, staff will present a high level study scope, cost estimate and February 14, 2018: Included for TWG approval after approval from the ORWG
more detailed information related to the analysis to the TWG for October 30, 2017: Staff has prepared a draft study scope document for TWG review and feedback.
approval
August 7, 2017: Staff believes a study should be completed, however, not ready to produce a study scope and
estimated cost for the work to be done at this time. TWG can expect to see something within the next quarter.
Staff to begin to compile information and develop initial criteria
for Remedial Action Scheme policy for TWG/ORWG review

February 14, 2018: Staff has consolidated the survey responses and developed a draft proposal for the TWG and
ORWG to consider moving forward
October 30, 2017: Staff has put together a list of potential applications for a RAS for discussion and review with the
TWG
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Status
(Not
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Progress,
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In Progress

Kirk Hall

In Meeting

Modeling

Complete

Jason Tanner

In Meeting

Kirk Hall/Jason
Tanner

Notes/Comments

Agenda Item 7

Item

1

5

18

Date Originated

February 3-4, 2010

Action Item

Staff to create a work plan for the new TPL-001-4 Standard
implementation.

Staff to develop a strawman framework for enhancing the ITP
planning process which will phase in coordinated levels of reactive
May 11-12, 2011
compensation and short circuit analysis for better project cost
estimation.
Staff to perform gap analysis for Criteria 3 and 12.2-12.4 as well as
February 21-22, 2012 additional comparison of Criteria 4 against NERC Standards.
RTO and RE staff to work with the MDWG to address data
reporting requirements and enforceability for
merchant/independently-owned generation and transmission
assets. Define 1) who is responsible for the data exchange, 2)
when data exchange is required, 3) how to enforce the exchange
of data.

33

August 21-22, 2012

58

May 14, 2013

Staff to research options 4 and 5 (All Constrained Elements and
Constrained with Threshold) on how to define CBA reliability needs
in future ITPNTs.

MDWG to investigate adding unit availability as option in MOD
database.
63

May 14, 2013

Staff to research generation retirements process in ITPNT.
64

May 14, 2013

Staff to investigate if rating changes on existing flowgates could
cause a flowgate to be removed from SPP’s permanent flowgate
list.
73

August 14-15, 2013

74

August 14-15, 2013

79

October 23, 2013

80
81
82

Staff to develop proposal for procedures to determine generation
and transmission regarding CIP-002-5 using the MISO’s
methodology as a building block. Bring procedures to September
meeting.
Staff agreed to call Randy to discuss the Ft Randal – Spencer line.
(WAPA integration study)

Staff to coordinate SPS load submitted in AQ process that was not
November 18-19, 2013 included in the HPILS loads that may accelerate the need of some
HPILS projects
Staff to develop proposal for investigation of series compensation
November 18-19, 2013
for the December 18 conference call
Staff to investigate which areas did not receive email request for 5
November 18-19, 2013 contingencies to be assessed using the Fast Fault Screening Tool
Staff to generate list of affected generation facilities so TWG will
know what units will be affected

83

November 18-19, 2013

84

November 18-19, 2013

85
87
88

TWG to create TPL Standards task force to work with staff on
impacts of the new TPL-001-4 standard
Staff to give the TWG trending data for the Near Term violations
November 18-19, 2013 that would have generated an NTC and double check the
contingencies to confirm they are valid
Staff to summarize the discussion on ITP Improvements and
November 18-19, 2013
provide comments back to the TWG for review
CRTF to bring a sample of the protocol document to the TWG to
November 18-19, 2013 review the formatting as well as continue investigation of Criteria
12.2 and the impacts of its removal

Staff to share AQ Improvement Task Force revised tariff language
as well as the business practice before taking it to the MOPC

89

November 18-19, 2013

90

December 9, 2013

91

December 9, 2013

92

December 18, 2013

93

December 18, 2013

Staff to updated Appendix I with all supplied in-service dates in
time for the January MOPC meeting
Staff to add language to 2015 ITPNT Scope regarding CBA
analysis and provide to TWG for email vote as soon as possible

94

December 18, 2013

Staff to work on completion of the TPL assessments earlier and
hold a separate call to review and approve the TPL reports

95

December 18, 2013

96

December 19, 2013

97

January 22, 2014

98

January 22, 2014

99

January 22, 2014

100

January 22, 2014

101

January 22, 2014

102

103

104

105

February 11-12, 2014

Staff to check the with the SPP Legal Dept. to determine who
qualifies as an authorized officer for an applicant company
Staff to research what was intended by ‘configurations’ in the
business practice language

Staff to update the 2013 TPL Comprehensive Report with changes
made to the Steady State and Dynamic Reports
Staff to remove GSUs and matching POR/PODS from the FAC013-2 report before distribution
Staff to firm up dates on the 2015 ITP10 schedule and provide a
full two weeks for review of the constraint assessment
Staff to bring a 2015 ITPNT schedule to the members
Staff to develop a list of past projects issued due to the connection
of generation to be presented at the next TWG meeting
Staff to post the translation of the generator names
Staff to determine how possible NTCs identified in the IS will be
handled

Staff to close Action Item 3 and create new action item combining
benchmarking for DSA Tools and the Fast Fault Screening Tool

Staff to poll the TWG to see how many members have more
stringent facility
February 11-12, 2014
ratings methodology and how many TOs have their own ratings
methodology
SPP Staff to include an example in the methodology of what should
February 11-12, 2014 be included or excluded on the list and combine multiple CIP-002-5
lists into one
Staff to continue investigation of trending data to include voltage
analysis, model comparisons, and determine if any other methods
February 11-12, 2014
may provide additional insight in
to the need for NTCs in the first 3 years

107

SPP Staff to develop a draft set of guidelines for double circuit
February 11-12, 2014 capable transmission by May to present to the TWG.

108

SPP Staff to report numbers based on the DFAX analysis at the
February 11-12, 2014 March conference call

109

MDWG to determine how to capture the MISO North-South and
February 11-12, 2014 South-North flows in the model

110

113

MDWG to discuss the need for year 5 and year 10 models related
February 11-12, 2014 to the new
TPL-001-4 standard at next MDWG meeting
SPP Staff to discuss the possibility of firming up the language
around study estimates and the timeline in which an NTC is issued
March 12, 2014

114

March 12, 2014

115

March 28, 2014

116

April 3, 2014

117

April 23, 2014

118

May 20-21, 2014

120

June 13, 2014

121

June 13, 2014

122

August 12-13, 2014

Staff to develop full list of flowgates that were removed and provide
reason for removal and post to true share by Friday, March 21st
Staff to note that TWG will discuss HPILS impacts on ITP10 and
ITPNT scopes at a later date
Staff to email the new DFAX numbers to TWG members on April
04, 2014
Staff to create criteria for RMR identification and present analysis
results to members
SPP Staff to determine study requirements to install Series
Compensation on a chosen line and determine costs and workload
associated with the studies.
Include flowgate process discussion as agenda topic in future
TWG meeting
SPP Staff to confirm if anyone has reached out to
WAPA/Heartland/Basin for the new model build

Staff to work with legal to understand at what point collaboration
can be done in the ITP process

Staff to overlay the proposed ITPNT schedules with the TWG work
schedule
123

August 12-13, 2014

Staff to present the ITPNT cycle change proposal to the RTWG,
ESWG, and ORWG for feedback
124

August 12-13, 2014

125

August 12-13, 2014

Staff to clean up the Planning Improvement Task Force Scope and
present to the TWG in October for November meeting approval

SPP Staff to send data request to TOs requesting the number of
user-submitted contingencies and incorporate TWG review of
clearing time
Staff to look into cost for 3rd party review

126

August 12-13, 2014

127

August 12-13, 2014

128

August 12-13, 2014

129

November 18, 2014

130

December 18, 2014

Staff to send out the list of assumed retirements and send out a
document of assumptions for the models
Staff to work on development of a tool with PTI for TOs to
accurately measure Successive Positive Peak Ratio as defined in
the Disturbance Performance Requirements document approved
by the TWG with a target completion date of the end of 1st quarter
in 2015
Staff to review Criteria 4 and add specificity as it relates the TWG's
ability to approve flowgates and also coordinating JOA language
updates if necessary to be presented at the April MOPC

131

December 18, 2014

Staff to present on the Fast Fault Screening Tool and provide a
comparative analysis of the tool at the February TWG meeting

133

Staff to determine the costs for members to submit 5 contingencies
February 17-18, 2014 per planning event and bring back to the March TWG conference
call
Staff/TPL TF to request documentation of each member’s spare
February 17-18, 2014 equipment strategy

134

Doug Bowman to work with NPPD on Gerald Gentleman Station
February 17-18, 2015 stability issues not seen during the 2014 TPL Analysis

132

135

136

Staff to review previous ITPNT Assessments to determine how
February 17-18, 2015 many projects were approved based upon being needed in either
Scenario 0 or 5
Staff to explore TARA for other options to perform the constraint
March 18, 2015
assessment

137

March 18, 2015

138

March 18, 2015

139

March 18, 2015

140

March 18, 2015

141

March 25, 2015

142

March 25, 2015

143

May 18-19, 2015

Staff to review the use of TPL-001-4 contingencies where NonConsequential Load Loss is not allowed for the 2016 ITPNT
assessment
Staff to work with Gayle Nansel on the Short Circuit model review
Staff to address questions discussed during the meeting related to
BPR-059 for discussion and approval during the March 25 Net
Conference
Staff to send out an email for the SPP/MISO CSP needs posted on
TrueShare
Staff to follow up on determining if SPP Criteria 3.5 conflicts with
BPR-059
Staff to investigate whether local planning criteria is considered
CEII
Staff to examine how FACTS devices, HVDC lines, and other
exotic projects could be evaluated fairly in the competitive Order
1000 process and develop a process for evaluation

144

May 18-19, 2015

145

May 18-19, 2015

TPLTF to modify its charter to account for TPL-007-1 and present
to the TWG at the June TWG Net Conference
Staff to identify IROLs for Planning and Operations separately
Staff to update the Flowgate change candidates and TRM value
spreadsheets and redistribute to the members for a special net
conference to be set up for a vote, which would occur no less than
1 week after the files have been distributed
Staff to provide the TWG with an educational session on how the
Flowgate Assessment is performed

146

May 18-19, 2015

147

May 18-19, 2015

148

May 18-19, 2015

149

June 19, 2015

150

June 19, 2015

151

June 19, 2015

152

August 18-19, 2015

Staff to compile comments from the members and draft a response
to the request for Limited Operation of a Generator for presentation
to the TWG at a later meeting
Staff to investigate the ability for the Series Reactor project to be
variable instead of fixed with MISO
Staff to coordinate the sharing of the Transmission Operating
Guide for the Mingo 345/115 kV transformer with Jerry Brinkman at
Midwest Energy
Staff to investigate with regulatory on the cost recovery for the cap
banks and transformer
MDWG to engage with owners of DC Ties (or data submitters) to
propose an action from this issue by the end of the year

153

August 18-19, 2015

Staff to explain the displacement process for selecting projects and
provide a real world example on how this process would work.
Investigate PSS/E’s Optimal Power Flow functionality and research
the ABB analysis that derated constraints in the event file and
report back to the TWG with the findings.

154

155

156

September 16, 2015

Jim McAvoy to work with Charles Hendrix and Jonathan Hayes to
develop a whitepaper outlining how SPP and its members comply
November 17-18, 2015
with FAC-002-2, including the identification of the roles and
responsibilities of staff and stakeholders.
Staff to provide the SPPR tool to the members.
November 17-18, 2015

158

Staff will review the document submitted by the TSTF and the
February 23-24, 2016 TWG meeting minutes in order to properly represent the discussion
on the December 9th, 2016 TWG minutes.
Staff to review the schedule to allow more time for members to be
February 23-24, 2016 able develop idevs for the CAPs, mitigations, or model corrections

159

February 23-24, 2016

160

February 23-24, 2016

157

Staff to verify if breaker locations are incorporated into the PCM
module
Verify how switchable reactors are considered in the TPL analysis

161

February 23-24, 2016

163

May 17-18, 2016

164

May 17-18, 2016

165

May 17-18, 2016

166

May 17-18, 2016

167

May 17-18, 2016

168

July 28, 2016

169

August 24, 2016

Send out TPL scope in redline format
Staff to bring back the 2016 TPL Dynamic Assessment Scope after
damping requirements have been added
Staff to send out email vote request for Scenario 5 methodology in
the 2017 ITPNT on May 26th
Staff to develop a hybrid option for evaluating additional
contingencies and bring back to the TWG for consideration
Staff to post final flowgate list to TrueShare
Staff to begin facilitation to address the concerns around new
flowgate candidates that may appear based upon upgrades made
to the transmission system near Kansas-Nebraska border

Staff to update the SPPR tool based upon the new Disturbance
Performance Requirements document and update the 2016 SPP
TPL-001-4 Dynamic Assessment Scope to allow for engineerin
judgement for waveforms that do not fit the Disturbance
Performance Requirements document
Staff will review the last set of Criteria 5.3.3 data for incorrect data
spikes and report back on the changes
Staff to bring back recommendations on the use of nontransmission solutions and use of load shed as a way to mitigate
needs to the TWG for approval

170

August 24, 2016

Staff to calculate the renewable dispatch values for the alternative
methods discussed during the meeting
172

November 15-16, 2016

173

December 7, 2016

174

December 7, 2016

Staff to provide information on the 2017 ITP10 recommended
projects affecting the High Majestic RAS to NextEra as soon as
possible
SPS to provide information to NextEra on breaker-to-breaker
contingencies and line distance protection, if any exists
Staff to post compliance statements for the 2016 TPL-001-4
assessment for the members

175

December 14, 2016

Staff to check SOL methodology as it relates to non BES facilities
before sending as an email vote
176

February 15, 2017

178

February 15, 2017

179

February 15, 2017

180

February 15, 2017

181

May 16, 2017

Staff will post the updated 2017 ITPNT model set for stakeholder
review
Staff to post PSS/e models for stakeholders to validate results of
the VIS recommendations
Staff to set up specific time with John Fulton (SPS) and Nathan
McNeil (Westar) to discuss issues related to the analysis, results,
and recommendations prior to scheduling this item to be reviewed
at a later TWG meeting

Staff to review the sensitivity case contingency analysis
requirements in the 2017 TPL-001-4 Assessment Scope and revisit
standardized scope reliability needs assessment, if necessary

Staff to provide generation dispatch and ACCC result comparisons
for the previous block dispatch method and the ECDI function for
members to review prior to making a decision

183

May 17, 2017

184

August 7-8, 2017

Staff to provide more detail, language, and examples of solution
evaluation for the operational project evaluation methodology

185

November 7-8, 2017

Staff to check internally if login information for GlobalScape has
been provided to stakeholders

Updates

February 11-12, 2014: TWG created the TPL Task Force to
work together with staff to determine the effects of the new TPL
Standard. The TPLTF Charter describes in detail the specific
details the task force will be reviewing
February 11-12, 2014: TWG discussed the creation of this task
force and decided to allow the TPL Task Force

Status
(Not Started, In
Progress, Closure
Pending, On Hold,
Closed)

Owner

Complete

Complete

Completed

Kirk Hall

Complete

MDWG

Completed

Kirk Hall

April 01, 2015: The new MOD-032-1 standard specifically
requirements R1 (07/01/2015 effective date) and R2
(07/01/2016 effective date) will help answer this action item.
R1. Each Planning Coordinator and each of its Transmission
Planners shall jointly develop
steady-state, dynamics, and short circuit modeling data
requirements and reporting
procedures for the Planning Coordinator’s planning area that
include: [Violation Risk
Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Long-term Planning]
1.1. The data listed in Attachment 1.
1.2. Specifications of the following items consistent with
procedures for building the
Interconnection-wide case(s):
1.2.1. Data format;
1.2.2. Level of detail to which equipment shall be modeled;
1.2.3. Case types or scenarios to be modeled; and
1.2.4. A schedule for submission of data at least once every 13
calendar
months.
1.3. Specifications for distribution or posting of the data
requirements and reporting
procedures so that they are available to those entities
responsible for providing
the data.
R2. Each Balancing Authority, Generator Owner, Load Serving
Entity, Resource Planner,
Transmission Owner, and Transmission Service Provider shall
provide steady-state,
dynamics, and short circuit modeling data to its Transmission
Scope approved by email vote and approved by MOPC during
January meeting cycle

MOD capability for this is not available. MDWG is researching
other ways to account for this, possibly setting Pmax to 0.
September 17, 2014: MDWG added language in the MDWG
procedure manual to set the generarion limits to 0.
July 20, 2014: EPA 111D will help develop this methodology
May 11, 2015: The MDWG created a process on how to model
retired/moth balled generation, however, there is nothing to
enforce the new process
February 10, 2015: The annual flowgate process allows for
flowgates to be removed from the NERC/SPP Book of
Flowgates. In reference, to facilities identified through PRC-0232 the facility must be removed from the NERC/SPP Book of
Flowgates for facilities identified through Attachment B.1. For
facilities identified through Attachment B.4, analysis will be
required to ensure that the higher rating allows for the facility to
be removed.

Complete

MDWG

Complete

Complete

Completed

Completed

Completed
Completed
Completed
September 10,2014: TWG approved the CIP-002-5 Methodology
as modified
CIP-002-5 replaced CIP-002-4. Nevertheless, IROL analysis will
still be performed in the new standard. Staff working on
methodology before approval.

Complete

Completed
Completed
Included as part of TWG November 18-19, 2013 minutes and
sent out in a separate email

Completed
Completed

Jay Caspary

May 20-21, 2014: TWG did not agree with what the RTWG
approved and remanded additional work to the AQITF
May 18-19, 2015: AQITF was revived
November 17-24, 2015: Jim McAvoy and Jason Speer presented
that the NERC FAC-002-2 became a stumbling block in the TF's
discussions. Guidance from the SPP RE and MRO RE is needed
before further discussions on attachement AQ revisions take
place.
November 8, 2016: The SPP BOD approved RR 174 which
updated Attachment AQ to improve the AQ process

The term ‘configuration’ is intended to mean substation
configuration such as breaker and a half scheme or ring bus
scheme
All in-service dates corrected in Appendix I for the January
MOPC and BOD meetings
Scope approved at January MOPC meeting

Complete

Completed

Ben Bright

Completed

Brett Hooton

Completed
Completed

Staff has scheduled two separate conference calls in December
in order to use one for TPL Report approval

Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed

August 5, 2014: This item is still being determined. The SPP
BOD has approved all language modifications to the SPP
Governing Documents. The modifications to the SPP Governing
Documents still require FERC approval.

Complete

Complete

Completed

Kirk Hall

Complete
May 20-21, 2014: TWG agreed with Michael's analysis and saw
no trends in the data.Members also approved staff's
recommendation to begin monitoring the system at different
thresholds for the purpose of future trending.

Complete

Michael Odom

May 20-21, 2014: Guidelines presented to the TWG but there
was concern that the guidelines are currently too vague.

Complete

Michael Odom

Completed
August 5, 2014: Special study completed in April that
determined loop flows resulting from Gen to Gen transfers
between MISO North and MISO South.
May 2014: MDWG voted to rebuild year 2020 and 2025 for the
2015 Series
August 5, 2014: Other business practice revisions related to
Order 1000 and MOPC action items have been prioritized.
Modified language to Business Practice 7060 related to this
subject should originate from the TWG.

Complete

MDWG

Complete

MDWG

Complete

Cary Frizzell

Completed
Completed
Completed

August 5, 2014: Topic expected to be on November agenda
August 5, 2014: Staff has had numerous informal discussions
with WAPA at different working groups. Modelling had its first
phone call on August 5th with WAPA about the new model build.
November 11, 2014: Staff has worked with the Legal
department to allow more information to be posted such as
Conceptual Cost estimates, public posting of RMS
questions/responses, and other supplied information.
February 10, 2015: Staff has worked through the 2016 ITPNT
schedule and is in the process of reviewing other Planning
Schedules to ensure members input periods have been taken
into account and will not overlap.
November 11, 2014: The 2016 ITPNT schedule is currently
under development. As soon as it is finalized this information will
be made available for members
November 11, 2014: William Mauldin, Jody Holland, and Kirk
Hall took this item to the listed working groups. No feedback
was provided. The cycle change was present to both the MOPC
and BOD and was approved by both groups.
November 11, 2014: Mo Awad updated the scope document for
review with the TWG and ESWG during their respective
November face-face meetings

Complete

Michael Odom

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

In Meeting

Kirk Hall

November 11, 2014: Staff has requested the user-submitted
contingencies for the TPL Dynamic Assessment
May 12, 2015: SPP has worked to create study template for
study submission. TWG directed SPP to act as the 3rd party
reviewer while not affecting the administration fee.

May 12, 2015: Legal is reviewing TWG's request as it relates to
this issue.
August 11, 2015: SPP Legal - The Tariff requirements relate to
TOs adding flowgates and would not be applicable to MISO
flowgates
August 18-19, 2015: Doug presented the results of the FFS tool
to the TWG. Members had no issues with the benchmarking
results
May 12, 2015: Stability Scope allows for all contingencies
requested by members to be submitted
August 11, 2015: Members' long lead time equipment has been
accounted for to remain compliant with the TPL-001-4 standard

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Aaron Stewart

Complete

Jay Caspary

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Will Tootle/Kirk Hall

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Complete

Doug Bowman

March 18, 2015: Results were posted in the background
materials

Complete

March 25, 2015: Brandon Hentschel presented to the TWG other
options of performing the constraint assesment using TARA

Complete

Brandon Hentschel

Complete

Jason Terhune

Complete

Brandon Hentschel

Complete

Ben Bright

March 25, 2015: Jason Terhune presented some merits and
demerits of using the TPL-001-4 contingencies where NonConsequential Load Loss is not allowed, in the 2016 ITPNT

March 25, 2015: Staff addressed questions posed by TWG in
the previous meeting
March 8, 2015: Staff sent an email to TWG and Stakeholders
later on in the evening
No issues were found. BPR059 was approved
Local Planning criteria can be found on SPP OASIS page which
is public
May 2016 TWG Meeting: Staff developed a high level process
to evaluate interfaces

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

November 17-18, 2015: Michael presented the the revised
TPLTF charter
August 11, 2015: Planning IROLs will be identified through FAC014 analysis
June 3, 2015: Updated flowgate change candidates and TRM
values were approved by the TWG

August 11, 2015: Moses Rotich presented to the TWG the
process staff uses to to perform the Annual Flowgate
Assessment

Complete

Michael Odom

Complete

Aaron Stewart

Complete

Moses Rotich

Complete

Moses Rotich

Complete

Charles Hendrix

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
October 21, 2015: Micahel presented the metrics again to the
TWG voted to approve their use in the ITPNT assessment
February 7, 2016: The TWG has approved a process that would
invalidate AC overloads if the facilities is part of or related to an
existing constraint. This process was approved in the 2017
ITP10 and has been approved to carry forward in the new ITP
process.
November 9, 2015: SPP does not own the PSS/E Optimal Power
Flow functionality, but staff is investigating using TARA for this
functionality

MDWG

Complete

Complete

Compete
May 5,2016: Staff will provide the SPPR tool upon request.
Please contact Tom Burns in the R&D and Special Studies
group if you want the tool.

May 10, 2016: TWG approved the 2016 Steady State Scope at
the April 20th TWG Net Conferenc
May 5,2016: Staff verified that breaker locations are not
incorporated into the PCM module
May 9, 2017: Switchable reactors are considered for
contingency analysis consisten with the NERC Standard and are
also available to provide relief as part of a CAP if a violation is
observed.

Complete

Tom Burns

Complete

Kirk Hall/Scott Jordan

Complete

Jason Terhune/Aaron

Complete

Jason Terhune/Aaron

Complete

Jason Terhune

May 9, 2017: This action item was completed on 2/22/2017
based upon notification from the Chair of the MINT Technical
Committe Randy Lindstrom. A similar analysis was requested
again this year.
November 8, 2016: Staff has completed the requested work to
date and provided results to the interested parties. Staff is
currently waiting on feedback from the impacted stakeholders at
this time.
February 7, 2016: Staff provided the tool to the members prior
to the completion of the 2016 TPL-001-4 assessment

October 30, 2017: Staff will report on errors at the next
opportunity to review an updated set of benchmarking to meet
the requirements of Section 5.3.3
May 9, 2017: Staff incorporated the use of load shed as a
mitigation methodo consistent with NERC TPL-001-4 in the 2017
ITPNT.
November 8, 2016: The TWG has reviewed staff's
recommendations for both items, however, only the process for
the use of load shed as a way to mitigate needs has been
completely addressed. Staff is continuing to develop a more
transparent process for non-transmission solutions, especially
Transmission Operating Guides
February 7, 2017: Staff completed the calculations and reviewed
with the TWG over multiple conference calls with the TWG in
December 2016. The TPITF review the alternate proposals with
the TWG input and made a recommendation to the MOPC and
Board to change the method. The Board approved the new
methodology on January 31, 2017.

Complete

Jason Terhune/Aaron

Complete

Doug
Bowman/Charles
Hendrix

Complete

Kirk Hall

Complete

Staff

Complete

Moses Rotich

Complete

Melanie Hill

Complete

Charles Hendrix

Complete

Modeling

Complete

Complete

Michael Odom

February 7, 2017: Staff provided that information to NextEra,
who later withdrew the request for the RAS at the TWG

Complete

Kirk Hall

February 7, 2017: Staff provided that information to NextEra,
who later withdrew the request for the RAS at the TWG

Complete

May 9, 2017: Compliance statements were posted in advance of
the study completion for members to review and include in their
TPL assessments as necessary
February 7, 2017: Compliance statements are nearly complete
and should be posted to TrueShare prior to the start of the
meeting.

Complete

Charles Hendrix

August 7, 2017: RR 228 has been approved by the MOPC and
Board and the SPP Planning Criteria has been updated
accordingly.
May 9, 2017: RR 224 went through the Revision Request
process and was affirmed. Since that time an additional RR, RR
228 has been developed to offer additional clarification on SOL
methodology in the Operating Horizon
May 9, 2017: Models were posted for stakeholder review upon
their completion
May 9, 2017: Model were posted for stakeholder review after the
April 19th TWG Net Conference.
May 9, 2017: Final discussions to occur prior to May TWG
Meeting

August 7, 2017: Staff has discussed the concerns related to the
TPL-001 sensitivity case contingency analysis. During the 2017
TPL-001 study, staff analyzed all contingencies but only required
corrective action plans or other mitigations for mon/con pairs that
showed up in the base case and the sensitivity case for the
same year/season. This is line with staff’s interpretation of the
TPL-001 standard as well as the approved SPP 2017 TPL-001
Assessment scope.
August 7, 2017: Staff provided the information to the TWG who
approved this methodology change unanimously

October 30, 2017: Will has provided multiple revisions to the
Operational Project Evaluation Methodology for both the ESWG
and TWG. The TWG approved a revised version of the
language and the ESWG is expected to review and vote on the
TWG approved language onNovember 8th.
February 14, 2018: GlobalScape has gone live. TrueShare has
been inactivated. If access is required, submit a request for

Complete

Charles Hendrix

Complete

Reliability Planning

Complete

Doug Bowman

Complete

Kirk Hall/Doug
Bowman

Complete

Charles Hendrix

Complete

Zack Bearden

Complete

Will Tootle

Complete

Kirk Hall

Notes/Comments

Marked complete based upon Reactive Comp check in the
ITPNT and ITP10 study scopes for 345 kV line. Also
Minimum Design Standards include reactive compensation
guidelines
Agenda Item 5

Agenda Item 17

November 18, 2014: Agenda Item 6d

TPL Task Force formed after February TWG Meeting.

TWG directed staff to move forward with the Protocol
template

Staff noted that the applicant company would determine the
authorized officer

TWG approved the constraint assessment for Pass 3 with
Agenda Item 13c
Staff reminded the TWG at the February Meeting that there
were no NTCs issued for connecting generation to the
system.
NTCs will be issued upon facilities coming under the tariff
later this year

Staff requested this information from the TWG, this
information was discussed as part of the recent CRTF
Meeting and a new CRR was created to modify the SPP
Criteria 12.2, Agenda Item 18

Information included in previous discussions related to
Reliability Metrics Discussion on previous TWG Net
Conferences

Study estimates and timelines are dependent upon the ITP
schdedule. Any Business Practice revision changes to firm
up language should originate from the TWG

Staff posted this information for the TWG to review prior to
the vote on Pass 3 of the constraint assessment

Agenda Item 5

Agenda Item 10a
In relation to CIP-014-2

In relation to Limited Operations of Generator
Interconnections (MOPC AI 206)

Item

Date Originated

3

February 1, 2011

6

August 3-4, 2011

Action Item

Scott Jordan will contact Randy Lindstrom
and John Fulton to discuss DSA tools and
benchmarking tests.
Staff to assess Powertech contract and
impacts to members for building stability
models and provide a report to TWG.

Staff to show financial data with regards to
contracting future stability studies or hiring
an FTE to SPP staff to complete the
studies in house
Staff to determine necessary data from
transmission owners that SPP (Planning
Coordinator) needs for its TPL-001-4
compliance.
Staff to develop a strawman proposal on
when and how merchant transmission
facilities should be included in SPP study
processes.

8

November 2-3, 2011

32

August 21-22, 2012

36

August 21-22, 2012

37

August 21-22, 2012

Staff to work with volunteers to develop
language to add to Appendix 11.

54

February 12-13, 2013

Criteria Review Task Force to determine
best owner of Criteria 2.1.9.
Staff to determine if the current Tariff
allows for cost recovery in the ATSS
process for cost estimates developed by
TOs.

70

August 14-15, 2013

72

August 14-15, 2013

86

November 18-19, 2013

Staff to estimate additional staff
resources/costs for staff to perform Criteria
3.5 interconnection studies.
Staff to work on scoping study to analyze
the reactive requirements on the system

SPP Staff to develop a whitepaper for all 3
possibilities on how to deal with upgrades
to de-rated facilities, including costs and
consequences
106

February 11-12, 2014

111

February 11-12, 2014

112

February 11-12, 2014

119

May 20-21, 2014

171

August 24, 2016

Staff to poll modeling contacts to determine
who submitted HPILS loads and how much
was submitted for the MDWG models to
ensure that the most current 50/50 load
forecast HPILS loads be included in the
MDWG model build
SPP Staff to develop a list of work with
deadlines to be updated on a monthly basis
to be sent to the TWG and ESWG to allow
members to plan their resources.
SPP Staff to research effects of Criteria
12.2 removal on cost allocation
Involve the ESWG in unit retirement
discussion to get feedback and perspective
on how to handle unit retirements in the
planning models

Updates

July 20, 2014: SPP Modeling
Department is currently building the
2014 Series Dynamic Models in house.
PLI only being used for consultation
purposes

Status
(Not Started, In
Progress, Closure
Pending, On Hold,
Closed)

Owner

Closed

Scott Jordan

Closed

Closed
August 5, 2014: Being handled by TPL
TF

MOPC provided guidance on merchant
transmission facilities through the 2015
ITP10 decisions in July 2013: IA
agreement in place on both sides of
facilities if applicable.
Staff has sought volunteers’ opinions on
topic. Currently working on draft
language.
May 20-21, 2014: CRTF was disbanded
at May face-face TWG meeting
05/09/2014: Tessie Kentner provided
feedback on this action item:
Sections 19.4 and 32.4 could be
interpreted to permit an affected
Transmission Owner to seek
reimbursement for performing the ATSS.
However, if the intent is for the
Transmission Owner to start billing for
performing these studies, it would be
best to modify the Tariff to explicitly
permit this

Closed

Closed

Closed

Kirk Hall

Closed

CRTF

closed

Steve Purdy

Closed
May 20-21, 2014: Brought scope to the
TWG in May. TWG requested some
additional detail to be provided before
approving the scope for RFP Issuance.

Doug
Bowman/Scott
Jordan

Closed

August 7, 2017: CAWG discussing
derates currently based on new staff
initiative on handling de-rates/re-rates
February 7, 2017: Staff informed the
TWG in November 2016 that a new
initiative is underway on how to handle
de-rates.
November 8, 2016: Staff has developed
a new initiative to evaluate de-rates in
the planning models. As the work
progresses, the working groups will see
updates.

Closed

Anthony Cook

closed

May 20-21, 2014: Action Item updated
to reflect TWG request to be provided
with information to allow for members to
complete resource planning within their
utility
August 5, 2015: Research underway
with legal and other key staff
February 14, 2018: SPP staff has a
corporate-wide initiative to develop an allencompassing Generator Retirement
process. Staff will be discussing this
with the TWG as we finalize our draft
process
October 30, 2017: Planning staff
currently in discussions on developing a
process for evaluating planned
generation retirements.

Closed

Closed

Closed

Kirk Hall

Notes/Comments

TWG requested this item close and an additional action item be created to
benchmark DSA Tools and the Fast Fault Screening Tool

Addressed as part of Action Item 5.

This is an additional action item to AI 1 above.

Review old HVDC interconnection agreements for baseline language

Zonal Placement of the Jacksonville - Overton 138 kV Transmission Line
Upon Purchase by NextEra Transmission Southwest
NextEra Energy Transmission Southwest, LLC (“NEET Southwest”) has reached an agreement with
Rayburn Country Electric Cooperative (“Rayburn”) to purchase a 138 kV transmission line that connects
the Jacksonville and Overton switching stations (“Jacksonville-Overton Line”). NEET Southwest has
requested that this line be transferred to the functional control of SPP and its revenue requirement be
placed in SPP’s zonal transmission rates upon approval of the purchase by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”). As a result, SPP is now conducting the zonal placement process endorsed by the
SPP Board in July 2017. After the process has been completed, a filing will be submitted to the FERC to
request the addition of the resulting revenue requirement to the SPP Tariff and modification of zonal
transmission rates consistent with the outcome of the zonal placement process.
SPP staff has completed the analysis required under Step 3 of the process in order to determine whether
the resulting revenue requirement should be placed in a new pricing zone, and if not, which existing
zone the revenue requirement should be placed in. Based on its analysis, SPP has concluded that the
revenue requirement of the Jacksonville-Overton Line is to be placed in Zone 1 (also referred to as the
“AEP Zone”) under the SPP Tariff, subject to approval by the FERC.
In its notification of intent to transfer functional control, NEET Southwest provided the following
description of the Jacksonville-Overton Line:
. . . an approximately 30 mile long transmission line segment beginning just outside of the 138
kV substation owned by Southwestern Electric Power Company (“SWEPCO”) and extending to
just outside of SWEPCO’s Overton substation. Specifically, the Jacksonville-Overton Line
segment begins at Rayburn Country Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“Rayburn”) transmission structure
#91 and extends to Rayburn’s transmission structure #368, located just outside SWEPCO’s
Overton substation.
The discussion below summarizes SPP’s review and analysis of zonal placement criteria as applied to the
Jacksonville-Overton Line.
Application of Zonal Placement Criteria
Creation of a New Zone:
1. Whether the annual transmission revenue requirement (ATRR) of the Jacksonville-Overton Line
is less than the minimum zonal ATRR benchmark
- The estimated ATRR of the Jacksonville-Overton Line under the NEET Southwest formula
rate is $398,270.
- The minimum zonal ATRR benchmark based on the lowest three-year average of Schedule 9
zonal ATRRs among all SPP pricing zones in 2017, as adjusted for subsequent zonal ATRR
change, is $13.5 million.
2. The extent to which the Jacksonville-Overton Line substantively increases the SPP regional
footprint
- The facilities proposed for transfer are comprised of approximately 30 miles of 138 kV line.

3. The extent to which the load served through the Jacksonville-Overton Line received Network
Integration Transmission Service or Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service within
existing Zones prior to the transfer.
- No transmission service load under the SPP Tariff is being added as a result of NEET
Southwest’s transfer of functional control.
Staff Analysis:
Neither the ATRR nor the scope and configuration of the facilities and load support the creation
of a new zone under the SPP Tariff. The ATRR is far below the minimum benchmark and the size
of the facilities is smaller than any existing zone in the SPP region. Since a new zone is not
supported under these criteria, the consideration of existing service is not relevant to the
question of establishing a new zone.
Inclusion in an Existing Zone:
The Rayburn facilities to be purchased by NEET Southwest have electrical connections with facilities
under the SPP Tariff only in Zone 1 and are electrically and geographically distant from any other SPP
zone. Therefore, the zonal placement analysis addresses only Zone 1.
1. The extent to which the Jacksonville-Overton Line is embedded within an existing Zone
- Each end of the Jacksonville-Overton line is interconnected with SWEPCO facilities at the
Jacksonville and Overton switching stations, both of which are facilities that serve in a
network configuration. In addition, these two interconnections are operated in a normally
closed manner. The line is interconnected solely to facilities of SWEPCO, a Zone 1
Transmission Owner. A second Zone 1 Transmission Owner has facilities in close proximity
because East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“ETEC”) owns and operates another line that
interconnects at the Jacksonville switching station.
2. The extent to which the Jacksonville-Overton Line is integrated with an existing Zone
- The only interconnections of the Jacksonville-Overton Line are to facilities owned and
operated by SWEPCO. SWEPCO owns both the Overton switching station and the
equipment in the Jacksonville switching station to which the Jacksonville-Overton Line is
connected. In addition, SWEPCO is designated as the operator of the line and has
operational, maintenance, and NERC responsibilities for the two switching stations’ circuit
breakers and switches under the interconnection agreement between SWEPCO, Rayburn,
and ETEC.
3. The extent to which the load served through the Jacksonville-Overton Line received Network
Integration Transmission Service or Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service within
each existing Zone prior to the transfer.
- No transmission service load under the SPP Tariff is being added as a result of NEET
Southwest’s transfer of functional control.
Staff Analysis:
The configuration and operation of the Jacksonville-Overton Line as a non-radial, network
transmission facility above 60 kV demonstrate that the line fits the definition of a transmission
facility under Attachment AI of the SPP Tariff. The interconnection and operational

characteristics of the Jacksonville-Overton Line indicate that it is both embedded in and
integrated with the SPP transmission system. The line is interconnected with only SWEPCO and
is operated by SWEPCO, a Zone 1 Transmission Owner, under the interconnection agreement.
In addition, another Zone 1 Transmission Owner (ETEC) is interconnected at the Jacksonville
switching station. The third placement criterion addressing transmission service characteristics
is not relevant in this case because no load is being added to the SPP Transmission System as a
result of NEET Southwest’s purchase of the line and its request to transfer functional control.
These considerations indicate that it is appropriate to place the Jacksonville-Overton Line in
Zone 1.
Summary
The assets to be purchased by NEET Southwest should not be placed in a new pricing zone in
consideration of the scope, configuration, and ATRR of the Jacksonville-Overton Line. Therefore, the
line should be placed in an existing zone. Factors related to embeddedness and integration of the line
with existing facilities indicate that the line should be included in Zone 1.

2018 ITPNT
Scenario 5
Summer
TWG
May 14th-15th, 2018

2

Operational Solution
Evaluation
•

Developed models based on historical snapshots where
congestion occurred





Wichita 345/115 kV
JEC – Hoyt 345 kV
Hawthorne 345/115 kV
Nashua 345/115 kV

•

Performed reliability analysis of select projects to
determine if: a) congestion was relieved, b) the project
did not create additional issues

•

Reliability results

 Wichita area was relieved with “no harm” by Wichita 345/115 kV
transformer replacement and Buffalo Flats – Cowskin 138 kV
conversion
 JEC – Hoyt 345 kV double circuit rebuild will be tested against
the JEC – Hoyt constraint
 JEC – Iatan 345 kV was tested against Hawthorne and Nashua
345/115 kV transformer constraints

3

Operational Solution
Evaluation
•

New ITP process (2019 ITP scope)
 SPP staff will use 40 daily operational models with various operating
conditions to determine the average annual production cost savings
provided by each solution
 Savings will be calculated in each of the daily operational models by
comparing market costs on the system, both with and without the solution
being evaluated
 These values will be extrapolated and compared to the cost of the solution
to develop a one-year benefit-to-cost ratio for consideration during
project selection

•

Upon further evaluation by SPP Operations staff,
determining an adjusted production cost savings for
new transmission projects is not currently feasible
 SPP will be discussing options for the 2019 ITP (and future
cycles) further with ESWG
 Currently no method to determine potential APC benefit of
projects in operational models for the 2018 ITPNT

4

Economic Planning Analysis
•

Tested projects in the 2017 ITP10 Future 3 models
to determine potential APC benefits from a
planning perspective

Project

2020

2025

($495,731)

($232,271)

$58,273

($890,510)

($1,837,652)

($1,941,066)

($383,289)

$819,105

($1,670,219)

($2,580,427)

($283,978)

($412,015)

Viola - Rose Hill 345 kV

($389,034)

$32,009

JEC - Hoyt 345 kV Ckt 2

NULL

($1,282,006)

JEC - Hoyt 345 kV Double Ckt Rebuild

NULL

($1,097,338)

Replace both 345/138 kV Transformers at Wichita
Wolf Creek - Emporia 345 kV
Tap JEC - Morris and New 345 kV line to Swissvale
JEC - Iatan 345 kV
Auburn - JEC - Swissvale 230 kV rebuild to 345 kV specs
Rebuild Buffalo Flatts - Goddard - Cowskin to 138 kV, Install
345/138 and 138/69 kV Transformers at Buffalo Flatts.

*Note: These results are specific to the Futures developed for the 2017 ITP10 and do not guarantee that
the operational issues will be alleviated or that the same needs will not be seen in future ITP studies

5

Recommendation
•

SPP staff recommends removing all scenario 5
summer needs from the 2018 ITPNT assessment
 No remaining synergies between 2018 ITPNT needs and
operational congestion other than 2 flowgates
 Wichita 345/138 kV Transformers
 JEC – Hoyt 345 kV

 The remaining flowgates are expected to be designated as
persistent operational needs for the 2019 ITP assessment and can
be further evaluated in that context
 Potential APC benefit results from operational models is currently
infeasible and needs to be addressed
 Best available long-term economic planning models (2017 ITP10)
show very small or negative potential APC benefits
 New models will be available for the 2019 ITP assessment by Fall 2018

6

SPP Transmission
Operating Guide
Discussion
TWG
May 31, 2018

2

SPP Transmission Operating
Guide (TOG) Review Procedure
•

In most cases, TOGs are not intended to indefinitely defer needed
Transmission System upgrades

•

Effective TOGs shall be utilized in all transmission tariff service
functions and OATT planning processes
 An effective TOG shall continue to be used in evaluation of the ITP and
ATSS unless the facility-owning Transmission Owner or transmission
operator withdraws the TOG
 In cases where the TOG is withdrawn before the TOG becomes ineffective,
any Transmission System Upgrades lie with the Transmission Owner

•

A TOG addressing Transmission System loading must include a
short-term emergency rating which allows sufficient time to
implement the TOG

•

A TOG requiring generation redispatch must indicate if generator
location is critical and, if so, must state in detail which units or
plants will be re-dispatched
 The ramp rate of the generation must be capable of relieving the overload
or voltage issue within the time allowed as specified in the TOG

3

2018 ITPNT Needs Potentially
Resolved by TOGs
•

•

•

•
•

Watford 230/115 kV
Transformer

•

JEC – Auburn 230 kV

•

Low Voltage in
Rugby/Rollette Area

JEC – Hoyt 345 kV

•

Richland – Fairview
115kV

Lawrence Hill 230/115
kV Transformer

•

Wolf Creek 345/69 kV
Transformer

•

Georgia 115/69 kV
Transformer

•

Lawrence Park – Georgia
69kV

Morrill – Gering 115kV
Navy – Grand Avenue –
Northeast 161 kV

4

1 Appendix B
SPP Transmission Operating Guides Review Procedure
This procedure documents the process of how a Transmission Operating Guide (TOG) shall be
included in the ITP and SPP Aggregate Transmission Service Studies (ATSS). In most cases
TOGs are not intended to indefinitely defer needed Transmission System upgrades. Effective
TOGs shall be utilized in all transmission tariff service functions and OATT planning processes.
For a TOG to be considered for use in the ITP and ATSS as a possible mitigation plan, it shall
be on file with SPP. An effective TOG must state the system conditions under which the TOG is
to be used and describe, in detail, the action the operators will take. The TOG must be signed
by someone in charge of operations from the Transmission Owner or transmission operator
submitting the TOG.
An effective TOG shall continue to be used in evaluation of the ITP and ATSS unless the
facility-owning Transmission Owner or transmission operator withdraws the TOG. In cases
where the TOG is withdrawn before the TOG becomes ineffective, any Transmission System
Upgrades lie with the Transmission Owner.
A new TOG provided as interim mitigation for an SPP-required project shall automatically be
withdrawn when the project is completed.
A TOG is considered an effective solution for facilities that are not listed in the TOG if, in the act
of implementing the TOG for the elements listed, other overloads or voltage violations are
corrected.
Service Upgrades associated with new Transmission Service Requests or Designated
Resources that cause a TOG to be ineffective will be classified as Base Plan Upgrades in
accordance with Attachment J.
Transmission System upgrades that become necessary because a TOG has been identified to
be ineffective in order to maintain the reliability of the Transmission System shall be categorized
as Reliability Upgrades, utilizing the procedures of Attachment O of the OATT.
The upgrade(s) proposed to address an ineffective TOG may work towards either eliminating
the TOG or the ineffectiveness of the TOG.
Effective TOGs
1. A TOG addressing Transmission System loading must include a short-term emergency
rating which allows sufficient time to implement the TOG.
2. A TOG requiring generation redispatch must indicate if generator location is critical and,
if so, must state in detail which units or plants will be re-dispatched. Absence of such
specificity means location is not critical and generators may be selected from the fleet
the entity has authority to run. The ramp rate of the generation must be capable of
relieving the overload or voltage issue within the time allowed as specified in the TOG.
3. A TOG must not cause a violation elsewhere on the Transmission System.
4. A TOG addressing a voltage violation must provide for restoring minimum acceptable
voltage conditions within a time frame so as not to cause permanent equipment damage.

A TOG shall identify the means by which system control is implemented. That is, if supervisory
control is utilized it must so state.

2018 ITPNT SPP
BA Model
Discussion
TWG
May 14th-15th, 2018

2

Overview
•

Background
 SPP staff identified a number of technical issues during
the BA powerflow model rebuild and briefly touched on
some of these with the TWG and individual stakeholders
 Discussion at the policy level is ongoing regarding
reliability analysis on models with non-firm resources

•

Objective
 Compare BA model assumptions and the SPP Integrated
Marketplace
 Discuss SPP staff concerns with certain BA model
assumptions/limitations
 Discuss 2018 ITPNT needs driven only by BA scenario

3

SPP BA Comparison
SPP BA model scenario was developed to “account for the
impacts of the Integrated Marketplace”
SPP BA Planning Model

SPP Integrated Marketplace

1.

Non-coincident load

1.

Real-time (coincident) load

2.

Economic dispatch for SPP
with no external interaction

2.

3.

Economic bids based on
single hour snapshot of
planning forecasts

Economic dispatch for SPP with
market to market operations for
congestion management and
economic exchange of energy

3.

Security-constrained
economic dispatch

Economic bids based on dayahead market participant offers

4.

Security-constrained economic
unit commitment and dispatch

5.

Firm and non-firm generation

4.

5.

Firm and non-firm generation

4

SPP BA Concerns
•

Technical implementation issues/assumptions

 “Snapshot” economic bid data can be inconsistent with NT
model
 Contains additional cost curve adjustments unique to output of the 2017
ITP10 economic model (bid adder, loss penalty, and LMP), not just input
data

 No mechanism for redispatch of external generation to relieve
constraints
 No security-constrained unit commitment or startup cost
considerations
 Utilizes S0 unit commitment with manual adjustments
 Generally, no de-commitment of units by SCED algorithm

 Market dispatch models with non-coincident peak load
 Did not include analysis for HV+ flowgates to protect 69 kV
system
•

Policy concern
 Performing reliability analysis with non-firm generation
 Potentially circumventing other planning processing
 Needs should be evaluated as economic issues and not “must fix”
reliability issues

5

SPP BA Needs Discussion
•

2018 ITPNT BA only issues
 No correlation with current operational issues (congestion, system
reconfiguration)
 Needs could be mitigated by system reconfiguration or
committing additional firm resources
 Three other dispatch scenarios do not show these thermal issues
 SCUC could have helped alleviate issues but software is limited to SCED

•

Potential Options
 Status Quo
 Utilize additional techniques to mitigate violations (consistent with
SPP operations approach)
 Additional unit commitment/redispatch
 System reconfiguration

 Apply coupling criteria to ensure issues are close to criteria
violations in other scenarios
 Analyze BA only thermal issues in future studies where economic
analysis can be performed

6

Recommendation
•

Analyze BA only thermal issues in future studies
where economic analysis can be performed on
these “economic” needs

7

Next Steps
•

Most technical implementation issues/assumptions
will no longer be present in the new ITP process
 Developing powerflow based on the BA economic model
consistent with previous ITP10 process addresses “snapshot”
bid data, external market impacts, unit commitment, and noncoincident peak load concerns

•

Discussion should continue with regards to
potential changes in approach for the 2019 and
future ITP studies
 Consider policy discussions from the Holistic Integrated Tariff
Team
 Potentially help drive policy based on technical working
group discussions

8

2018 ITPNT Short
Term Horizon
Projects
Discussion
TWG
May 15th-16th, 2018

2

Overview
•

Background
 SPP staff identified a number of projects to address needs
that are only present in the early year (2019)

•

Objective
 Discuss SPP staff and stakeholder concerns with issuance
of NTCs that will address needs that potentially will not be
present by the time the project is in service
 Discuss “why” the 2018 ITPNT needs no longer exist in the
out year model

3

2018 ITPNT Needs Identified
Only in 2019 Seasons
•

Prairie Lee – Blue Springs 161 kV

•

Blue Springs East – Blue Springs South 161 kV

•

Ainsworth 115 kV

•

Circleville – King Hill – Kelly 115 kV

•

Wichita 345/138 kV transformers

4

Recommendation
•

Staff recommends not moving forward with
projects whose lead time will push the
project past the need date

5

Ensuring a reliable tomorrow

2018 Integrated Transmission
Planning Near-Term (ITPNT)
Assessment

2

2018 ITPNT Draft
Project Portfolio
3

4

S5 Summer Only

5

Legend for Project Slides

Chart identifies in which model scenario the Needs appear

Season 19
Season 22

S-0
S-0

S-5
S-5

S-BA

S-BA
S-BR

S-BR
W-0

W-5

W-0
W-BA

W-5
L-0

W-BA
L-5

L-BA

Need: Monitored Element FLO Contingency
Red – 2022 Cases / Blue – 2019 Cases
White – Needs were not present in those Cases
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Watford 230/115/13kV Transformer CKT 1 FLO
Watford 230/115/13kV Transformer CKT 2
Thermal: 105.6% → 52.5%
Voltage: None

Upgrade Watford City 230/115
kV Transformer
Cost: $2,755,870

7

New 14.4 MVAR switched shunt at
Madison Southeast 69kV
Cost: $5,487,000

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Madison Southeast 69kV FLO
Aurora - Flandreau 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: None
Voltage: 0.84 → 0.98

8

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Richland-Lewis 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Belfield – Charlie Creek 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 115.6% → 48.8%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 3.0 miles of 115 kV line
from Richland to Lewis
Cost: $1,105,001
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Ainsworth 115kV FLO
Ainsworth Wind - Ainsworth 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: None
Voltage: 0.84 → 0.94

New 15 MVAR switched shunt at
Bassett 115kV
Cost: $690,000
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Beatrice Power Station - Clatonia 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Beatrice Power Station - Sheldon 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: 102.9% → 75.17%
Voltage: None

Reconductor 8.9 miles of 115 kV
line from Beatrice Power Station
to Clatonia
Cost: $1,750,000
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Circleville – King Hill 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Hoyt - Stranger Creek 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 110.1% → 41.2%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 24.7 miles of 115 kV line
from Kelly to King Hill to
Circleville
Cost: $19,201,309

12

Construct a new 23.5 mile 345 kV
line from Hoyt to Jeffrey Energy
Center
Cost: $41,328,496

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Hoyt –Jeffrey Energy Center 345kV CKT 1 FLO
Auburn Road – Jeffrey Energy Center 230kV CKT 1
Thermal: 107.9% → 56.9%
Voltage: None
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Indianola - Northland 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Hoyt – Stranger Creek 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 102.0% → 48.3%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 3.4 miles of 115 kV line
from Indianola to Northland
Cost: $6,662,799
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: 54th & Meridian - Hoyt 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Hoyt – Stranger Creek 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 104.5% → 85.6%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 1 mile of 115 kV line
from 54th & Meridian to Hoyt
Cost: $1,913,740
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Wichita 345/138/14kV Transformer CKT 1 FLO
Wichita 345/138/14kV Transformer CKT 2
&
Wichita 345/138/14kV Transformer CKT 2 FLO
Wichita 345/138/14kV Transformer CKT 1
Thermal: 105.7% → 73.8%
111.0% → 79.0%
Voltage: None

Replace both 345/138 kV
transformers at Wichita
Cost: $16,428,744

16

Construct a new 5.6 mile 161 kV
line from Blue Valley to
Crosstown
Cost: $8,951,824

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

Need: Navy – Grand Avenue – Northeast 161kV CKT 1 FLO
Northeast – Grand Avenue West – Navy 161kV
(P12:161:KCPL:NORTHEAST GRANDAVEW-NAVY)
Thermal: Navy – Grand Avenue 102.2% → 81.9%
Grand Avenue – Northeast 113.4 → 92.7%
Voltage: None

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

17

Reconductor 3.2 miles of 161 kV line
from Prairie Lee to Blue Springs South
Cost: $3,056,561

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

Need: Prairie Lee – Blue Springs 161kV CKT 1 FLO
Pleasant Hill – Sibley 345 kV CKT 1
Thermal: 113.1% → 68.2%
Voltage: None

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

18

Reconductor 2.6 miles of 161 kV
line from Blue Springs South to
Blue Springs East
Cost: $3,461,189

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

Need: Blue Springs East – Blue Springs South 161kV CKT 1 FLO
Pleasant Hill – Sibley 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 108.3% → 64.7%
Voltage: None

WBA
L5

LBA

19

Season 19
Season 22

S0
S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: West Gardner – BNSF – Moonlight 161kV CKT 1 FLO
West Gardner – Craig 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: West Gardner – BNSF 104.0% → 62.2%
BNSF – Moonlight 101.1% → 60.5%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 6.0 miles of 161 kV line
from West Gardner to BNSF to
Moonlight
Cost: $5,898,180

20

Reconductor 3.0 miles of 161 kV
line from Craig to Lenexa CKT 2
Cost: $1,888,000

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Craig - Lenexa 161kV CKT 2 FLO
Craig - Lenexa 161kV CKT 1
Thermal: 113.4% → 67.9%
Voltage: None

21

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Olathe - Switzer 161kV CKT 1 FLO
Brookridge - Overland Park 161kV CKT 1
Thermal: 110.5% → 69.0%
Voltage: None

Replace terminal equipment on
the 161 kV line from Olathe to
Switzer
Cost: $1,088,000
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Replace terminal equipment on
the 161 kV line from Brookridge
to Overland Park
Cost: $538,000

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Brookridge – Overland Park 161kV CKT 1 FLO
Olathe – Switzer 161kV CKT 1
Thermal: 108.3% → 67.7%
Voltage: None
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New 50 MVAR switched shunt at
Brookline 345kV. Brookline
345kV Substation expansion
Cost: $4,175,203

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Brookline 345kV
Base Case, Operational
Thermal: None
Voltage: 1.06 → 1.04

24

S0

Season 19

Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Nixa 161/69/14kV Transformer CKT 1 FLO
Nixa 161/69/14kV Transformer CKT 2
&
Nixa DT2 - Nixa ESPY2 69kV CKT 1 FLO
James River Generator 5 Outage
Thermal: 112.4% → 52.9%
107.1% → 52.1%
Voltage: None

Reconductor 1.25 miles of 69 kV line
from Nixa Downtown - Nixa Espy
Cost: $469,926
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: VBI North - Figure Five 69kV CKT 1 FLO
Chamber Springs - Clarksville 345kV CKT 1
Thermal: 116.4% → 82.3%
Voltage: None

Rebuild 9.7 miles of 69 kV line
from Cedarville Tap to Figure
Five to VBI North
Cost: $9,760,601

26

New 14.4 MVAR switched shunt at
Blanchard 69kV
Cost: $950,000

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Blanchard 69kV FLO
Blanchard - OU SW 69kV CKT 1
Thermal: None
Voltage: 0.85 → 0.96

27

New 24 MVAR switched shunt at
Lebanon 138kV
Cost: $1,085,506

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Marietta 69kV FLO
Caney Creek – Texoma Junction 138kV CKT 1
Thermal: None
Voltage: 0.64 → 0.94

28

Rebuild 2.7 miles of 69 kV line
from Baldwin to Woodlawn
Cost: $4,373,855

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Baldwin - Woodlawn 69kV CKT 1 FLO
Flournoy 138/69/12kV Transformer CKT 1
Thermal: 102.2% → 45.1%
Voltage: None

29

New 28 MVAR switched shunt at
Dumas 115kV. Dumas 115kV
substation expansion
Cost: $7,374,641

S0

Season 19

Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: RB-S&S 115kV FLO
Moore County - RB-S&S 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: None
Voltage: 0.88 → 0.96
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Carlisle – Murphy 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Allen – Lubbock South 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: 100.9% → 89.1%
Voltage: None

Replace terminal equipment on
the 115 kV line from Carlisle to
Murphy
Cost: $319,760
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S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Clauene – Terry County 115kV CKT 1 FLO
Sundown – Amoco 230kV CKT 1
Thermal: 108.4% → 49.1%
Voltage: None

Replace terminal equipment on
the 115 kV line at Clauene
Cost: $520,574
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Replace the 230/115 kV
transformer at Sundown
Cost: $3,434,979

S0

Season 19
Season 22

S0

S5
S5

SBA

SBA
SBR

SBR
W0

W5

W0
WBA

W5
L0

WBA
L5

LBA

Need: Sundown 230/115/14kV Transformer CKT 1 FLO
Plains – Yoakum 115kV CKT 1
Thermal: 106.8% → 56.3%
Voltage: None
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Appendix
34

Draft Portfolio
35

2018 ITPNT Draft Portfolio
Project Description
Upgrade Watford City 230/115 kV Transformer
New 14.4 MVAR switched shunt at Madison SE 69kV. New Madison SE 69kV substation
Rebuild 3.0 miles of 115 kV line from Richland to Lewis
New 15 MVAR switched shunt at Bassett 115kV
Reconductor 8.9 miles of 115 kV line from Beatrice Power Station to Clatonia
Rebuild 24.7 miles of 115 kV line from Kelly to King Hill to Circleville
Construct a new 23.5 mile 345 kV line from Hoyt to Jeffrey Energy Center
Rebuild 3.4 miles of 115 kV line from Indianola to Northland
Rebuild 1 mile of 115 kV line from 54th & Meridian to Hoyt
Replace both 345/138 kV transformers at Wichita
Construct a new 5.6 mile 161 kV line from Blue Valley to Crosstown
Reconductor 3.2 miles of 161 kV line from Prairie Lee to Blue Springs South
Reconductor 2.6 miles of 161 kV line from Blue Springs South to Blue Springs East
Rebuild 6.0 miles of 161 kV line from West Gardner to BNSF to Moonlight
Reconductor 3.0 miles of 161 kV line from Craig to Lenexa CKT 2
Replace terminal equipment on the 161 kV line from Olathe to Switzer
Replace terminal equipment on the 161 kV line from Brookridge to Overland Park
New 50 MVAR switched shunt at Brookline 345kV. Brookline 345kV Substation expansion
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2018 ITPNT Draft Portfolio Cont.

Project Description

Reconductor 1.25 miles of 69 kV line from Nixa Downtown - Nixa Espy
Rebuild 9.7 miles of 69 kV line from Cedarville Tap to Figure Five to VBI North
New 14.4 MVAR switched shunt at Blanchard 69kV
New 24 MVAR switched shunt at Lebanon 138kV
Rebuild 2.7 miles of 69 kV line from Baldwin to Woodlawn
New 28 MVAR switched shunt at Dumas 115kV. Dumas 115kV substation expansion
Replace terminal equipment on the 115 kV line from Carlisle to Murphy
Replace terminal equipment on the 115 kV line at Clauene
Replace the 230/115 kV transformer at Sundown

37

Scenario 5 Summer Only Draft Portfolio
Project Description
Construct a new 23.5 mile 345 kV line from Hoyt to Jeffrey Energy Center
Rebuild 3.4 miles of 115 kV line from Indianola to Northland
Replace both 345/138 kV transformers at Wichita
Rebuild 24.7 miles of 115 kV line from Kelly to King Hill to Circleville
Rebuild 8.9 miles of 115 kV line from Beatrice Power Station to Clatonia
Rebuild 6.0 miles of 161 kV line from West Gardner to BNSF to Moonlight
Reconductor 3.0 miles of 161 kV line from Craig to Lenexa CKT 2
Rebuild 1 mile of 115 kV line from 54th & Meridian to Hoyt
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Posted Needs
39

Remove zero
cost solutions

40

Unique Needs as Posted
2018 ITPNT Unique Needs

45

42

40
35

Number of Needs

31

30
25

22
19

20
15

Thermal
Voltage

15
11

10

7

5

2

2

2

3
1

0
69

115

138

161

230

345

Voltage Class (kV)
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All Voltage Needs by Model
2018 ITPNT Unique Voltage Needs
60

51
50

40

Number of Needs

40

35

34
31

30

28
24

24

29
25

23

22
20

20

10

21

9
3

0

0

1

Model Season and Scenario

42

All Thermal Needs by Model
2018 ITPNT Unique Thermal Needs
30

29

25

25

Number of Needs

20

16
15

14
13
11

10

9
8

8
5

5

3
2

3

2

2
1

0

0
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Scenario 5 Summer / ARR
Feasibility / Operational
Congestion Issues Comparison

44

2018 ITPNT Scope
•

In July 2017, the SPP Board discussed and approved a
compromise in lieu of High Priority Study
 Add consideration of Scenario 5 (S5) summer peak models to
the 2018 ITPNT Assessment

•

For needs unique to the S5 summer models, additional
merit of solutions will be considered prior to
recommending NTCs, which may include:





Results of ARR feasibility analysis
Current or projected market congestion
Potential adjusted production cost benefits
Other

45

Needs Review
•

Scenario 5 Summer only needs (2018 ITPNT)
 22 unique thermal
 1 unique voltage

•

Historical congestion (2016-2017 Actuals)
 Reported per persistent operational needs criteria
 Flowgates exceeding $10M in congestion cost over 24 months
 Flowgates congested 20% or more of the time over 24 months

•

ARR infeasibility issues (2017 Auction)
 ARR allocation model
 Constraints preventing Round 1 ARR requests

46

47

ARR Analysis Methodology
•

Contains original topology and participant activity from
2017 Annual ARR Allocation Round 1

•

Since clearing of the 2017 Annual Allocation, TOPs have
resolved local issues that were originally constrained in
the study

•

In addition, minor software changes have changed some
inputs to future ARR allocations

•

June and Winter 2017 ON peak cases rerun

NTC Projects Included in ARR
Model
•

526_Tuco-Yoakum-Hobbs_345kV

•

526_Upgrade_Terry_Wolfforth_Rating

•

526_Add_Potash - Hobbs 345 Kv Line

•

Plant X - Sundown Terminal

•

526_Potash - RoadRunner 345 Kv Line

•

Tuco - Stanton - Indiana - Erskine Terminal

•

Viola Interconnect

•

•

534_HPILS Upgrades

•

Butler - Altoona Terminal

•

Neosho - Riverton Terminal

•

Coulter - Puckett Terminal

•

Hale - Kress Terminal

•

Nichols - Amarillo South Terminal

•

524_Mathewson_2nd_Windspeed_Line

•

Texas Co - Hitchland Terminal

•

526_Upgrade_Sundown AmocoSS Wave Traps

•

Buckner - Spearville 345kV Ckt 1 Terminal Upgrades

•

Siloam - Siloam Rebuild

•

Potter Co. - Harrington 230kV Terminal Upgrades

•

524_Woodward_Phase_Shifting_Transformer

•

526_Rebuild_Canyon East-Canyon West

526_Upgrade_Carlisle-Tuco_Ratings

•

526_Rebuild_CanyonWest-Dawn-Deafsmith

•

Knoll - Post Rock 230kV Ckt 2

•

Gentleman - Thedford 345 kV

•

Thedford - Holt 345 kV

•

Thedford 345/115 kV

Operational Congestion
Mitigation - NTC Review
•

SPP Planning staff coordinated with SPP
Operations staff

•

Used engineering judgement to identify which
flowgates would no longer be congested with
future (or recent) transmission upgrades









Potter – Bushland 230 kV Terminal
Randall – Canyon 115 kV
Tuco – Yoakum – Hobbs 345 kV
2nd Matthewson Windspeed 345 kV
Woodward 138 kV PST
Cimmaron – Draper 345 kV Terminal
Viola 138 kV Interconnect
Siloam – Siloam City 161 kV Rebuild

50

51

Next Steps
•

No further ARR feasibility analysis due to lack of
synergies with scenario 5 summer needs after
consideration of ARR changes and future NTCs

•

Complete production cost analysis using latest available
SPP economic model (an iteration of the 2017 ITP10)

•

Focus operational analysis on congestion in the Wichita
and Northeast Kansas areas
 Only areas where operational congestion and scenario 5
summer only needs were somewhat geographically or
electrically close

•

Targeting May TWG approval of which scenario 5
summer only needs should remain in the study
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Overview
•

Process Milestones

•

Significant Factors in the 2018 ITPNT

•

Model Development

•

NTC Re-evaluations

•

Load and Generation

•

Needs Assessment

•

2018 ITPNT Draft Project Portfolio

•

Appendix
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Process Milestones
54

Remaining 2018 ITPNT Timeline
SPP
Board

Planning
Summit
Thu 5/3

Study Cost Estimates
Response Deadline Round 2

TWG Final
Approval

MOPC
Approval

Fri 5/25

Fri 6/29

Wed 7/18

May

Jun

Approval
Jul 31

Jul

Solutions Development & Evaluation
Draft Portfolio Development

Upgrade Determination/Study Cost Estimates - Round 2
(Study Cost Estimates – Round 2 will be sent out 5/11/2018)
Final Reliability Assessments
Finalize Portfolio Development
ATRR/Staging
Report development with recommendations

Completed Milestones:
• Model Builds
• Needs Assessment
• DPP Window
• DPP Validation/Cure Period
• Upgrade Determination – Round 1
• Study Cost Estimates – Round 1
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Significant Factors in the 2018 ITPNT
56

Significant Factors in the 2018 ITPNT
•

Implementation of Base Reliability Models

•

Brookline persistent operational need met TWG approved criteria
and was added to the Needs Assessment

•

Generation being retired (~1.7 GW)

•

Base case needs being driven by re-evaluations and de-rates

•

DC Tie Sensitivity Cases





•

Sidney – All service is maxed in East to West bias, SPP is exporting
Stegall – All service is maxed in East to West bias, SPP is exporting
Rapid City – All service is maxed East to West bias, SPP is exporting
Miles City – All service is maxed East to West bias, SPP is exporting

Scenario 5 Summer Needs Evaluation
 For needs unique to the S5 summer models, additional merit of solutions
will be considered prior to recommending NTCs, which may include
among other things:
 Unresolved ARR feasibility analysis (ARR Needs)
 Current market congestion (Ops Needs)
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NTC Re-evaluations
58

NTC Re-evaluation Summary
Project Name

Owner

Cost

Source Study

Comments

Blanchard 69 kV Capacitor Bank

WFEC

$950K

2016 ITPNT

Needs still present

Ringwood 69 kV Capacitor Bank

WFEC

$4M

2016 ITPNT

Needs not present

Harrisburg 69 kV Capacitor Bank

WFEC

$450K

2016 ITPNT

Needs still present

Dean Interchange 230/115 kV
Station and Transformer

SPS

$12.7M

2016 ITPNT

Needs still present

Jeffrey – Hoyt 345kV Rebuild

WERE

$34.9M

2016-AG1–AFS-3

Needs present, S5 Summer only

59

Model Development
60

Models
Description
Year 2 peak
Year 5 peak
Year 5 offpeak

Scenario 0

Scenario 5

SPP BA

2019SP
2019WP
2022SP
2022WP

2019SP
2019WP
2022SP
2022WP**

2019SP
2019WP
2022SP
2022WP

2022L

2022L

2022L

BR
2019SP
2022SP
N/A

•

Scenario 0 (projected usage of Transmission Service Reservations
limited by accredited capacity, block dispatch)

•

Scenario 5 (maximum allowable usage of Transmission Service
Reservations, block dispatch)

•

SPP Balancing Authority Scenario (Intra-SPP Transmission Service
Reservations not modeled, SPP BA Economic Dispatch)

•

Base Reliability (renewables with firm service set to latest 5-year
average for SPP coincident summer peak, expected long-term
firm transmission service, block dispatch)

•

** Denotes both a winter peak model and a DC sensitivity model

61

Load and Generation
62

SPP ITPNT Load Trends
59,000
58,000
57,000

58,561

Model Summary
56,795

55,837

56,000
55,000

55,169

55,017

54,744

54,646

54,225
54,000

54,052
53,683

53,401
52,832

53,000
52,000
51,000
50,000
49,000

2015 ITPNT

2016 ITPNT

Year-1

2017 ITPNT

Year-2

Year-5

2018 ITPNT
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64

65

66

Needs Assessment
67

Needs Assessment
Traditional

Planning
Events

SPP
Facilities

First-Tier
Facilities

Models

Base-case and
N-1

69 kV and
above

100 kV and
above

All Models

HV and EHV
depending
on
contingency

N/A

22SP0, 22LL0

Faults,G-1,N-1,
Additional
and Multiple
Contingencies
Contingency

•

NERC Reliability Standard TPL-001-4 Planning events that do not allow for
Non-Consequential Load Loss or Interruption of Firm Transmission Service

•

EHV denotes facilities 300 kV and above

•

HV denotes facilities greater than 100 kV but less than 300 kV

68

Violation Reduction
•

Number of violations reduced through:







Invalid contingency updates
Model corrections
Existing NTC considerations
Operational guides
System adjustments
Identification of non-applicable facilities
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70

71

Unique Needs
2018 ITPNT Unique Needs
25

21
20

Number of Needs

20

19

15
12
Thermal

11
10

Voltage
9

5

5

2
1

1
0

0
69

115

138

161

0
230

345

Voltage Class (kV)
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Unique Voltage Needs
2018 ITPNT Unique Voltage Needs
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30

28

Number of Needs
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18
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5
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0

0

0

1

Model Season and Scenario
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Unique Thermal Needs
2018 ITPNT Unique Thermal Needs
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18
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Number of Needs
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4

4

4
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0

0

Model Season and Scenario
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Unique Thermal Needs, S5 Summer Comparison
Unique Needs Summer 5 Comparison
20

19

18
16

Number of Needs

14
12
10
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9

Thermal
8

8
6

5

Thermal, No Summer 5

5

4

3
2

2

1
0

0
69
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0
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230

345

Voltage Class (kV)
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2018 ITPNT Short
Term Horizon
Projects
Discussion
TWG
May 15th-16th, 2018

2

Overview
•

Background
 SPP staff identified a number of projects to address needs
that are only present in the early year (2019)

•

Objective
 Discuss SPP staff and stakeholder concerns with issuance
of NTCs that will address needs that potentially will not be
present by the time the project is in service
 Discuss “why” the 2018 ITPNT needs no longer exist in the
out year model

3

2018 ITPNT Needs Identified
Only in 2019 Seasons
•

Prairie Lee – Blue Springs 161 kV

•

Blue Springs East – Blue Springs South 161 kV

•

Ainsworth 115 kV

•

Circleville – King Hill – Kelly 115 kV

•

Wichita 345/138 kV transformers

4

Recommendation
•

Staff recommends not moving forward with
projects whose lead time will push the
project past the need date

5

Base Reliability
Light Load Wind
Resource
Dispatch
SPP Engineering Modeling

Michael Odom

2

Background
•

Base Reliability model based on expected
conventional and renewable resource output
levels

•

TPITF approved a Summer peak and Winter
peak 5-year average

•

TPITF whitepaper/ITP Manual states 100%
Firm Transmission Service level dispatch in
the Light Load models

•

TWG requested research on different
approaches to renewable dispatch in the
Light Load Base Reliability models

3

Current Base Reliability
Renewable Dispatch
• Light

Load

 Wind resource output will be dispatched at
100% firm transmission service
• Summer

Peak & Winter Peak

 Renewable resource output with firm
service will be modeled in the
summer/winter peak base reliability
scenario model at each facility's latest 5year average for the SPP coincident
summer/winter peak, not to exceed each
facility's firm service

4

Light Load Wind Dispatch Checks
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

MW output based on highest MW output of 4 years during April – May
(Spring) timeframe
Capped at Firm Transmission Service Level
MW output based on lowest SPP regional load hour during April – May
(Spring) timeframe for each year
Capped at Firm Transmission Service Level
4 year average
Contains Replacement Data
MW output based on highest SPP regional wind penetration (Wind-toLoad ratio) during April – May (Spring) timeframe for each year
Capped at Firm Transmission Service Level
4 year average
Contains Replacement Data

5

Light Load Wind Dispatch
Highest Spring Wind Over 4 years

Lowest Spring Load 4 year avg.

Highest Spring Wind/Load Ratio 4 year avg.
95.2%

Iowa

34.6%
49.6%
97.5%

South
Dakota

27.1%
56.6%

94.3%

Oklahoma

28.6%
37.4%
81.7%

Kansas

55.0%
68.1%
98.1%

Texas

26.9%
48.0%
99.3%

North
Dakota

40.2%

54.7%
98.2%

New
Mexico

35.3%
67.3%
99.0%

Nebraska

22.6%
46.6%
59.0%

Missouri

33.7%
66.1%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

% of Firm Transmission Service

80.0%

90.0%

6

100.0%

Base Reliability
Spring & Fall Peak
Renewable
Resource Dispatch
SPP Engineering Modeling
Michael Odom

2

Background
•

Base Reliability (BR) model based on expected
conventional and renewable resource output
levels

•

Spring Peak and Fall Peak Base Reliability models
are not currently assessed in the ITP process

•

Spring Peak BR is used in the FAC-013-2 & MOD030-3 and FAC-002-2 Generation assessment
processes and Fall Peak BR is used in the FAC013-2 & MOD-030-3 assessment processes

•

The ITP Manual doesn’t specify Spring Peak and
Fall Peak renewable dispatch methodology for
Base Reliability Models

3

Renewable Dispatch Impacts
in CAS/GI processes
• Compliance

and Advanced Studies

 Increased wind and solar dispatch in the
base models used in FAC-013-2 (Transfer
Capability Assessment) and MOD-030-3
(Flowgate Assessment)
• Generator

Interconnection

 Currently no impact since the models are
redispatched by the Generator
Interconnection department

4

Spring Peak & Fall Peak Renewable Dispatch
Fall 5 Year Average
Spring 5 Year Average
Iowa

4.6%

South
Dakota

35.9%
10.8%

21.3%

11.1%
12.2%
13.3%

53.4%

51.9%

17.4%

60.6%

21.0%

50.1%

22.1%

13.7%

2.8%

33.9%

22.8%

New
Mexico

0.0%

66.0%

16.5%

Texas

Missouri

52.9%

29.3%

Kansas

Nebraska

29.7%

12.9%

Oklahoma

North
Dakota

Current Fall ITP Models
Current Spring ITP Models

48.2%

10.8%

57.5%

15.2%

57.9%

16.3%

33.8%

3.6%

43.8%

3.0%

42.8%

3.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

% of Firm Transmission Service

60.0%

70.0%
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Recommendation
• Incorporate

the SPP Operations datasourced five year average renewable
dispatch into the Spring Peak and Fall
Peak 2019 ITP models

• Update

the ITP Manual to address
seasonal peak renewable resource
dispatch methodology
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Revision Request Form
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION
RR #:

Date: xx/xx/2018

RR Title: BP Definition of Material Modification for Network Upgrades
System Changes
No
Yes
Process Changes?
No
Yes
Impact Analysis Required?
No
Yes
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Micha Bailey

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: mcbailey@spp.org

Phone: 501.688.2522

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.
Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s).
SPP Market Monitor
SPP Staff
Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over
SPP Market Participant
SPP/SPP member
SPP Member
Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or
An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit
Working Group
Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to
a Revision Request “on their behalf”
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):
NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list
standard(s))

Correction

Clarification

FAC-002-2

Design Enhancement

FERC Mandate (List order number(s))
New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff
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) FAC-002
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):
Business Practice Number: (new) Definition of Material Modification for
Business Practice
Network Upgrades
Page 1 of 3

Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP)
Manual
Revision Request Process
Minimum Transmission Design
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols

Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
FAC-002 - Facility Interconnection Studies, Application Guidelines page 8 states, “Entities should have documentation to support
the technical rationale for determining whether an existing interconnection was “materially modified.” Recognizing that what
constitutes a “material modification” will vary from entity to entity, the intent is for this determination to be based on engineering
judgment.” SPP is creating this business practice as a guideline to help support the technical rationale of what constitutes a
“material modification” for the Network Upgrade definition.
Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
Determining what constitutes a “material modification” for Network Upgrades, creates more transparency. The reader will be able
to use this business practice as a guideline to determine what modifications to existing transmission facilities that are connected on
Bulk Electric System are deemed “material” and which are not.

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.

SPP Business Practices

Definition of Material Modification for Network Upgrades
NERC FAC-002 - Facility Interconnection Studies, Application Guidelines page 8 states, “Entities should have
documentation to support the technical rationale for determining whether an existing interconnection was
“materially modified.” Recognizing that what constitutes a “material modification” will vary from entity to
entity, the intent is for this determination to be based on engineering judgment.”
This Business Practice shall define “material modification” for existing Transmission for the Network Upgrade
definition. This definition shall serve as a starting point to help determine which modifications shall be deem
material or not. Based upon engineering judgement and one or more criteria has been met, the Planning
Coordinator may exclude analysis of the “material modification”. If such excludes applies, the Planning
Coordinator will provide documentation.
Material Modifications
Change(s) to the Bulk Electric System and/or SPP tariff facilities in which the change(s):
1. Increases the impedance of the system greater than 20% to 69 kV line or greater than 10% to 100 kV
and above and the line is more than two miles long; or
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2. increases the rating; or
3. is the networking of a previously radial transmission line for more than 18 months; or
4. of the facility is not radial
Changes to the Bulk Electric System and/or SPP tariff facilities because of Force Majeure as defined in Section
10.1 of the tariff or because of NERC compliance of existing Transmission System, will not be
considered a material modification(s).
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Revision Request Form
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION
RR #: 261

Date: 11/17/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
System Changes
No
Yes
Process Changes?
No
Yes
Impact Analysis Required?
No
Yes
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Micha Bailey

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: mcbailey@spp.org

Phone: 501.688.2522

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.
Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s).
SPP Market Monitor
SPP Staff
Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over
SPP Market Participant
SPP/SPP member
SPP Member
Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or
An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit
Working Group
Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to
a Revision Request “on their behalf”
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):
NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if revision
relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list standard(s))

Correction

Clarification

FAC-002

Design Enhancement

FERC Mandate (List order number(s))

New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff
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) : Risk of not compling with the Tariff due to not enough guidance.
Reliability/Operations : Risk of completing an upgrade and not knowing the Reliability impacts on other equipment.
Financial : Risk of completing an upgrade and not knowing the economical congestion impacts on other equipment.
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): Definitions, Attachment O Section IV(1)
Business Practice
Business Practice Number:
Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual) Section(s):
Revision Request Process
Section(s):
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Minimum Transmission Design
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols

Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
The language below clarifies that all entities that initiate new or proposed Network Upgrade facilities that do not fall within other
planning processes defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. This clarification
ensures transparency in the planning processes. This change helps to avoid adverse impacts to the Reliability and congestion of the
transmission system that could result from no coordination with the RTO.
Having all transmission maintenance plans sent to SPP will allow more transparency between the Planning Coordinator and the
Transmission Owners.

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.
SPP Tariff (OATT)

Section 1.1
Definitions

…
Sponsored Upgrades: Network Upgrades, requested by a Transmission Customer or other entity, which do not
meet the definition of any other category of Network Upgrades and at the time requested, have not been
identified as required by any of the following SPP transmission planning studies as defined in Attachment O of
this tariff.

…
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ATTACHMENT O
TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

…
II.

Roles and Responsibilities

References to the “stakeholder working group” is a generic term that references those working group(s) as defined
in the SPP Bylaws, Sections 3 through 6 that are charged with the transmission planning process. The current
names of all the working groups shall be posted on the SPP website.

…
…
6)

Transmission Maintenance Plans
i)
Individual Transmission Owners within the SPP Region shall submit transmission
maintenance plans to the Transmission Provider
ii)

For each annual planning cycle, Transmission Owners must provide to the Transmission
Provider their transmission maintenance plans by April 1st.

…
IV.

Other Planning Studies
1)

Sponsored Upgrade Studies
Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one of the
SPP transmission planning processes shall first request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated
by the Transmission Provider. These planning processes include the following: 1) Aggregate
Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator Interconnection Request; 3) the Integrated
Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the Balanced Portfolio process; 5) the high priority study
process; 6) the 20-Year Assessment; 7) the evaluation of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8)
the Delivery Point Addition Process in Attachment AQ of this Tariff request that a Sponsored
Upgrade be built. The Transmission ProviderSPP will evaluate potential reliability impacts and,
where appropriate, potential congestion theimpacts of any proposed Sponsored Upgrade on the
Transmission System reliability., and the Transmission Provider shall identify any necessary
mitigation of these impacts. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade shall not be approved as a
Sponsored Upgrade if it has been previously identified and included in the current SPP
Transmission Expansion Plantransmission planning processes.as either 1) an upgrade required to
satisfy requests for Transmission Service; 2) an upgrade required to satisfy requests for
generation interconnection; 3) an approved ITP Upgrade; 4) an upgrade within approved
Balanced Portfolios; or 5) an approved high priority upgrade. Such entity must be willing to
assume the cost of such Sponsored Upgrade, study costs, and any cost associated with such
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necessary mitigation. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade will be submitted to the proper
stakeholder working group for their review as a part of the transmission planning process.

…
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 2/13/2018

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Micha Bailey

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: mcbailey@spp.org

Phone: 501.688.2522
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Provide the objective language from the revision request for which you are submitting comments.
COMMENTS
The RTWG recommended SPP to draft some comments during the 20180125 meeting. Below are the following comments:
1.

Upon further review of the definition of “Network Upgrades”, SPP added the word “material” to match the NERC FAC002 language. A Business Practice will need to be created to define “material modifications”.

2.

“Transmission Maintenance Plans” section is deleted out and will be discussed at a future time with the RTWG.

3.

“Any entity that seeks construction” is deleted out. This is replaced by the clarification that any Network Upgrade that is
not part of a FERC-approval local planning process and has not been identified through any of the defined SPP
transmission planning processes will be a Sponsored Upgrade.

4.

Correction to the strike through word “may” that inadvertently got deleted before RR261 was posted to spp.org

All changes are highlighted in yellow.
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.
SPP Tariff (OATT)

Section 1.1
Definitions

…
Network Upgrades: All or a portion of the material modifications or additions to transmission-related
facilities that are integrated with and support the Transmission Provider's overall Transmission System
for the general benefit of all Users of such Transmission System.

Sponsored Upgrades: Network Upgrades, requested by a Transmission Customer or other entity, which
do not meet the definition of any other category of Network Upgrades and at the time requested, have
not been identified as required by any of the following SPP transmission planning studies as defined in
Attachment O of this tariff.

…
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ATTACHMENT O
TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

…
II.

Roles and Responsibilities

References to the “stakeholder working group” is a generic term that references those working group(s)
as defined in the SPP Bylaws, Sections 3 through 6 that are charged with the transmission planning
process. The current names of all the working groups shall be posted on the SPP website.

…
…
6)

Transmission Maintenance Plans
i)
Individual Transmission Owners within the SPP Region shall submit transmission
maintenance plans to the Transmission Provider
ii)

For each annual planning cycle, Transmission Owners must provide to the
Transmission Provider their transmission maintenance plans by April 1st.

…
IV.

Other Planning Studies
1)

Sponsored Upgrade Studies
Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one
of the SPP transmission planning processes or a FERC-approved local planning process
as described in Attachment O of this tariff shall be considered first request that a
Sponsored Upgrade and shall be evaluated by the Transmission Provider. These planning
processes include the following: 1) Aggregate Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator
Interconnection Request; 3) the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the
Balanced Portfolio process; 5) the high priority study process; 6) the 20-Year
Assessment; 7) the evaluation of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8) the Delivery
Point Addition Process in Attachment AQ of this Tariff may request that a Sponsored
Upgrade be built. The Transmission ProviderSPP will evaluate potential reliability
impacts and, where appropriate, potential congestion theimpacts of any proposed
Sponsored Upgrade on the Transmission System reliability., and the Transmission
Provider shall identify any necessary mitigation of these impacts. The proposed
Sponsored Upgrade shall not be approved as a Sponsored Upgrade if it has been
previously identified and included in the current SPP Transmission Expansion
Plantransmission planning processes.as either 1) an upgrade required to satisfy requests
for Transmission Service; 2) an upgrade required to satisfy requests for generation
interconnection; 3) an approved ITP Upgrade; 4) an upgrade within approved Balanced
Portfolios; or 5) an approved high priority upgrade. Such entity must be willing to
assume the cost of such Sponsored Upgrade, study costs, and any cost associated with
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such necessary mitigation. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade will be submitted to the
proper stakeholder working group for their review as a part of the transmission planning
process.

…
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 2/13/2018

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: David Kays

Company: Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company

Email: kaysdl@oge.com

Phone: 450.553.3538
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
Although the SPP Comments of February 13, 2018 are an improvement over earlier versions of RR 261, it still creates uncertainty
about what Network Upgrades should be included in a Sponsored Upgrade study and those that should not be included in such a
study. When a Transmission Owner has to make an upgrade to existing Transmission System facilities already being recovered
under the SPP Tariff in some manner, those upgrades should not be subject to the Sponsored Upgrade Study Process.
The inclusion of the word “material” in front of “modifications” in the definition of Network Upgrades is ambiguous, in that
materiality may be in the “eye of the beholder” so to speak.,
OG&E’s changes are highlighted in blue.
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.
SPP Tariff (OATT)

Section 1.1
Definitions

…
Network Upgrades: All or a portion of the material modifications or additions to transmission-related
facilities that are integrated with and support the Transmission Provider's overall Transmission System
for the general benefit of all Users of such Transmission System.
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Sponsored Upgrades: Network Upgrades, requested by a Transmission Customer or other entity, which
do not meet the definition of any other category of Network Upgrades and at the time requested, have
not been identified as required by any of the following SPP transmission planning studies as defined in
Attachment O of this tariff.

…
ATTACHMENT O
TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

…
II.

Roles and Responsibilities

References to the “stakeholder working group” is a generic term that references those working group(s)
as defined in the SPP Bylaws, Sections 3 through 6 that are charged with the transmission planning
process. The current names of all the working groups shall be posted on the SPP website.

…
…
6)

Transmission Maintenance Plans
i)
Individual Transmission Owners within the SPP Region shall submit transmission
maintenance plans to the Transmission Provider
ii)

For each annual planning cycle, Transmission Owners must provide to the
Transmission Provider their transmission maintenance plans by April 1st.

…
IV.

Other Planning Studies
1)

Sponsored Upgrade Studies
Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one
of the SPP transmission planning processes or a FERC-approved local planning process
as described in Attachment O of this tariff shall be considered first request that a
Sponsored Upgrade and shall be evaluated by the Transmission Provider. These planning
processes include the following: 1) Aggregate Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator
Interconnection Request; 3) the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the
Balanced Portfolio process; 5) the high priority study process; 6) the 20-Year
Assessment; 7) the evaluation of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8) the Delivery
Point Addition Process in Attachment AQ of this Tariff may request that a Sponsored
Upgrade be built. The Transmission ProviderSPP will evaluate potential reliability
impacts and, where appropriate, potential congestion theimpacts of any proposed
Sponsored Upgrade on the Transmission System reliability., and the Transmission
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Provider shall identify any necessary mitigation of these impacts. The proposed
Sponsored Upgrade shall not be approved as a Sponsored Upgrade if it has been
previously identified and included in the current SPP Transmission Expansion
Plantransmission planning processes.as either 1) an upgrade required to satisfy requests
for Transmission Service; 2) an upgrade required to satisfy requests for generation
interconnection; 3) an approved ITP Upgrade; 4) an upgrade within approved Balanced
Portfolios; or 5) an approved high priority upgrade. Such entity must be willing to
assume the cost of such Sponsored Upgrade, study costs, and any cost associated with
such necessary mitigation. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade will be submitted to the
proper stakeholder working group for their review as a part of the transmission planning
process.
Replacement of failed-in-service facilities, break-fixes, restoration, relocation or
investment required for NERC compliance of existing Transmission System Network
Upgrades, the cost of which are currently being recovered through this Tariff shall not be
subject to the Sponsored Upgrade study process as described in this Section IV, 1).

…
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #:261

Date: 12/08/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name:Alfred Busbee

Company: East Texas Cooperatives

Email: alfred.busbee@gdsassociates.com

Phone: 770-799-2410
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
Purpose
The stated purpose of RR 261 is to clarify that any requested Network Upgrade not identified in Attachment O planning processes
shall be done as a Sponsored Upgrade. Additionally, it requires Transmission Owners (“TOs”) to submit annual Transmission
Maintenance Plans. Neither of the provisions are clarification of existing practices and represent significant changes to SPP policy
and practice. The proposed RR fails to address the issues that the east Texas utilities, described below, face in their transmission
planning to upgrade their networks for reliability and potential integration into the SPP footprint. The issues raised in RR261 (and
related RR 262) are of importance to the eight east Texas distribution coops who are members of East Texas Electric Cooperative,
Inc. (“ETEC”), Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas (“TEXL”), or Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative (“NTEC”).
East Texas Cooperatives
While ETEC is commonly used to refer collectively to the east Texas utilities, ETEC is comprised of both Transmission Owners
and Transmission Using Members and non-members who serve load and maintain transmission facilities. ETEC and Tex-La are
SPP Transmission Owners and have elected to become part of the SPP transmission planning region. Distribution cooperatives
Deep East Texas Electric Cooperative (“Deep East”), and Wood County Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“WCEC”) own Transmission
Facilities under the functional control of SPP and have assigned TO responsibility to Tex-La and ETEC for the Transmission
Facilities placed under SPP functional control.
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“NTEC”) is an east Texas G&T cooperative and is a Transmission Using Member of
SPP connected to the SPP network. NTEC currently has no Transmission Facilities under SPP functional control.
Transmission Maintenance Plan lacks clarity and definition – Attachment O, Section II.6.i - ii.
The newly proposed tariff language requiring all TOs to submit annual transmission maintenance plans lacks clarify and definition.
The “transmission maintenance plan” is undefined in content and format. How SPP plans to use this information is not stated
within the proposed tariff revisions. This section of the proposed RR should be removed unless and until the purpose and content
of the transmission maintenance plan is fully explained.
Sponsored Upgrade requirements unnecessarily limit TOs ability to build and construct Transmission Facilities – Attachment O,
Section IV.1
Many of the cooperative’s planned transmission projects could potentially touch or otherwise impact SPP’s overall Transmission
System. ETEC has several pending projects that are impacted by the proposed language. The proposed revisions to Attachment O
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regarding Sponsored Upgrades appears to shoehorn a cost recovery methodology, i.e, Directly Assigned Upgrade Cost, where cost
recovery is not the issue or is not applicable. ETEC believes that SPP should develop a study process to evaluate proposed radial to
loop conversion impacts on the SPP Transmission System.
For example, Wood County currently operates a series of radial lines that but for an open breaker the lines could be looped
providing more reliable network service to the affected load. There is no “Sponsored Upgraded” needed. To categorize resulting
Transmission Facilities as Sponsored projects improperly and unjustifiably prevents ETEC from seeking cost recovery for its
Transmission Facilities.
In another example, ETEC has proposed to build a new substation (load delivery point) and transmission line that would connect
the substation to an existing radial line in order to loop the station into the transmission network. The proposed tariff would
designate the new line as a “Sponsored Upgrade” but it appears that the existing facilities, which would become looped facilities,
would be eligible for revenue recovery under the tariff presuming they meet the qualification of Attachment AI. ETEC has other
similar situations that it can demonstrate where the proposed tariff language fails to address its facility requirements.
Last, the Tariff says that a Transmission Customer requests SPP study and build a Sponsored Upgrade. In turn SPP will study the
request, enter into an agreement for the Transmission Customer to pay for the upgrade, and issue a Notice to Construct to the
Transmission Owner. This process does not apply in the cases described. There seems to be a gap in the SPP planning process.
Network Upgrade is a loosely defined term in the SPP Tariff that could apply to any project that the ETEC coops within the SPP
footprint may undertake.
Cost recovery should be considered in the context of whether the upgrade qualifies pursuant to Attachment AI of the SPP Tariff.
The proposed Tariff language summarily preempts ETEC and similarly situated companies from recovering the costs of its
Transmission Facilities serving the SPP Transmission System.
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

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process
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Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/11/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Marguerite Wagner

Company: ITC

Email: mwagner01@itctransco.com

Phone: 512-931-9845
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Copied from the Revision Request Objective:
The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been
identified through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then
that entity shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation
as the Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.

COMMENTS

Relative to Changes around Sponsored Upgrades:
ITC supports the clarification as proposed by SPP to modify the definition of Sponsored Upgrade. The
changes as proposed will address gaps in the current planning process that will help to ensure that SPP has a
broader understanding of how a Sponsored Upgrade will impact the system operationally and commercially.
Additionally, ITC supports a clear process for an entity to apply for a Sponsored Upgrade, including standard
forms and study milestone timeframes. (For example, if a SPP Study Process is delayed for more than X (to
be determined) months, is there an avenue for a Sponsored Upgrade submitter to have a separate study so that
they can move forward with their project? Do they have to pay?) As part of the process, such submissions,
including energization dates, should be captured in documents available to TOs and other Market Participants
so that other entities in the interconnection can be apprised of potential changes to the system topology that
may be occurring outside of the standard Planning Processes.
In regard to Creditable Upgrade status for a requested Sponsored Upgrade, ITC supports the process that SPP
has set forth which helps to ensure that the proposed facility provides benefits to the Transmission System
that justify including it as a Creditable Upgrade.
Relative to TO Maintenance Plans
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SPP’s stated intention is coordination among TOs. It appears that the structure proposed by SPP places it
between TOs in the communication path. However, ITC is not completely opposed to submission of
Maintenance Plans, if SPP can document the communication issues and demonstrate how submission of
Maintenance Plans would help with the stated communication issues.
However, that said, ITC supports a requirement for submission of Maintenance plans under the following
conditions: To the extent that an entity proposing a Sponsored Upgrade is: (1) not an existing Transmission
Owner in SPP, or (2) is proposing DC facilities in the interconnection, ITC suggests that the requirements
included in Tariff Attachment Y Section III, Transmission Owner Selection Process for Competitive
Upgrades, Sub 1) Application and Qualification Process, Sub b) Qualification Criteria, iii) Managerial
Criteria, Sub (4) - (7) be applied to the entity proposing said Sponsored Upgrade.
It is imperative that SPP understand the impact of Sponsored Upgrades, including DC facilities and potential
necessary underbuild, and the energization and maintenance of such projects and their impact on the
Transmission System. To this end, the qualifications described above and excerpted from the Tariff below
would require the entity to demonstrate to SPP’s satisfaction that it has the ability to conduct maintenance.
This could include the requirement to submit a maintenance plan.
(4)Transmission Maintenance: staffing and crew training, transmission facility and
equipment maintenance, record of past maintenance performance, NERC
compliance process and history, statement of which entity will be performing
maintenance on completed transmission facilities.

(5)Ability to comply with Good Utility Practice, SPP Criteria, and industry standards.

(6)Ability to comply with or demonstration of how the Applicant plans to be able to
comply with NERC Reliability Standards.
If the intent of SPP’s Maintenance Plan proposal is to obtain maintenance plans separate from Outage
Requests from all existing Transmission Owners, ITC believes that additional work is required to document
the frequency of Maintenance Plan submissions to SPP and other issues surrounding the use and
communication of elements of said plans.

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)
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SPP Operating Criteria

SPP Planning Criteria

SPP Business Practices

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/6/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Mo Awad

Company: Westar Energy

Email: mo.awad@westarenergy.com

Phone: 785-575-1674
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.

COMMENTS

Westar Energy submitted comments on 12/5/2017 offering an alternative to SPP’s proposal change to the
“Sponsored Upgrade” definition that included “Network Upgrade Studies”. The intent is not to alter the
existing process or eliminate existing “Sponsored Upgrade Studies”. The intent is to introduce a new category
of studies in Attachment O that addresses staff’s concerns without changing existing definitions or studies.
The paragraph below is a proposed addition as one potential solution.

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)

IV.

Other Planning Studies

7)

Network Upgrade Studies

Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one of the
SPP transmission planning processes shall first request that a Network Upgrade be evaluated by
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the Transmission Provider. These planning processes include the following: 1) Aggregate
Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator Interconnection Request; 3) the Integrated
Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the Balanced Portfolio process; 5) the high priority study
process; 6) the 20-Year Assessment; 7) the evaluation of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8)
the Delivery Point Addition Process in Attachment AQ of this Tariff. The Transmission
Provider will evaluate potential reliability impacts and, where appropriate, potential congestion
impacts of any proposed Network Upgrade on the Transmission System, and the Transmission
Provider shall identify any necessary mitigation of these impacts. Such entity must be willing to
assume the cost of such Network Upgrade, and any cost associated with such necessary
mitigation. The proposed Network Upgrade will be submitted to the proper stakeholder working
group for their review as a part of the transmission planning process.

SPP Operating Criteria

SPP Planning Criteria

SPP Business Practices

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/5/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Mo Awad
Email: mo.awad@westarenergy.com

Company: Westar Energy
Phone: 785-575-1674
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.

COMMENTS

This RR is titled “Sponsored Upgrade Clarification”. However, this is a fundamental change to the definition
and projects that considered creditable under the SPP Tariff. Westar is opposed to RR261 as proposed. First,
the “Transmission Maintenance Plan” is a vague request and encompasses many elements that SPP is not
interested in. SPP needs to clearly define what is meant by the “Transmission Maintenance Plan” because
most companies do not have a “Transmission Maintenance Plan” defined. If the intent is to capture the
outages related to upgrades, then this needs to be clearly defined. If the intent is to capture upgrades that
might result in a capacity change, then this needs to be clearly stated and possibly incorporated into a
business practice, not the Tariff. Westar is not opposed to submitting outages, and we have been diligent in
submitting our planned outages in CROW. Also, Westar is not opposed to submitting Network Upgrades that
are not part of the SPP transmission planning process because we currently submit those projects in “Model
On Demand” today. A business practice could be drafted or a change to the SPP MDWG Model Development
Procedure Manual to accomplish the above.
Second, Westar is opposed to the change in definition of “Sponsored Projects” due to the unintended
consequences. Transmission Owners might need to construct Network Upgrades that are not part of the SPP
transmission planning process, but are solely for NERC Compliance, NERC alert, or load addition. Our
understanding of this revision request is that we would have to apply for “Sponsored Upgrades” for these
types of Network Upgrades. As such, those projects would be limited to recovery according to Attachment Z2
in the proposed scenario. This will delay projects while going through an approval process that is not needed.
An Alternative solution is to create a new project category in the Tariff such as “TO Planned” to capture
projects outside the planning process and cost allocation would be allocated to the zone as it is today.
In summary, SPP’s concerns can be addressed by creating a process to submit projects that are outside SPP’s
planning processes to be studied as part of existing transmission planning studies and to meet any compliance
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obligation without changing the definition of creditable upgrades. To address SPP’s concerns, Westar
proposes the following changes to Staff’s proposal.

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)

IV.

Other Planning Studies
1)

Sponsored Network Upgrade Studies
Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one
of the SPP transmission planning processes shall first request that a SponsoredNetwork
Upgrade be evaluated by the Transmission Provider. These planning processes include
the following: 1) Aggregate Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator Interconnection
Request; 3) the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the Balanced Portfolio
process; 5) the high priority study process; 6) the 20-Year Assessment; 7) the evaluation
of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8) the Delivery Point Addition Process in
Attachment AQ of this Tariff request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built. The
Transmission ProviderSPP will evaluate potential reliability impacts and, where
appropriate, potential congestion theimpacts of any proposed Sponsored Network
Upgrade on the Transmission System reliability., and the Transmission Provider shall
identify any necessary mitigation of these impacts. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade
shall not be approved as a Sponsored Upgrade if it has been previously identified and
included in the current SPP Transmission Expansion Plantransmission planning
processes.as either 1) an upgrade required to satisfy requests for Transmission Service; 2)
an upgrade required to satisfy requests for generation interconnection; 3) an approved
ITP Upgrade; 4) an upgrade within approved Balanced Portfolios; or 5) an approved high
priority upgrade. Such entity must be willing to assume the cost of such Sponsored
Network Upgrade, study costs, and any cost associated with such necessary mitigation.
The proposed Sponsored Network Upgrade will be submitted to the proper stakeholder
working group for their review as a part of the transmission planning process.

…
SPP Operating Criteria
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SPP Planning Criteria

SPP Business Practices

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #:261

Date: 04/18/2018

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Michael Mueller

Company: Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation

Email: michael.mueller@aecc.com

Phone: (501) 570-2647
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation (AECC) is a Generation and Transmission (G&T) Cooperative for its 17 Member
Cooperatives in the state of Arkansas. AECC, a member of the Southwest Power Pool (SPP), is a SPP Transmission Owner (TO)
with certain transmission facilities under SPP functional control. However, at this time, the Member Cooperatives are neither SPP
members nor do any of the Member Cooperatives have transmission facilities under SPP functional control.
In the past, AECC and its Member Cooperatives were limited to radial service by contractual obligations. Now that AECC is no
longer bound to these contractual obligations, AECC and its Member Cooperatives have the ability to operate its system in a way
that is equal in service to the surrounding entities. AECC has numerous opportunities on its system to provide more reliable service,
equal to surrounding entities simply by closing a switch and adding minimal equipment. In these situations, it is possible that the
Host TO may require terminal facilities to be constructed or upgraded.
Due to AECC and its Member Cooperatives’ unique situation created by prior contractual obligations, AECC has concerns that
RR261 will create an unfair situation. AECC is concerned that the SPP planning processes may not capture all necessary upgrades
to the network and force such upgrades to be “Sponsored Upgrades” by default. For example, if a Host TO required that terminal
facilities be constructed or upgraded, the appropriate SPP study process that would identify such a need is unclear. It is AECC’s
opinion that closing a switch should be handled by a Delivery Point Network Study (DPNS) in the AQ process, as it is a
modification to an existing delivery point(s).
If these types of situations are not clearly identified and studied by one of the SPP planning processes, it could cause AECC and its
Member Cooperatives to unfairly bear the costs of network upgrades necessary to provide equally reliable service to its customers.
AECC and its Member Cooperatives have and continue to pay for other Transmission Owners to have looped feeds. Therefore,
creating an economic hardship for AECC and its Member Cooperatives to provide that same level of reliable service would be
discriminatory.
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
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SPP Tariff (OATT)

SPP Operating Criteria

SPP Planning Criteria

SPP Business Practices

Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) Manual

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/8/17

RR Title:
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Don Frerking

Company: Kansas City Power & Light Company

Email: don.frerking@kcpl.com

Phone: 816-556-2154
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Provide the objective language from the revision request for which you are submitting comments.
The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
KCP&L has questions and concerns about this RR. The RR, as currently proposed, does not appear to be a “Sponsored Upgrade
Clarification” but rather a significant expansion of the number and types of projects that would be classified as Sponsored
Upgrades. KCP&L also has questions about the purpose/implementation/administration of the request for “transmission
maintenance plans from Transmission Owners”.

Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
The intent of this RR appears to be identification/notification/transparency with respect to the “TO Planned” zonal projects so that
SPP can determine the potential system reliability and congestion impacts. The most likely scenarios for these “TO Planned” zonal
projects are situations where specific operational issues consistently occur but do not show up in the planning models. TOs, thus,
plan projects to address these operational issues to maintain the reliability of their transmission systems. We believe that, in
general, these situations are Zonal Reliability Upgrades rather than Sponsored Upgrades.

We do not believe that this is the situation for which a Sponsored Upgrade designation is appropriate. Treating these types of
projects as Sponsored Upgrades will unnecessarily complicate the Z2 crediting and/or ILTCRs processes. In addition, treating
these types of the projects as Sponsored Upgrades would add complexity to Transmission Formula Rate calculations and,
potentially, stated rate filings. It would also complicate the settlements process for these types of projects.

It is our understanding that information on these types of projects is currently being submitted to SPP in the context of the “Model
On Demand” submissions, etc. KCP&L, however, is not opposed to new or enhanced processes that may provide greater
transparency with regard to these projects, if necessary, in order for SPP to identify the rationale and purpose of the projects. If, as
part of such a transparency effort, it is determined that these types of projects require a separate classification, creating a new
classification is preferable to lumping these types of project into the Sponsored Upgrade classification. A separate classification
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would allow for better identification of the required studies under Attachment O and the proper cost allocation (direct assignment
vs. inclusion in the Zonal ATRR) under Attachment J.

Transmission Maintenance Plans
It is unclear what is being requested regarding “transmission maintenance plans” or for what purpose they would be utilized in the
planning process. KCP&L is not opposed to providing such information, but is requesting more clarity on this request to make sure
that entities provide consistent information. Without such clarity and consistency, the usefulness of such information in a
coordination effort would be limited.

To the extent that “transmission maintenance plans” are to be provided to SPP, however, it does not appear that the proposed
RR261 tariff language belongs in Section II (Roles and Responsibilities) of Attachment O. As it is currently written, the proposed
tariff language looks like it more appropriately belongs in Section VII.2 (Information Exchange - Owners of transmission facilities
shall provide to the Transmission Provider) of Attachment O.
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

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
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Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/11/2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Shawn Geil

Company: Kansas Electric Power Cooperative (KEPCo)

Email: sgeil@kepco.org

Phone: 785.271.4844
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Provide the objective language from the revision request for which you are submitting comments.
The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
The language below clarifies that all entities that initiate new or proposed Network Upgrade facilities that do not fall within other
planning processes defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. This clarification
ensures transparency in the planning processes. This change helps to avoid adverse impacts to the Reliability and congestion of the
transmission system that could result from no coordination with the RTO.
Having all transmission maintenance plans sent to SPP will allow more transparency between the Planning Coordinator and the
Transmission Owners.

COMMENTS

KEPCo believes that transmission projects affecting zonal and/or regional revenue requirements should be
subject to a thorough planning and approval process involving all relevant stakeholders to ensure reliable
operations and economic efficiency.
FERC’s guidance on the implementation of Order 890 includes expectations for a coordinated, open and
transparent planning and approval process involving all relevant stakeholders for both zonal and regional
transmission projects. Transmission projects, such as Sponsored Network Upgrades, that are planned and
approved outside of SPP’s general need-based study processes can result in projects being implemented and
costs being added to the revenue requirements without the required stakeholder involvement. Without
appropriate stakeholder involvement, transmission projects do not receive adequate scrutiny from
Transmission Customers that ultimately bear the associated costs. In an environment where Transmission
Owners -- many of which are investor-owned entities -- recover their transmission costs under formula-based
rates influenced by the level of transmission investment, an incentive and inherent bias to add transmission
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plant exist in order to increase rate base for the purpose of increasing return (i.e., net income). The lack of
adequate scrutiny introduces significant risk that economically inefficient or even imprudent projects are
constructed and transmission customers pay higher transmission rates than are necessary to provide reliable
service. A coordinated, open and transparent planning and approval process involving all relevant
stakeholders for transmission projects is necessary to eliminate the unfavorable cost consequences of this bias
on transmission customers.
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

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
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SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12-7-2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Andrew Berg

Company: Missouri River Energy Services

Email: andrew.berg@mrenergy.com

Phone: 605-330-6999
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS

MRES agrees that this seems to be a significant change. It would be helpful to understand the impacts by using past
projects with the new treatment. How many projects would have been Sponsored Upgrades, and at what rate impact?
Aside from that aspect, it is unclear to some of us as to the exact treatment of facilities in a Sponsored Upgrade. Is there
guidance on what transmission may or may not be included in Attachment H when it relates to a Sponsored Upgrade? It
is clear that the upgrade costs in a Sponsored Upgrade are not eligible for inclusion in Attachment H facilities, however,
do existing facilities that change normal operation (radial to looped) or load/generation customer count (1 to 2 customers)
gain eligibility? If a Sponsored Upgrade makes an existing facility eligible due to Attachment AI inclusion criteria, does
that allow it into Attachment H and a transmission owner’s ATRR?
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
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SPP Planning Criteria

SPP Business Practices

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12-7-2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Brett Hooton

Company: South Central, MCN

Email: bhooton@gridliance.com

Phone: 501-951-1144
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS

This is a major policy/planning change. For the TWG to consider such a change it is important to understand the impacts.
To do that SPP needs to provide analysis that shows if this policy had been implemented along with Base Plan Funding
what and how many transmission facilities would have been impacted and what is the rate impact of that. Until that
question is answered it seems imprudent for the TWG to blindly act on this topic.
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
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SPP Business Practices

Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)

SPP Communications Protocols
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12-7-2017

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Brett Hooton

Company: South Central, MCN

Email: bhooton@gridliance.com

Phone: 501-951-1144
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
The objective of the RR to ensure SPP has information on all Network Upgrades being undertaken by Transmission Owners to
enable SPP to perform its transmission planning responsibilities and comply with FAC-002 is important. However, this RR appears
to be much more than simply a clarification of existing notification and coordination responsibilities, though it is listed as such
when describing the type of revision. The RR accomplishes its objective indirectly by requiring entities to classify Network
Upgrades that are not the result of an SPP transmission planning process as Sponsored Projects, which classification often will be
incorrect, and seek SPP evaluation and approval of such newly defined Sponsored Projects. Thus, while the RR is also titled a
Sponsored Upgrade Clarification there are significant changes within the RR that significantly expands the scope of Sponsored
Upgrades and even sets additional obligations of Transmission Owners not even related to Sponsored Upgrades. There is no
explanation as to why this is the best, or even a preferable solution, for achieving the stated objective. There are numerous ways to
ensure SPP’s compliance with FAC-002 and there should be a policy discussion to determine the best approach. For example, other
RTOs satisfy these NERC compliance obligations without using a “sponsored” upgrade type process.
In addition, the implications of this proposal are unclear. In particular, while not only requiring the misclassification of many
projects, the proposed approach also could trigger unintended consequences and result in significant inconsistencies with historic
project development in SPP. It would be helpful to better understand how this language would have impacted previous Network
Upgrades currently being recovered under the SPP Tariff. Such an assessment would help better understand the problem being
addressed and the implications of such change in policy.
South Central MCN agrees with the concepts included in Westar’s comments to this RR, as well as their additional comments,
though more discussion needs to take place regarding identifying the “right” solution to the issue identified by SPP.
Significant discussion and a policy decision is needed regarding the best approach to comply with FAC-002 before there should be
consideration of specific Tariff language to implement a solution which may not be the best approach to address the concern.

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
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Revision Request Process
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 261

Date: 12/8/17

RR Title: Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Al Tamimi

Company: Sunflower Electric Power Corporation

Email: atamimi@sunflower.net

Phone: 785-623-3336
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The current language in Attachment O Section IV.1) states, “Any entity may request that a Sponsored Upgrade be built.” The
language needs to be clarified so that the reader knows if an entity wishes to initiate a Network Upgrade that has not been identified
through any other planning process (SPP Transmission Expansion Plan) as defined in Attachment O of the Tariff, then that entity
shall request that a Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated. Per NERC Reliability Standard FAC-002, SPP has an obligation as the
Planning Coordinator for its footprint to study the reliability impact of: (i) interconnecting new generation, transmission, or
electricity end-user Facilities and (ii) materially modifying existing interconnections of generation, transmission, or electricity enduser Facilities on the BES.
Additionally, a Project Sponsor agrees to bear Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs for a Sponsored Upgrade. Entities bearing the
costs of Sponsored Upgrades may become eligible to receive compensation under the Tariff. The entity may receive either ILTCRs
or Z2 credits in accordance with Attachment J Section V.A Sponsored Upgrades.
As the Planning Coordinator, SPP is also requesting to view all transmission maintenance plans from Transmission Owners. This
will ensure that upgrades are appropriately coordinated with SPP and allow for improved coordination and transparency between
transmission owners.
COMMENTS
Sunflower supports RR261. There are two substantive proposals within RR261:
1.

Transmission Maintenance Plans; and

2.

Sponsored Upgrade clarification.

Transmission Maintenance Plans
This proposal needs more clarification. More specific definition of what is contemplated by ‘Transmission Maintenance Plan’
should be included in this RR261.
Sponsored Upgrade Clarification
Sunflower fully supports this proposal. This proposal provides clarity on what is and what is not included in the definition of a
Sponsored Upgrade, and it makes clear that any entity wishing to construct a sponsored upgrade must first request that SPP evaluate
the project. In other words, this revision request makes it unequivocally understood that if an entity desires to build a Network
Upgrade that is not approved in the SPP planning process (1) it is classified as a “Sponsored Upgrade,” (2) the cost responsibility is
that of the entity building the Sponsored Upgrade, and (3) SPP will evaluate impacts in the same manner as done in the ITP process.
Sunflower is proposing additional changes to subsection 1 of Section IV of Attachment O and is proposing to breakdown these
changes into additional subsections a, b, d and d. Part of this change is to break up the already-existing paragraph into unique
provisions that are more appropriately identified as subsections.
Revised subsection ‘a’ includes the majority of what SPP is proposing, but proposes to delete references to specific planning
process since there may be other planning processes not contemplated in that list that should be included – simply stating any
planning process in the Tariff should suffice. New subsection ‘d’ makes it clear that Project Sponsors bear full responsibility for
Sponsored Upgrade, and resulting mitigation projects, costs.
As a final observation, SPP and Stakeholders should consider whether tariff language should be proposed that require a working
group vote after working group review.
Sunflower proposed changes are highlighted in yellow.
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PROPOSED REVISION
SPP Tariff (OATT)

Section 1.1
Definitions

…
Sponsored Upgrades: Network Upgrades, requested by a Transmission Customer or other entity, which
do not meet the definition of any other category of Network Upgrades and at the time requested, have
not been identified as being required by any of the following SPP transmission planning studies as
defined in Attachment O of this tariff.

…
ATTACHMENT O
TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

…
II.

Roles and Responsibilities

References to the “stakeholder working group” is a generic term that references those working group(s)
as defined in the SPP Bylaws, Sections 3 through 6 that are charged with the transmission planning
process. The current names of all the working groups shall be posted on the SPP website.

…
…
6)

Transmission Maintenance Plans
i)
Each Individual Transmission Owners within the SPP Region shall submit
transmission maintenance plans to the Transmission Provider
ii)

For each annual planning cycle, Transmission Owners must provide to the
Transmission Provider their transmission maintenance plans by April 1st.

…
IV.

Other Planning Studies
1)

Sponsored Upgrade Studies
a) Any entity that seeks construction of Network Upgrades that are not approved using one
of the SPP transmission planning processes in the tariff shall first request that a
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Sponsored Upgrade be evaluated by the Transmission Provider. These planning
processes include the following: 1) Aggregate Transmission Service Study; 2) Generator
Interconnection Request; 3) the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment; 4) the
Balanced Portfolio process; 5) the high priority study process; 6) the 20-Year
Assessment; 7) the evaluation of proposed Interregional Projects; and 8) the Delivery
Point Addition Process in Attachment AQ of this Tariff request that a Sponsored Upgrade
be built.
b) The Transmission ProviderSPP will evaluate potential impacts in the same manner as
evaluated in the Transmission Provider’s Integration Transmission Planning process of
any proposed Sponsored Upgrade on the Transmission System reliability., and the
Transmission Provider shall identify any necessary mitigation of these impacts. The
proposed Sponsored Upgrade shall not be approved as a Sponsored Upgrade if it has been
previously identified and included in the current SPP Transmission Expansion
Plantransmission planning processes.as either 1) an upgrade required to satisfy requests
for Transmission Service; 2) an upgrade required to satisfy requests for generation
interconnection; 3) an approved ITP Upgrade; 4) an upgrade within approved Balanced
Portfolios; or 5) an approved high priority upgrade.
c) Such The entity proposing the Sponsored Upgrade must shall be willing to assume the
cost of such Sponsored Upgrade, study costs, and any cost associated with any identified
such necessary mitigation. The proposed Sponsored Upgrade will be submitted to the
proper stakeholder working group for their review as a part of the transmission planning
process.
d)
a) Neither the Sponsored Upgrade, nor any related upgrades identified as being required,
shall be considered as being a necessary upgrade for purposes of the Transmission
Provider in providing transmission service under this Tariff. All costs related to the
Sponsored Upgrade and any related mitigations shall be assigned to the Upgrade Sponsor
in accordance with Attachment J, Section V.A. of this Tariff.

…
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Sponsored
Upgrade
Clarification
1

Sponsored Upgrades – Tariff
Revisions
•

RR 261 Proposes:

•

Tariff modifications to provide clarity that any requests
for transmission upgrades impacting the transmission
network that do not come from a primary planning
process must go through the Sponsored Upgrade process

•

Adds economic evaluation to Sponsored Upgrade Study

•

Add “material” in front of modifications in the Network
Upgrade definition

2

Planning Processes
•

Transmission Service Studies

•

Generation Interconnection Studies

•

ITP process

•

Balanced Portfolio process

•

High Priority Studies

•

20-Year Assessment

•

Evaluation of Proposed Interregional Projects

•

Delivery Point Additions (Attachment AQ)

•

Sponsored Upgrade Studies

 Sponsored Upgrades: Network Upgrades, requested by a
Transmission Customer or other entity, which do not meet the
definition of any other category of Network Upgrades

3

Sponsor Upgrade Process
•

Material system modifications not identified through the
primary planning processes need to go through the
Sponsored Upgrade process
 Coordinate with SPP to determine impact on the grid
 SPP identifies primary impacts and any necessary mitigation
 Project Sponsor agrees to bear SPP study costs as well as
Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs
 Project Sponsor may receive either iLTCRs or Z2 credits

•

Staff is considering enhancements to refine our
Sponsored Upgrade process
 Assess reliability as well as potential congestion to determine
any adverse impacts

4

Zonal Reliability Upgrades
•

TO can establish more stringent company-specific
planning criteria to be used in SPP planning processes
 Submit local planning criteria to SPP by April 1st

•

Any upgrades identified through the company-specific
planning criteria are classified as Zonal Reliability
Upgrades and are recovered through zonal rates
(Schedule 9)
 Attachment O, Section II.5

5

FERC Approved Local
Planning Process
•

TO may elect to have their own FERC approved local
planning process to meet local area reliability criteria

•

Network upgrades may be identified by TO through the
FERC approved local planning process, and shall be
coordinated with SPP

•

Attachment O Section II.2

6

7

What Needs to go through the
Sponsored Upgrade Process?
•

Sponsored upgrade process applies to:
 Facilities to be covered under SPP Tariff (Attachment AI)
 Any modification that has material impact to Tariff facilities
(lines, transformers, etc.)

•

Sponsored upgrade process does NOT apply to:
 Facilities less than 60 kV or radial facilities used by a single
entity (Attachment AI)
 Delivery point modification requests (covered in Attachment
AQ process)
 Modifications that do not have material impact to Tariff
facilities

8

Revision Request Form
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION
RR #:

Date: xx/xx/2018

RR Title: BP Definition of Material Modification for Network Upgrades
System Changes
No
Yes
Process Changes?
No
Yes
Impact Analysis Required?
No
Yes
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Micha Bailey

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: mcbailey@spp.org

Phone: 501.688.2522

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.
Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s).
SPP Market Monitor
SPP Staff
Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over
SPP Market Participant
SPP/SPP member
SPP Member
Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or
An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit
Working Group
Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to
a Revision Request “on their behalf”
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):
NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list
standard(s))

Correction

Clarification

FAC-002-2

Design Enhancement

FERC Mandate (List order number(s))
New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff
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) FAC-002
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):
Business Practice Number: (new) Definition of Material Modification for
Business Practice
Network Upgrades
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Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP)
Manual
Revision Request Process
Minimum Transmission Design
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols

Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
FAC-002 - Facility Interconnection Studies, Application Guidelines page 8 states, “Entities should have documentation to support
the technical rationale for determining whether an existing interconnection was “materially modified.” Recognizing that what
constitutes a “material modification” will vary from entity to entity, the intent is for this determination to be based on engineering
judgment.” SPP is creating this business practice as a guideline to help support the technical rationale of what constitutes a
“material modification” for the Network Upgrade definition.
Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
Determining what constitutes a “material modification” for Network Upgrades, creates more transparency. The reader will be able
to use this business practice as a guideline to determine what modifications to existing transmission facilities that are connected on
Bulk Electric System are deemed “material” and which are not.

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.

SPP Business Practices

Definition of Material Modification for Network Upgrades
NERC FAC-002 - Facility Interconnection Studies, Application Guidelines page 8 states, “Entities should have
documentation to support the technical rationale for determining whether an existing interconnection was
“materially modified.” Recognizing that what constitutes a “material modification” will vary from entity to
entity, the intent is for this determination to be based on engineering judgment.”
This Business Practice shall define “material modification” for existing Transmission for the Network Upgrade
definition. This definition shall serve as a starting point to help determine which modifications shall be deem
material or not. Based upon engineering judgement and one or more criteria has been met, the Planning
Coordinator may exclude analysis of the “material modification”. If such excludes applies, the Planning
Coordinator will provide documentation.
Material Modifications
Change(s) to the Bulk Electric System and/or SPP tariff facilities in which the change(s):
1. Increases Changes to impedance the impedance of the system greater than 20% onto 69 kV line or
greater than 10% to 100 kV and above and the line is more than two miles long; or
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2. increases the rating; or
3. is the networking of a previously radial transmission line for more than 18 months; or
4. iof the facility is not radial
Changes to the Bulk Electric System and/or SPP tariff facilities because of Force Majeure as defined in Section
10.1 of the tariff, or because of NERC compliance of existing Transmission System, or needed as a
result of system maintenance will not be considered a material modification(s).
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Revision Request Form
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION
RR #: 305

Date: 4/25/2018

RR Title: Attachment O and BP 7060 Clarification for Aggregate Transmission Service
System Changes
No
Yes
Process Changes?
No
Yes
Impact Analysis Required?
No
Yes
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Caitlin Shank and Dee Edmondson

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: cshank@spp.org; dedmondson@spp.org

Phone: 501.482.2232; 501.688.1778

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.
Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s).
SPP Market Monitor
SPP Staff
Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over
SPP Market Participant
SPP/SPP member
SPP Member
Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or
An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit
Working Group
Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to
a Revision Request “on their behalf”
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):
NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list
standard(s))

Correction

Clarification
Design Enhancement

FERC Mandate (List order number(s))
New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff
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:
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Planning Criteria
Tariff (OATT)
Business Practice
Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP)
Manual
Revision Request Process
Minimum Transmission Design
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols

Section(s):
Criteria Date:
Section(s): Attachment O Section III.5.a and III.5.b
Business Practice Number: 7060
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION
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Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
In Attachment O Section III.5.a and III.5.b of the tariff it states:
a.

b.

The studies performed under this Section III of Attachment O shall accommodate and model in accordance with the
Integrated Transmission Planning Manual, the specific long-term firm transmission service of Transmission Customers
and specific interconnections of Generation Interconnection Customers when such Service Agreements and Generator
Interconnection Agreements have been executed or filed un-executed with the Commission.
Transmission upgrades related to requests for transmission service are described in Sections 19 and 32 of the Tariff and
Attachment Z1 of the Tariff. Upgrades associated with the modeled long-term firm transmission service are included
in the Transmission System planning model, upon the execution of the various Service Agreements with the
Transmission Customers. Transmission upgrades related to an approved request for transmission service may be
deferred or supplemented by other upgrades based upon the results of subsequent studies. Changes in planned upgrades do
not remove the obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission facilities available to start or
continue the approved transmission service.

This language was written before Attachment Z1 was updated to modify the Aggregate Facilities Study process where, if all
Transmission Customer (TC) parameters are met at the conclusion of the study, then the TC is obligated to take the service. If this
language stays in Attachment O as written,
1.

The TCs’ Transmission Service will not be included in the ITP Models until the Service Agreement with SPP is filed.

2.

The language will ignore the updates to Attachment Z1, Section III.A.4 and Section III.A.5 which state:
4) By executing the AFSA, the Eligible Customer agrees to take the transmission service requested in accordance
with Section III.C.8 of this Attachment Z1 if the Study Completion Conditions specified in its AFSA are met
upon the completion of the Aggregate Facilities Study except as provided in Section III.D of this Attachment Z1.
5) Changes to an Eligible Customer’s request in OASIS will not be permitted following the close of the open season
and withdrawal of an OASIS request after that date will not relieve an Eligible Customer of any obligations
specified in Section III.A.4 of this Attachment Z1.

Section 3.3 and 7.1 of BP 7060 has the same restrictions as Attachment O. SPP also recommends changes to BP 7060 to match the
Attachment O changes. These changes will allow SPP to issue NTCs or NTC-Cs for Service Upgrades that are assigned in a
completed Aggregate Facilities Study in accordance with Attachment Z1 of the Tariff.
Section 3.5 of BP 7060 is an additional change that is needed to the issuance of NTCs or NTC-Cs issued from Attachment AQ. SPP
will issue a NTC or NTC-C within four years for all Network Upgrades issued from Attachment AQ.
Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
By removing the requirement for filing a Service Agreement prior to modeling new Transmission Service in the ITP Models,
Members with new Transmission Service coming out of an Aggregate Facilities Study will have their service included and studied
in the upcoming ITP Models. Also, all members will have the most up to date information included in the ITP Models.
By removing the requirement for SPP to issue a NTC or NTC-C prior to filing a Service Agreement, members will be able to
receive the NTC or NTC-C sooner.
By adding the financial commitment date of four years to the issuance of a NTC or NTC-C to Attachment AQ, it will add clarity on
when SPP issues NTC or NTC-C for Attachment AQ. This will also align the process with the ITP process.
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.
SPP Tariff (OATT)

III.

The Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment
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The Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment evaluates the system upgrades, at all applicable voltage levels,
identified in the ten-year planning horizon.

…
5)

Additional Information to be Included in the Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment
a)

The studies performed under this Section III of Attachment O shall accommodate and
model in accordance with the Integrated Transmission Planning Manual, the specific longterm firm transmission service of Transmission Customers upon the completion of the
associated Aggregate Facilities Study in accordance with Attachment Z1 of this Tariff and
specific interconnections of Generation Interconnection Customers in accordance with the
schedule for Generation Interconnection Agreements and Generation Interconnection
Upgrades in the Integrated Transmission Planning Manualwhen such Service Agreements
and Generator Interconnection Agreements have been executed or filed un-executed with
the Commission.

b)

Transmission upgrades related to requests for transmission service that are described in
Sections 19 and 32 of the this Tariff and Attachment Z1 of the this Tariff. Upgrades
associated with the modeled long-term firm transmission service are included in the
Transmission System planning model, upon the completion of the associated Aggregate
Facilities Studyexecution of the various Service

in accordance Agreements with

Attachment Z1 of this Tariffthe Transmission Customers. Transmission upgrades related
to an approved request for transmission service may be deferred or supplemented by other
upgrades based upon the results of subsequent studies. Changes in planned upgrades do
not remove the obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission
facilities available to start or continue the approved transmission service.

c)

Interconnection facilities and other transmission upgrades related to requests for Generator
Interconnection Service are described in Attachment V of this Tariff. Upgrades associated
with the modeled Generator Interconnection Service are included in the Transmission
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System planning model upon the execution of a Generator Interconnection Agreement with
the Generator Interconnection Customers or filing of an un-executed Generator
Interconnection Agreement with the Commission. Transmission upgrades related to an
approved interconnection agreement may be deferred or supplemented by other upgrades
based upon the results of subsequent studies. Changes in planned upgrades do not remove
the obligation of the Transmission Provider to have adequate transmission facilities
available to start or continue the approved interconnection service.

d)

A Sponsored Upgrade will be included in the Transmission System planning model upon
execution of the Agreement for Sponsored Upgrade in Schedule 1 to Attachment J of this
Tariff.

e)

Projects approved in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment O will be included in
the Transmission System planning model upon approval for construction.

…
SPP BP 7060 Notification to Construct and Project Cost Estimating Processes Effective January
1, 2012

…
3. Issuance of an NTC or NTC-C
The authority for SPP to issue an NTC is derived from approval by the BOD, a FERC filed Service
Agreement under the SPP OATT, an endorsed Economic or Sponsored Upgrade upon the execution
of a contract that financially commits a Project Sponsor to fund such upgrade, or when such upgrade is
otherwise required pursuant to the tariff. An NTC or NTC-C may be issued for projects originating from
study processes described in Attachment O of the OATT.
The issuance of an NTC or NTC-C represents that the Network Upgrade is eligible for cost recovery under
the SPP OATT, including if SPP withdraws the NTC or NTC-C as described in Section 7 below.
For non-Competitive Projects, SPP will issue an NTC-C for Applicable Projects. SPP staff will provide
the timeframe that the DTO has to provide its CPE to SPP in the NTC-C letter.
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SPP will issue an NTC or NTC-C under the conditions and time constraints defined in Sections 3.1
through 3.5. An NTC-C shall not be issued for a Competitive Project.

3.1. Approved Network Upgrades from ITP/High Priority Studies
Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTC(s) or NTC-C(s) for all Network Upgrades approved by
the BOD for which financial commitment is required prior to the approval of the next update of the STEP.
Additionally if authorized by the BOD, SPP staff will issue an NTC/NTC-C for each Network Upgrade for
which a financial commitment is needed within the next four years or other time period as designated
by the BOD. For a non- Competitive Project, such an NTC/NTC-C will be issued within 15 business
days from the time the SPP BOD approves the project. For a Competitive Project, an NTC will be issued
to the Selected RFP Respondent in accordance with Attachment Y of the OATT.
3.2. Sponsored Upgrades
An NTC will be issued for an endorsed Sponsored Upgrade once a project sponsor has financially committed
to pay for the Sponsored Upgrade.

3.3. Network Upgrades related to Transmission Service requests
Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTCs or NTC-Cs for all identified non-Competitive
ProjectsService Upgrades identified associated within the finalized Aggregate Transmission Service Study
Transmission Service Agreements (TSAs) within 15 business days from the time at which SPP receives
from all customers in an Aggregate Study executed TSA(s) or written request(s) from customer(s) requesting
a TSA be filed unexecuted.in Accordance with Attachment Z1 of the SPP OATT within 15 business days of
the study completion.
3.4. Network Upgrades related to Generation Interconnection requests
Unless previously issued, SPP staff may issue NTCs for identified project(s) associated with Generation
Interconnection Agreements (GIA) to an affected Transmission Owner (TO) who is not a party to the GIA
within 15 business days from the Effective Date of the GIA.

3.5. Network Upgrades related to Attachment AQ requests
Unless previously issued, SPP staff will issue NTCs or NTC-Cs for all identified projectsNetwork Upgrades
associated with the request for which a financial commitment is needed within the next four years. NTCs or
NTC-Cs will be issued within 15 business days from the time at which SPP receives the updated and executed
Network Integrated Integration Transmission Service Agreement.

…
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7. NTC/NTC-C Withdrawal or Suspension
In the event that changes occur which could render an NTC/NTC-C for an approved Project unnecessary,
SPP may re-study the need for the Project. Changes that could render an NTC/NTC-C for an approved
Project unnecessary include but are not limited to:
¾ Changes in load
¾ Changes in generation
¾ Annulment of TSR’s
¾ Change in local planning criteria
¾ Modeling error
But must not:
¾ Cause adverse impact to Service Agreements or other contractually committed service under the
SPP
OATT
¾ Render firm transmission service undeliverable
7.1. Stakeholder Request for Project Re-studied for Withdrawal
A stakeholder wishing to have an NTC/NTC-C Project re-studied for withdrawal must provide SPP with
the necessary information needed to study the removal of the Project from the appropriate models. If SPP
determines that changes have occurred that could render an NTC/NTC-C for an approved Project
unnecessary, SPP will perform any necessary analysis and will, in consultation with stakeholders, determine
if the Project is still required. Consideration of NTC/NTC-C withdrawal will take into account the stage of
development of the Project and discussion with the DTO.
If SPP confirms that an NTC/NTC-C Project is unnecessary, it will inform the TWG, PCWG, MOPC, and
BOD of this fact at their next regularly scheduled meeting and request approval by the BOD, as necessary,
to withdraw the NTC/NTC-C.
After the BOD approves the withdrawal of an NTC/NTC-C, SPP will notify the DTO that the NTC/NTC-C
has been withdrawn. If the NTC/NTC-C was due to a Service Agreementfinalized Aggregate Transmission
Service Study in accordance with Attachment Z1 of the SPP OATT, then the NTC/NTC-C withdrawal shall
not need TWG, MOPC, or BOD approval but shall be addressed by SPP staff. SPP staff will work in
coordination with the DTO to properly and safely stop all activities on the Project.
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Revision Request Form
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION
RR #: 279

Date: 02/27/2018

RR Title: Competitive Upgrade Re-Evaluation Request
System Changes
No
Yes
Process Changes?
No
Yes
Impact Analysis Required?
No
Yes
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Aaron Shipley (on behalf of CTPTF)

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: ashipley@spp.org

Phone: 501-482-2197

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.
Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s).
SPP Market Monitor
SPP Staff
Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over
SPP Market Participant
SPP/SPP member
SPP Member
Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or
An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit
Working Group
Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to
a Revision Request “on their behalf”
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):
NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list
standard(s))

Correction

Clarification
Design Enhancement

FERC Mandate (List order number(s))
New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff
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)
Business Practice
Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual)
Revision Request Process
Minimum Transmission Design
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols

Section(s): Attachment Y
• Section III.2(c)(xix)
• Section VIII
Business Practice Number:
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
Section(s):
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
The timing of when a project may be requested for re-evaluation was discussed following the completion of the first Request for
Proposal (“RFP”) award. This project was immediately requested for re-study by the winning entity. The entity per current
processes did not have the ability to request the re-evaluation prior to being awarded a Notice to Construct (“NTC”). It was forced
to wait until one had been issued even though it was aware that the parameters driving the project had changed and the need for a
re-evaluation existed. This resulted in significant unnecessary expense to both SPP and participating entities because the processes
did not allow the re-evaluation to occur sooner.
The CTPTF was asked to address the timing of when re-evaluations may be requested and provide a recommendation on how to
modify the process if appropriate. The CTPTF determined there is value in modifying the process to allow for earlier re-evaluation
request, prior to a NTC issuance and unanimously passed a motion to this effect. It was the intent that the project will maintain its
competitive or non-competitive status it had prior to the re-evaluation under this modified re-evaluation process for Competitive
Upgrades (“CU”)

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
This process modification will allow a re-evaluation request prior to the award of a NTC at the conclusion of the Transmission
Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”). The benefits are potential time and cost savings for both SPP and Qualified RFP Participants
(“QRP”) due to the TOSP being “suspended” during a re-evaluation and halting the work and cost being incurred pending the
results of the re-evaluation.

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.

SPP Tariff (OATT)
Attachment Y Section III.2(c)(xix)

c)

Request for Proposals

xix)

Subject to any modifications resulting from Attachment Y, Section
VIII.3(b), Tthe deadline for all RFP Proposal submissions. The
deadline shall be one hundred eighty (180) calendar days from the
date the RFP is issued (“RFP Response Window”).

The

Transmission Provider may reduce the RFP Response Window to
no less than ninety (90) days based on, but not limited to, the
Competitive Upgrade’s need date or scope. If the final day of the
RFP Response Window falls on a weekend or a holiday recognized
by the Transmission Provider, the due date for RFP Proposals shall
be the next Business Day.

In the event that the Transmission Provider determines the need for
a re-evaluation of a Competitive Upgrade in accordance with
Section VIII of this Attachment Y, the SPP Board of Directors may
suspend the Transmission Owner Selection Process for that RFP as
necessary for that Competitive Upgrade pending a final
determination by the SPP Board of Directors of the re-evaluation.
Notice of a suspension shall be sent to all QRPs within three (3)
bBusiness dDays.

VIII. COMPETITIVE UPGRADE RE-EVALUATION PROCESS

1)

In the event that material changes occur that may cause a Competitive Upgrade to be re-evaluated,
in accordance with this Section VIII of this Attachment Y, the Transmission Provider may reevaluate the need for the Competitive Upgrade at any time prior to the close of RFP Response
Window.
A request for a Competitive Upgrade re-evaluation may be submitted by any stakeholder shall be
submitted via the SPP Request Management Systems and must present the basis for the request
including, at a minimum, the initial parameters, the revised values for those parameters, and the
substance, reasoning, and the sources of such revised values in addition to all analysis supporting
the request. The request must be complete enough for the Transmission Provider to determine
whether the request is valid and whether a re-evaluation is necessary. Material changes that could
cause a Competitive Upgrade to be re-evaluated include but are not limited to:
a. Changes in load;
b. Changes in generation; or
c. Modeling error

2)

Within three (3) bBusiness dDays of receiving a request for re-evaluation of a Competitive
Upgrade, the Transmission Provider will post notice of the request on its website. The publicly
posted notice shall serve as the basis for the re-evaluation request and shall include all nonconfidential information submitted by the requesting entity. Information deemed confidential by
the requesting entity will be made available, subject to the execution of the applicable
confidentiality agreement, using the secure, password protected web-based workspace used for
sharing confidential planning information as required by Section VII of Attachment O of this
Tariff.
The Transmission Provider will then notify the SPP Board of Directors of the request and provide
a recommendation as to whether a re-evaluation should be performed. If the Transmission
Provider recommends that the Competitive Upgrade be re-evaluated:
a. the Transmission Provider will also include the recommended parameters for the reevaluation, schedule for completion, and planning models to be used.
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b. the Transmission Provider may also provide a recommendation on whether it is
necessary to suspend the Transmission Owner Selection Process consistent with
Section III.2.(c)(xix) of this Attachment Y. If the SPP Board of Directors approves a
suspension of the Transmission Owner Selection Process, the length of such suspension
shall be specified by the SPP Board of Directors.

3)

If the SPP Board of Directors approve a recommendation to re-evaluate a Competitive Upgrade,
the Transmission Provider will perform the re-evaluation analysis to determine if material changes
have occurred that necessitate the withdrawal of the Competitive Upgrade. The Transmission
Provider will inform the SPP Board of Directors of the results of the re-evaluation analysis and
provide a recommendation as to whether the Competitive Upgrade should be withdrawn.
a. If the SPP Board of Directors determines that the Competitive Upgrade should be
withdrawn, the Transmission Provider will withdraw any applicable RFP and the
Transmission Owner Selection Process for that withdrawn Competitive Upgrade will
be terminated. Notice of the withdrawn Competitive Upgrade shall be sent to all QRPs.
b. If the SPP Board of Directors determines that the Competitive Upgrade should not be
withdrawn, then the Transmission Owner Selection Process shall continue or be reinstated if it was suspended. The RFP Response Window shall close on the later of the
original close date or (60) days from the date the Transmission Owner Selection
Process is reinstated by the SPP Board of Directors.

4)

If the Transmission Provider withdraws the RFP pursuant to Section VIII.3(a) of this Attachment
Y, the Transmission Provider shall refund to each RFP Proposal submitted in response to the
withdrawn RFP its Transmission Owner Selection Process deposit provided in accordance with
Section III.2(e)(i) of this Attachment Y.
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RR279 Competitive
Upgrade ReEvaluation Request
Transmission Working Group – May 15, 2018

2

RR279 Origin Review
•

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.
 A prime directive from the meeting was that any
improvements should be focused on end customer
value (lower costs)

•

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

3

RR279 Origin Review Cont’d
Findings reported back to MOPC/SPC October 2016:
•

SPP Legal Review of Re-Evaluation process  Current process is not in the Tariff
 SPP Legal would prefer to see this process detailed in Attachment
Y of the Tariff
 BP7060 and BP7160 address the Re-study process
 Current process does not allow for a re-study request prior to an
Notice to Construct (NTC)

•

CTPTF conclusions  Added flexibility should be included to allow for a re-evaluation of
a Competitive Upgrade (CU) prior to the conclusion of the
Transmission Owner Selection Process (TOSP)
 Intention is to place the TOSP on hold during the re-evaluation
pending the results
 No costs should be incurred during the re-evaluation

4

RR279 Origin Review Cont’d
•

RR212 submitted February 2017 and withdrawn April 2017
 RR212 was first attempt to incorporate this change
 Focused on adjusting BP7060 and 7160 and not placement in Attachment Y

•

RR212 Withdrawn April 2017
 During first stakeholder review meetings multiple issues arose to the point
withdrawing the RR was best action for further development

Next Steps:
•

CTPTF re-examined the issue and drafted a new RR (RR279)
 RR279 to be taken through the stakeholder process
 If approved, filed with FERC for inclusion in the Tariff

5

RR279 Features
RR279 features:
•

Process is detailed in Attachment Y, new stand-alone process specific to
Competitive Upgrade re-evaluations

•

Allows for a CU re-evaluation request to be submitted between RFP
issuance and close of RFP Proposal Deadline (180 days in most cases)
 After passing the RFP Proposal Deadline cannot submit CU re-evaluation
request
 IEP would perform analysis and report recommendation to BOD
 If re-evaluation if appropriate following BOD, request would follow current ReEvaluation process in BP7060, 7160. This process would NOT be applicable.

•

Allows for the SPP Board of Directors (BOD) to suspend the TOSP during
a re-evaluation

•

Details what a re-evaluation request must include and level of
supporting documentation to substantiate

6

RR279 Placement
Placement of Process:
•

SPP Staff and CTPTF elected to draft a new standalone
process specific to CU re-evaluations

•

Process was drafted and placed as the next section, Section
VIII, in Attachment Y
 This process is distinct and specific to re-evaluations of CU
therefore was placed as a new section
 The current flow of Attachment Y is not user friendly or intuitive.
Attachment Y contains long sections that can make navigating
difficult

7

RR279 BOD Authority
BOD authority to suspend TOSP:
•

For this process to bring benefit and provide value to
customers, the TOSP must be suspended if a re-evaluation of
a CU is approved.

•

The suspension will allow cost for both SPP and participants
to be put on hold pending the results of the re-evaluation and
BOD action

Modifications:
•

Section III.2(c)(xix)
 Gives the BOD authority to suspend the TOSP
 Requires notice of suspension to be sent to all QRPs
 Allows BOD to modify the deadline for RFP Proposal submission if
necessary

8

RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process
CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:
•

Broken into four subsections 1-4
 Section VIII.1
 Provides the ability for the Transmission Provider to perform a re-evaluation of
a CU
 Details what the re-evaluation request must include, how it shall be submitted,
and basis that the request may be made on
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d
CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:
•

Broken into four subsections 1-4
 Section VIII.2
 Requires Transmission Provider to publicly post notice of the request
including all non-confidential information submitted with request
 Confidential information to be posted to secure, password protected webbased location and made available with confidentiality agreements
 Transmission Provider to notify BOD and provide recommendation as to
whether a re-evaluation should be performed
 Transmission Provider will include recommended parameters for the
re-evaluation and if a suspension of TOSP is needed
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d
CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:
•

Broken into four subsections 1-4
 Section VIII.3
 Applicable if BOD approves a re-evaluation recommendation
 Requires Transmission Provider to perform re-evaluation to determine if
material changes have occurred that necessitate the withdrawal of the CU
 Report analysis and recommendation back to BOD
 If BOD determines CU should be withdrawn, directs Transmission Provider to
withdraw applicable RFP and provide notice of the withdrawn RFP
 If BOD determines CU should NOT be withdrawn, TOSP will continue or be
reinstated if suspended.
 Adjust RFP Response Window to close on the later of original close date or
(60) days from reinstatement
 Drafted based on significant timeline discussions and when a
suspension may occur and how long it may be before TOSP was
reinstated
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d
CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:
•

Broken into four subsections 1-4
 Section VIII.4
 Allows the Transmission Provider to refund any TOSP deposits submitted for
a withdrawn CU RFP.
 Much debate and discussion by task force on this matter, current draft would
result in any SPP cost incurred becoming subject to Schedule 1-A fee.
 SPP cost would be include money spent to seat, train, and any work
performed by the IEP to date. Estimated at minimal $300k once IEP is
contracted
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RR279 – PCWG Next Steps
•

Provide any language modifications desired for RR279

•

Seeking approval of RR279 to move forward in the Revision
Request Process

Note:
RTWG approved on 4/19/18
PCWG approved on 5/2/18
Once approved by all, will go to MOPC and BOD July 2018
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Revision Request Recommendation Report
RR #: 291

Date: 04/19/2018

RR Title: Revision Request Process Language Updates
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Submitter Name: Chris Cranford

Company: SPP

Email: ccranford@spp.org

Phone: 501-482-2418

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION FOR MOPC AND BOD ACTION

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION
Objectives of Revision Request:
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.
In July 2017, the MOPC approved the addition of several documents to be subject to the Revision Request Process (“RR Process”).
As part of this update, the approved written document was modified to reflect the additional documents. Since this time, Staff has
become aware that additional language should be included in other parts of the written process document for consistency purposes.
There was an oversight in not including references to the new documents in certain sections of the RR Process document.
At this time the RR Process does not allow for a RR to continue through the process whenever it is identified an Impact Analysis is
needed by the Primary Working Group. Without an avenue for the RR to continue to make progress through the RR Process,
requests can be unnecessarily held up when they could be continuing through the Secondary Working Groups while the Primary
awaits and reviews the Impact Analysis.
Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.
Staff is proposing including references to these documents in the applicable sections of the RR Process document. As part of this
update, Staff is proposing to update the language by reference to the documents in whole, instead of individually, to correct the
current issues. As the RR Process continues to evolve and potentially grow, this will benefit future updates as well by not having to
make multiple language changes when new documents are added to the process.
Changes are being proposed in the Impact Analysis section to allow a RR that has been approved by the Primary Working Group
contingent on an Impact Analysis to continue through the Secondary Working Groups while the Primary Working Group waits on
and reviews an Impact Analysis.
SPP STAFF ASSESSMENT
SPP Staff supports this Revision Request as submitted.
IMPACT
Will the revision result in system changes

No

Yes

Summarize changes:
Will the revision result in process changes?

No

Yes

Summarize changes:

Is an Impact Assessment required?

No

Yes

If no, explain:
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Estimated Duration:

Estimated Cost: $

months

Primary Working Group Score/Priority:
SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED
Market Protocols
Operating Criteria
Planning Criteria
Tariff
Business Practice
Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP)
Manual
Revision Request Process

Protocol Section(s):
Criteria Section(s):
Criteria Section(s):
Tariff Section(s):
Business Practice Number:

Protocol Version:
Criteria Date:
Criteria Date:

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

Minimum Transmission Design
Section(s):
Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)
Reliability Coordinator and Balancing
Section(s):
Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
SPP Communications Protocols
Section(s):
WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate
Primary Working Group:

Date:
Action Taken:
Abstained:
Opposed:

Reason for Opposition:

Secondary Working Group: RTWG

Date: 4/19/2018
Action Taken: Approved
Abstained: None
Opposed: KCPL, LES, NPPD, OPPD, Westar

Reasons for Opposition:
LES: LES opposed RR291 because, though classified as a clarification, RR291 represents a fundamental change to the established
RR process. The RR process already has a mechanism in place for SPP to move RRs forward through the process when expedited
or urgent action is required.
NPPD: NPPD voted against RR291 because Secondary Working Groups and MOPC should be aware of the Impact Analysis
results before acting on a revision request. Also, this may create additional work if the Impact Analysis outcome has changed and
the RR’s will need to be recirculated again through the stakeholder process. The expedited process for RR’s appears to be working
fine and RR291 seems unnecessary.
OPPD: OPPD is voting No on this RR291 because the expedited process already allows what this RR is trying to accomplish
without the same amount of risks. The IA that is being circumvented may provide valuable policy information that would need to
be seen at the Secondary Working Group and MOPC.
Westar: Westar voted against RR291 because of a process already exists to expedite the revision request through working groups if
deemed necessary. In addition, having the ability the flow all RRs to secondary working groups may cause the secondary working
groups to review the RR multiple times if the primary working group makes changes based on the impact analysis.
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Secondary Working Group:

Date:
Action Taken:
Abstained:
Opposed:

Reasons for Opposition:

Secondary Working Group:

Date:
Action Taken:
Abstained:
Opposed:

Reasons for Opposition:

MOPC

Date:
Action Taken:
Abstained:
Opposed:

Reasons for Opposition:

BOD/Member Committee

Date:
Action Taken:
Abstained:
Opposed:

Reasons for Opposition:

COMMENTS
Comment Author:
Date Comments Submitted:
Description of Comments:
Status:
Comment Author:
Date Comments Submitted:
Description of Comments:
Status:
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PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS

Revision Request Process

Impact Analysis
SPP shall perform an Impact Analysis (IA) or indicate one is not necessary. The results of the evaluation
will be documented on an IA form and posted in the applicable RR folder for review.
A Revision Request IA should assess the impact of the proposed RR on SPP systems, processes, and SPP
staffing needs, and shall contain the following information:
(1)

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

(2)

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

(3)

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

(4)

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

(5)

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

(6)

A list of possible SPP and Member systems impacted.

It will be at the discretion of the Primary Working Group to review and/or take action on an RR contingent
upon review of a completed IA. Upon completion of the IA, the Primary Working Group may review
actions taken on an RR prior to the completion of the IA and take additional action if necessary. An RR
will not be submitted for review to the Secondary Working Groups or the MOPC before the completion
of the IA except in the case of expedited review request or urgent action Revision Requests. In the case of
expedited or urgent Revision Requests, the Revision Request will be submitted for review by Secondary
Working Groups while the IA is completed.
If the Primary Working Group approves an RR contingent upon review of an IA, SPP shall prepare an IA
based on the RR Recommendation Report. A RR may be submitted for review by Secondary Working
Groups while the IA is being completed. Unless a longer review period is warranted due to the complexity
of the proposed RR Recommendation Report or the quantity of approved RRs, SPP shall issue the IA for
the recommended RR within thirty (30) calendar days after the Primary Working Group approval of the
RR. SPP shall post the results of the completed IA on the SPP website. If a longer review period is
required for SPP staff to complete a full IA, SPP staff shall submit a schedule for completion of the IA to
the Primary Working Group chair.

Primary Working Group Review and Action
The Primary Working Group will review timely submitted RRs during the next regularly scheduled
meeting or as otherwise directed by the RR submitter. In the event an RR is submitted less than eighteen
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(18) business days prior to the Primary Working Group’s review, the RR may be expedited following the
guidelines for expediting RRs or reviewed at the next regularly scheduled Primary Working Group
meeting.
Primary Working Group approved RRs will be routed through the appropriate Secondary Working
Group(s), the MOPC and, when required, the BOD for review. The Primary Working Group reserves the
right to recommend action to the MOPC at any time subsequent to its initial action on an RR.
The Primary Working Group may take action on an RR to:
(1)

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

(2)

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

(3)

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

(4)

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

(5)

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

Within three (3) business days after the Primary Working Group takes action, SPP shall post an RR
Recommendation Report to the SPP website reflecting the Primary Working Group’s action. The Primary
Working Group staff secretary shall notify Secondary Working Group staff secretaries of the posting of
RR Recommendation Report and applicable IAs. An RR Recommendation Report shall contain at least
the following items:
(1)

Identification of submitter;

(2)

Modified SPP Business Practices, SPP Operating Criteria, SPP Planning Criteria, SPP Market
Protocols or SPP Tariff SPP document language proposed by the Primary Working Group;

(3)

Estimated system cost and duration if applicable;

(4)

Comments submitted;

(5)

Voting record for the Primary Working Group, Secondary Working Groups, MOPC, BOD and
RSC if applicable;
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(6)

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

(7)

Recommended action for the MOPC from the Primary Working Group.

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

Secondary Working Group Review and Action
A final version of the RR Recommendation Report will be submitted for posting in the background
materials seven (7) calendar days prior to the Secondary Working Group(s) next meeting. However, at
the discretion of the Secondary Working Group, a waiver may be granted of the seven (7) calendar day
rule. The Secondary Working Group(s) shall review the recommended changes to determine if the
proposed changes conflict with requirements outlined in the applicable SPP document being modified the
Business Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff. In the event
the Secondary Working Group(s) identifies conflicts, which have not previously been identified by the
Primary Working Group, or issues regarding the proposed changes, the Secondary Working Group(s) will
submit comments, using the RR Comment Form, to be considered by the Primary Working Group at its
next regularly scheduled meeting, or by the MOPC and, where appropriate, the BOD. All submitted
comments will be recorded in the RR Recommendation Report for working group, MOPC and, where
appropriate, BOD consideration.
The Secondary Working Group may take action on the RR to:
(1) Approve as submitted or modified. If modified the Secondary Working Group must submit
comments with the modified language to the Primary Working Group within 3 business days; or
(2)

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

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

Market and Operations Policy Committee Action
The MOPC shall consider RRs submitted by the Primary Working Group, for which an RR
Recommendation Report has been posted on the SPP website for at least six (6) days, or those accepted
for urgent treatment by the MOPC. The following information must be included for each RR considered
by the MOPC:
(1)

The RR Recommendation Report and IA, if any; and

(2)

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

The MOPC shall take one of the following actions regarding the RR Recommendation Report:
(1)

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

(2)

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

(3)

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

(4)

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

(5)

Remand the RR to the Primary Working Group with instructions.

The MOPC’s decision regarding approval or rejection of an RR shall be posted on the SPP website with
the MOPC’s minutes and in the recommendation to the BOD. Should any Qualified Entity want to appeal
an action taken or recommended by the MOPC, such Qualified Entity may, in writing, submit comments
within three (3) business days of the posting to the MOPC staff secretary for inclusion in the BOD
recommendation.
If the MOPC approves a change or changes to any SPP documents subject to the RR Process the Business
Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff, such change(s) shall be
incorporated into the appropriate document and posted on the SPP website as soon as practicable, but no
later than one (1) day before the effective date of the changes.
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Urgent Action Requests
The party submitting an RR may request that the RR be considered for urgent action. Urgent action
requests should be reserved for instances when existing applicable SPP document language Business
Practices, Operating Criteria, Planning Criteria, Market Protocols, or SPP Tariff language is impairing or
could imminently impair SPP system reliability or wholesale or retail market operations, or is causing or
could imminently cause a discrepancy between any of SPP’s governing documents.
The Primary Working Group shall consider the urgent action RR at its earliest regularly scheduled meeting
or at a special meeting called by the Primary Working Group chair. In some cases, an Urgent Action
Request will occur concurrently with an expedited review request. A valid motion and vote of the Primary
Working Group are required to designate the RR for urgent action. After approval, Urgent Action RRs
shall be given priority high enough to ensure implementation within the timeline necessary to mitigate
concerns about SPP system reliability or market operations under the unmodified language, or any other
significant issues identified in the RR.
If approved, SPP shall submit an urgent action RR Recommendation Report to the chair and staff secretary
of the MOPC and the appropriate Secondary Working Groups within two (2) business days to address the
urgency of the RR. The MOPC and Secondary Working Groups chairs may request action from the
working groups to address the urgency of the RR.
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ITP Manual
Section 9.3 Process
Juliano Freitas
May 15, 2018

Overview
• General
• ITP

Manual (Section 9.3)

• Section
• SPP

Information and Timeline

9.3 Process Flow

Staff Process Development

• 2019

ITP Remaining Milestones

2

General Information
• Projected
• Number

Amount of Hours: 28,000

of Milestones: 53

• Working

Groups Involved: ESWG, TWG
and MDWG

• Finishing

Date: October 2019

3

2019 ITP Scope
•

Objective
 Develop a regional transmission plan that provides reliable
and economic delivery of energy and facilitates
achievement of public policy objectives, while maximizing
benefits to the end-use customer
 The ITP Scope contains assumptions to be utilized in the ITP
Assessment that are not standardized in the ITP Manual

•

2019 ITP Scope
 Approved by ESWG and TWG on January 4
 MOPC approved January 16
 SPP Board approved January 30

4

2019 ITP Timeline

5

Section 9.3 Process Flow
Does
change
materially
impact
schedule,
study or
budget?

Model change after
Load/Gen and/or
Powerflow Approval;
SPP Staff evaluates
impact

No

Include change and
study processes
continue

Yes
•
•

Include change and
study processes
continue

Waiver request to working group(s) for
consideration requested
SPP staff will provide impact information
(schedule, study or budget)

Yes

Working
Group
recommends
inclusion?

SPP Staff or Stakeholder
may take issue to MOPC
for delay in final study
No report posting or for the
approval of additional
effort that would require
funding or additional
support
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

Stakeholders are responsible for providing the
data necessary to model their assets to SPP

•

All required model data must be received by the
specific deadlines and milestones listed in the
ITP schedule for model development

•

Coordination among TWG, ESWG and MDWG
will be necessary for the model development
schedules in the SPP planning processes
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3 (cont.)

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

In the absence of newly submitted data, applicable SPP
working groups and SPP will agree upon proxy data to be
used to meet schedule deadlines and avoid process
delays

•

Along with the timely submittal of data, data reviews and
required approvals will be conducted by the schedule
deadlines

•

Failure to perform the required review in a timely manner
should not cause a delay in the corresponding process

•

In the event review deadlines are missed, the items
requiring review or approval will be used as is and the
process will move forward without delay
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3 (cont.)

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

Any entity that does not meet the prescribed data
exchange, review or approval deadlines and/or want
to add or change data used in the study process may
make a request for consideration of the proposed
data to SPP

•

SPP will assess the proposed data to determine if the
request will have a material impact on study results
and schedule

•

For requests that do not impact the planning
process, results or schedule, the data will be
included by SPP and the study process will continue
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3 (cont.)

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

For requests that will have an impact on the study
process or results and subsequently an impact to the
study schedule, the submitting SPP stakeholder will
be informed of the potential impact and a waiver
request will be required

•

Along with impacts that may cause the study
schedule to be altered, a waiver request may also be
required when the SPP stakeholder-submitted
request increases the cost of the study
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3 (cont.)

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

SPP may also request a waiver if a process issue
causes a negative impact to the study schedule,
results, or the SPP budget

•

SPP will assess the issue and provide feedback to
the appropriate working group(s) for consideration
of a waiver

•

Upon a working group recommendation, SPP may
move forward with a waiver request
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ITP Manual – Section 9.3 (cont.)

Schedule Impacts and Mitigation
•

SPP stakeholder or staff may solicit MOPC for a delay in
the final study report posting or for the approval of
additional effort that would require

 Funding to augment or provide additional support for SPP to meet
study schedule milestones to meet the posting date of the final
study report

•

The waiver request should include background
information on

 The issue and the rationale for delay requested or the need for
funding to support staff efforts
 In support of waiver process, SPP will provide MOPC
 Project schedule impacts
 Schedule mitigation plans
 Estimate of any costs associated with accommodating the waiver to
support MOPC’s decision-making process

•

With MOPC’s quarterly meeting schedule and the need for
an immediate resolution of a waiver request, SPP may
request that MOPC conduct an out-of-schedule meeting to
review and vote on a waiver request
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ITP Modeling Development
Load & Gen
Review

Policy Survey

Assess impact
per Section 9.3
for inclusion
Model
update
after
approval

Powerflow Model
Development

Contingency
Definitions

Resource
Planning –
Phase I

Resource
Planning –
Phase II

Economic Model
Build

(can begin once Load &
Gen and Powerflow
model approved)

Benchmarking

Constraint
Assessment

Siting Plan

Generator
Outlet Facilities
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SPP Staff Process Developments
and Improvements
•

Internal effort to further enhance and enhance a
holistic, proactive approach to planning

•

Creating an internal task force to develop a coordinated
model validation process between teams within the
Engineering Department

•

Currently working on creating a “best practices” for
model verification to bring back to TWG for
review/input

•

Increased stakeholder facilitation and communication
when issues arise

•

Updated RMS procedures to provide faster turnaround
on inquiries

•

Continuous improvement!
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2019 ITP Remaining Milestones
Member
Review Time

End Date

Powerflow Model - Pass 0 - Trial 1 (posted 7/21/17)

12 days

8/4/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 0 - Trial 2 (posted 8/11/17)

12 days

8/25/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 0 - Trial 3 (posted 9/1/17)

12 days

9/1/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 1 - Trial 1 (posted 9/22/17)

12 days

9/22/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 1 - Trial 2 (posted 10/13/17)

12 days

10/13/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 2 (posted 11/7/17)

12 days

11/17/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 3 (posted 12/3/17)

17 days

12/22/2017

Powerflow Model - Pass 4 (posted 1/19/18)

12 days

2/1/2018

Powerflow Model - Pass 5 (posted 2/22/18)

12 days

2/1/2018

Powerflow Model - Pass 5a (posted 3/30/18)

7 days

3/9/2018

Short Circuit Model – Pass 1 (posted 12/8/17)

12 days

12/8/2017

Short Circuit Model – Pass 2 (posted 1/25/18)

12 days

1/25/2018

Short Circuit Model – Pass 3 (posted 3/1/18)

7 days

3/1/2018

Milestone
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2019 ITP Remaining Milestones
Member
Review Time

End Date

Scope (Approved Jan. 2018 MOPC/Board)

7 days

1/4/2018

Load/Generation Review (Approved 2/22/18)

14 days

2/22/2018

Renewable Policy Survey (Approved 2/22/18)

7 days

2/22/2018

Resource Plan Phase I (Approved 3/15/18)

6 days

3/15/2018

Resource Plan Phase II

7 days

5/23/2018

Siting Plan

38 days

7/2/2018

Benchmarking

10 days

7/12/2018

Economic Model Build

25 days

9/28/2018

Generator Outlet Facilities

6 days

7/25/2018

Powerflow Model Updates/Finalization

7 days

8/6/2018

Constraint Assessment

10 days

9/27/2018

Economic Model Conversion to Powerflow
(DC-to-AC)

7 days

10/10/2018

12 days

1/7/2019

Milestone

Needs Assessments (Reliability, Economic, Policy,
Operational, Short Circuit)

(Short Circuit)
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2019 ITP Remaining Milestones (cont.)
Member
Review Time

End Date

DPP Window

30 days

2/6/2019

Staff Solutions Development

0 days

3/20/2019

DPP Evaluations

TBD

3/20/2019

Initial Reliability Portfolio Development

TBD

3/20/2019

Project Grouping – Phase 1 (Conceptual Cost
Estimates)

10 days

4/23/2019

Study Cost Estimate Requests – Round 1

16 days

5/16/2019

Project Grouping – Phase 2 (Study Cost Estimates –
Re-rank)

7 days

5/16/2019

Planning Summit

7 days

6/4/2019

Milestone

17

2019 ITP Remaining Milestones (cont.)
Milestone

Member
Review Time

End Date

Project Grouping – Phase 3 (Conceptual + Study Cost
Estimates using Summit feedback)

7 days

6/19/2019

Study Cost Estimate Requests – Round 2

7 days

6/26/2019

Project Grouping – Phase 4 (Study Cost Estimate II –
Final Re-rank)

0 days

7/8/2019

Project Grouping – Final Determination

5 days

7/8/2019

Optimization

5 days

7/17/2019

Final Reliability Portfolios Development

5 days

8/5/2019

Portfolio Consolidation

10 days

8/2/2019

Staging

7 days

8/15/2019

18

2019 ITP Remaining Milestones (cont.)
Member
Review Time

End Date

Benefit Metrics Calculation

7 days

8/26/2019

Stability Analysis

7 days

8/26/2019

Sensitivity Analysis

7 days

8/26/2019

Final Reliability Assessment

7 days

8/27/2019

Rate Impacts/ATRR

7 days

8/28/2019

Final Report

10 days

9/18/2019

TWG/ESWG Final Approvals

7 days

10/3/2019

MOPC October 2019

7 days

10/15/2019

SPP Board October 2019

5 days

10/29/2019

Milestone

Appx. Amount of Stakeholder Review days:

423 days
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #: 237

Date: 2/14/2017

RR Title: Planning Criteria Section 5 Cleanup
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name: Kirk Hall

Company: Southwest Power Pool

Email: khall@spp.org

Phone: 501.688.8230
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

The SPP Reliability Compliance Working Group (RCWG) appreciates the opportunity to participate in the Revision Request
Process to improve SPP governing documents. The RCWG believes the SPP Membership will benefit from a reduction in Criteria
language where NERC Standards sufficiently cover the topic and believes existing language in Section 5 of the SPP Planning
Criteria either conflicts with, or is sufficiently covered by NERC Standards or other SPP governing documents. The RCWG isn’t
opposed to retaining certain language as long as it’s relevant to the current SPP structure and not sufficiently covered in another
document. The comments below provide more detail to the suggested edits.
•

Section 5 - Generally duplicates what is found in NERC Reliability Standards and/or other SPP documents (ITP Manual,
MDWG Manual, OATT, etc.).

•

Section 5.1. - Duplicates general concepts of the TPL-001-4 Standard. Consider consolidating SPP’s regional planning
requirements in the ITP Manual and/or Attachment O of the SPP OATT.

•

Section 5.2. – BES is defined in the NERC Glossary of Terms.. Is Nominal Voltage and Planned Project still needed?

•

Section 5.3. - TPL-001-4 and its requirements cover regional transmission planning for reliability and assigns equal
responsibility to SPP as the PC and those members registered as a TP. The model development process is documented in
the MDWG Manual. SOL’s such as voltage limits should be covered in the SPP PC’s SOL Methodology.

•

Section 5.3.1. - Is generally covered by the performance requirements of TPL-001-4 located in Table 1 or PRC-023 (item
4) and FAC-008 (item 6). If SPP needs regional planning criteria above what is covered by NERC Standards, then this
section should be revised or language added to another SPP governing document.

•

Section 5.3.2. - Duplicates the general concepts of FAC-002-2 and Attachment O of the SPP OATT.

•

Section 5.3.3. - Is covered by MOD-033-1.

•

Section 5.4. - Is outdated and generally duplicates the concepts of the TPL-001-4 Standard or covered by the MDWG
Manual.

•

Section 5.4.7. - Is covered in Appendix B of the ITP Manual.

•

Section 5.5. - Is covered in Attachment O of the SPP OATT.

COMMENTS
SPP Planning and RTO Compliance staff have reviewed RR 237 and feel that a large portion of the language should remain,
however, staff also acknowledges a large number of revisions are necessary to the current language, specifically as it relates to
Section 5.4
Staff has made a number of revisions to Section 5.4 to detail the acceptable response of the transmission system under system intact
(no contingency) conditions and emergency (under contingency) conditions.
Revisions to Appendix PL-6, which is directly related to SPP Criteria Section 5.5, have also been added to this RR comment form
for consideration by the stakeholders.
Section 7.2 has also been added to the RR for consistency with NERC Standard FAC-008-3, which requires members to maintain a
Facility Ratings Methodology. Their methodology could be consistent with SPP Criteria, or it could differ based upon their
minimum design standards, geographical differences, or engineering judgement.
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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

5. Regional Transmission Planning
5.1. Concepts
The interconnected transmission system shall be capable of performing reliably under a wide variety
of expected system conditions while continuing to operate within equipment and electric system
thermal, voltage, and stability limits. The transmission system, at a minimum, shall be planned to
withstand all single element contingencies and maintenance outages over the load conditions of all
applicable seasonal models as required for each planning processdeveloped by MDWG. Extreme
event contingencies which measure the robustness of the electric systems should be evaluated for risks
and consequences. The NERC Reliability Standards define specific requirements that provide a high
measurable degree of reliability for the bulk electric systemBES. SPP provides additional coordinated
regional transmission planning requirements to promote reliability through this Criterion and related
“Coordinated Planning ProceduresTransmission Planning Process” (Attachment O) in the SPP Open
Access Transmission Tariff.

5.2. Definitions
All capitalized terms shall have their meaning as contemplated in the SPP OATT, unless defined
below.
Bulk Electric System – Bulk Electric System shall have the definition as provided in the NERC
Glossary of Terms Used In Reliability Standards, as may be amended from time to time.
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NERC – The North American Electric Reliability Corporation, or its successor organization, which is
an organization of all segments of the electric industry that recommends, sets, oversees, and
implements policies and standards to ensure the continued reliability of North America’s bulk electric
system.
Nominal Voltage – The root-mean-square, phase-to-phase voltage by which the system is designated
and to which certain operating characteristics of the system are related. Examples of nominal voltages
are 500 kV, 345 kV, 230 kV, 161 kV, 138 kV, 115 kV and 69 kV.
SPP shall evaluate contingencies on the transmission system for all system elements with a Nominal
Voltage of 60 kV or greater.

Planned Project – A transmission project, driven by system needs and the recommended solution among
considered alternatives, which is a specific commitment to upgrade the transmission system, which has
little, if any, outstanding issues, including, but not limited to: budgetary processes, siting, permitting,
equipment procurement, installation, regulatory or other approvals, that could delay implementation
beyond the expected in-service date.

5.3. Coordinated Planning
SPP members operate in a highly interconnected system and shall coordinate transmission planning.
This coordination shall include voluntary efforts between interconnected SPP members and nonmembers. SPP shall be the primary responsible party for coordinated transmission planning.
The planning and development of transmission facilities shall be coordinated with neighboring
systems and regions to preserve the reliability benefits of interconnected operations. The transmission
systems should be planned to avoid excessive dependence on any one transmission circuit, structure,
right-of-way, or substation.
The transmission system of the SPP region shall be planned and constructed so that the contingencies
as set forth in the Criteria willto meet the applicable NERC Reliability Standards. for transmission
planning. The Model Development Working Group (MDWG)SPP shall perform contingency analysis
on the transmission system of the Bulk Electric System (BES). For assessments of the transmission
system performed in accordance with the OATT, SPP shall perform contingency analysis on the
transmission system with a Nominal Voltage of 60 kV or greater. SPP staff, the Model Development
Working Group, Transmission Working Group, and applicable stakeholder groups shall annually
assemble and verify power flow models, short circuitshort-circuit models, and stability models, which
shall be used by SPP staff to check complyiance with NERC Reliability Standards for transmission
planning. Extreme contingency evaluations shall be conducted to measure the robustness of the
transmission systems and to maintain a state of preparedness to deal effectively with such events.
Although it is not practical to construct a system to withstand all possible extreme contingencies
without cascading, it is desirable to understand the risks and consequences of such events and to
attempt to limit the significant economic and social impacts that may result.
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Sufficient reactive capacity shall be planned within the SPP electric system at appropriate places to
maintain transmission system voltages 60 kV and above within plus or minus 5% of nominal voltage
on all buses under normal conditions and plus 5% or minus 10% of nominal voltage on load serving
buses under single contingency conditions.

5.3.1. Planning Member Criteria Guidelines
5.3.1.
Criteria
Individual members may develop Planning Criteria that shall, at a minimum, conform to NERC
Reliability Standards and SPP Criteria. Individual member Criteria shouldhall consider the following:
1)

Excessive concentration of power being carried on any single transmission circuit, multicircuit transmission line, or right-of-way, as well as through any single transmission station
shall be avoided.

2)

Intra-regional, inter-regional, and trans-regional power flows shall not result in excessive risk
to the electric system under normal and contingency conditions as outlined in this criteria.

3)

Switching arrangements shall be planned to permit effective maintenance of equipment
without excessive risk to the electric system.

4)

Switching arrangements and associated protective relay systems for all facilities defined in
SPP Planning Criteria shall be planned to not limit the capability of a transmission path to the
extent of causing excessive risk to the electric system.

5)

Sufficient reactive capacity shall be planned within the SPP electric system at appropriate
places to maintain applicable transmission system voltages under base case and contingency
conditions.

6. Facilities shall be rated as assigned in SPP Planning Criteria section 7.
6.1.1.5.3.2. Planning Assessment Studies
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Individual transmission owners shall perform individual transmission planning studies and shall
cooperate within the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan and other SPP coordinated studies. These
planning studies are for the purposes of identifying any planning criteria violations that may exist and
developing plans to mitigate such violations. Members shall contact the Transmission Working
GroupSPP whenever new facilities are in the conceptual planning stage so that optimal integration of
any new facilities and potentially benefiting parties can be identified. Studies affecting more than one
system owner or user will be conducted on a joint system basis. Reliability studies shall examine postcontingency steady-state conditions as well as stability, overload, cascading, and voltage collapse
conditions, where appropriate. Updates to the transmission assessments will be performed, as
appropriate, to reflect anticipated significant changes in system conditions.
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5.3.3. This section no longer exists
6.1.2. Benchmark SPP Models
SPP staff shall benchmark model data against actual SPP system conditions (e.g., generation
dispatch, load, and load power factor) which correspond to the time frames for which the
models are created. As a minimum the results shall be reported semiannually.

6.1.3.
5.4. SPP Compliance with NERC Reliability Standards and SPP Tariff studies for
Transmission long-term pPlanning
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For assessments of the transmission system performed in accordance with the OATT, contingencies
described in Section 5.4 may be evaluated as required by the procedure documents of the applicable study
process or the scope documents of the applicable assessment.

6.1.4.5.4.1. Base Case (NERC Table 1 Planning Event “P0”)(TPL-001)

All power flow models developed by the MDWG shall be evaluated for compliance with the NERC
Reliability Standard for system performance under normal (no contingency) conditions (Category A of
Table 1). In addition to the any NERC requirements, SPP requires that assessments shall verify that the
SPP Transmission Systems within the planning these models shall conform to the following standards:
(1) Normal Operations – Any established normal (pre-contingency) operating procedures shall be
filed by the applicable Transmission Owner with SPP and shall be kept on file by the SPP staff
liaison to the SPP MDWG. Normal operations shall reflect a reasonable unit commitment which
reflects any contracted or operational limitations. System facilities shall be modeled to reflect
normal operation.
(2) Transmission Project Inclusion – All Planned Projects shall be included in the power flow
models if the expected in-service date is prior to (i) November 1, for all winter peak cases, and
(ii) June 1, for all summer peak cases.
(3) Compliance with NERC Table 1 – Category A System Performance Standards – All MDWG
power flow models shall be tested to verify compliance with the System Performance Standards
from NERC Table 1 – Category A, subject to the following clarifications:
(4) Thermal LimitsFacility Loadings wWithin Applicable RatingAcceptable Limits – Applicable
Rating shall be defined as the Normal Rating per SPP Planning Criteria 7 section 7.2.1.1. The
Acceptable Lthermal limit shall be 100% of the Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall
be defined as the Normal Rating per SPP Planning Criteria 7.
(1)
(5)(2)
Voltage LimitsSystem steady state voltages Wwithin Applicable RatingAcceptable
Limits – Applicable RatingAcceptable Limits shall have the meaning of Nominal Voltage per
Criteria 3. Voltage limits shall be set at plus or minus five percent (+/- 5%) of Nominal
VoltageApplicable Rating. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning Criteria Section 5.2.
(6)(3)
System Stability – All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Both dDynamic,
transient, and steady state stability of the Transmission System shall be maintained. A no-fault
20 second simulation, from an industry recognized software tool, shall have a flat response with
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respect to machine speed, angle, power, and VARs for all machines in the SPP Transmission
Systems.Cascading outages shall not occur.
Modeling of Projected Firm Transfers - All contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers shall be
maintained. All firm customer demands shall be maintained.
The MDWG shall work with the Transmission Working Group (TWG) to resolve issues not considered
data errors.

6.1.5.5.4.2. Loss of Single Bulk Electric System Element (NERC Table 1
Planning Event “P1”,” P2”)(TPL-002)

SPP staff shall conduct an assessment of the power flow models by MDWG to assess compliance with
the NERC Reliability Standard for system performance following the loss of a single element (Category
B). In addition to anythe NERC requirements SPP requires that assessments shall verify that the SPP
Transmission System within the planning models conform to the following standards following the loss
of a single element:
(5) , SPP requires that the power flow models conform to the following standards:
(1) Facility Loadings within Acceptable Limits – The Acceptable Limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency Rating per SPP
Planning Criteria.
(1) System steady state voltages within Acceptable Limits – Acceptable Limits shall be set at plus
five or minus ten percent (+5 / -10%) of Nominal Voltage for BES buses (or tariff facilities as
applicable) on load serving buses. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning Criteria Section
5.2.Normal Operations – Initiating incident results in a single Bulk Electric System element out
of service. Both non-fault and fault initiated events should be evaluated for severity of impact.
(2) Transmission Project Inclusion – All Planned Projects shall be included in the power flow
models if the expected in-service date is prior to (i) November 1, for all winter peak cases, and
(ii) June 1, for all summer peak cases.
(3) Compliance with NERC Table 1 - Category B System Performance Standards – All MDWG
power flow models shall be tested to verify compliance with the System Performance Standards
from NERC Table 1 – Category B, subject to the following clarifications:
(4) Thermal Limits within Applicable Rating – Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency
Rating per SPP Planning Criteria 7 section 7.2.1.2. The thermal limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating.
(5) Voltage Limits Within Applicable Rating – Applicable Rating shall have the meaning of
Nominal Voltage per SPP Planning Criteria 5. Voltage limits shall be set at plus five percent to
minus ten percent (+5%/-10%) of Applicable Rating for systems operating at 60 kV or above on
load serving buses.
(2)
(3) All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of
the Transmission System shall be maintained. Cascading shall not occur. Machine Rotor Angles
shall exhibit well damped angular oscillations and proper voltage response following a
disturbance on the Bulk Electric System in accordance with the Southwest Power Pool
Disturbance Performance Requirements.
(6) System Stability – Stability of the Transmission System (angular and voltage) shall be
maintained. Cascading outages shall not occur.
Page 6 of 13

Modeling of Projected Firm Transfers – All contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers shall be
maintained. All firm customer demands shall be maintained.
Loss of Demand – No loss of firm customer demand (except as noted in NERC Reliability Standards
Table I, Transmission System Standards – Normal and Emergency Conditions, Footnote b), nor the
curtailment of contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers shall be required.
Mitigation Plans – Mitigation plans shall be submitted to SPP to verify effectiveness. Mitigation plans
may include Transmission Operating Directives or additional system elements. A mitigation plan is
deemed effective if it shall return all system voltages and line and equipment ratings to within the
Applicable Rating as defined above. SPP shall document the corrective plans necessary to mitigate
effects of those events.

6.1.6. Loss of Two or More Elements (NERC Table 1 Planning Event “P3, P4, P5,
P6, P7”)(TPL-003)
5.4.3.
SPP staff shall conduct an assessment of the power flow models by MDWG to assess compliance with
the NERC Reliability Standard for system performance following the loss of two or more elements
(Category C). In addition to the NERC requirements, SPP requires that assessments necessary for
NERC compliance, or assessments that specify such analysis as required, shall verify that SPP
Transmission System within the models conform to the following standards following the loss of two
or more elements:
(1) the power flow models conform to the following standards:
(2) Normal Operations - Initiating incident may result in two or more (multiple) components out of
service. Both non-fault and fault initiated events should be evaluated for severity of impact.
(3) Transmission Project Inclusion – All Planned Projects shall be included in the power flow
models if the expected in-service date is prior to (i) November 1, for all winter peak cases, and
(ii) June 1, for all summer peak cases.
(4) Compliance with NERC Table 1 – Category C System Performance Standards – All MDWG
power flow models shall be tested to verify compliance with the System Performance Standards
from NERC Table 1 – Category C, subject to the following clarifications:
(1) Facility Loadings within Acceptable Limits – The Acceptable Limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency Rating per SPP
Planning Criteria.
(2) System steady state voltages within Acceptable Limits – Acceptable Limits shall be set at plus
five or minus ten percent (+5 / -10%) of Nominal Voltage for BES buses (or tariff facilities as
applicable) on load serving buses. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning Criteria Section 5.2.
(5) All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Thermal Limits within Applicable Rating Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency Rating per SPP Planning Criteria 7 section
7.2.1.2. The thermal limit shall be 100% of the Applicable Rating.
(6) Voltage Limits Within Applicable Rating – Applicable Rating shall have the meaning of
Nominal Voltage per Criteria 3. Voltage limits shall be set at plus five percent to minus ten
percent (+5%/-10%) of Applicable Rating for systems operating at 60 kV or above on load
serving buses.
(7)(3)
Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of the Transmission System shall be
maintained. Cascading outages shall not occur. All synchronous machines shall remain in
synchronism with the BES. Machine Rotor Angles shall exhibit well damped angular
oscillations and proper voltage response following a disturbance on the Bulk Electric System.
The methodology for determining dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of the
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Transmission System are maintained in the document, Southwest Power Pool Disturbance
Performance Requirements.
System Stability – Stability of the Transmission System (angular and voltage) shall be
maintained. Cascading outages shall not occur.
(8) Modeling of Projected Firm Transfer – All contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers
shall be maintained. All firm customer demands shall be maintained.
(9) Loss of Demand – Planned outages of customer demand or generation (as noted in NERC
Reliability Standards Table I Transmission System Standards – Normal and Emergency
Conditions) may occur, and contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers may be curtailed.
Mitigation Plans – Mitigation plans shall be submitted to SPP to verify effectiveness. Mitigation
plans may include Transmission Operating Directives or additional system elements. A
mitigation plan is deemed effective if it shall return all system voltages and line and equipment
ratings to within the Applicable Rating as defined above. SPP shall document the corrective
plans necessary to mitigate effects of those events.

6.1.7.5.4.4. Extreme Events (TPL-004)
An extreme event shall have the meaning consistent with Category D of NERC Reliability Standards
TPL-001 Table 1 – , Steady State & Stability Performance Extreme EventsTransmission System
Standards – Normal and Emergency Conditions. SPP shall run contingency studies as provided by the
transmission owners under the following conditions:
(1) Initiating event(s) shall result in multiple elements out of service.
(2) SPP shall document the measures and procedures to mitigate or eliminate the extent and effects
of those events and may at their discretion recommend such measures and procedures where
extreme contingency events could lead to uncontrolled cascading outages or system instability.
(3) Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of the Transmission System shall be maintained.
Cascading shall not occur.
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5.4.5. OpenStudy Requirements
This section no longer exists
System contingency studies should be based on system simulation models that should incorporate:
(1) Evaluation of reactive power resources
(2) Existing protection systems
(3) Any existing backup or redundancy protection systems
(4) All projected firm transfers (including rollover rights of long-term firm transactions)
(5) All existing and Planned Projects
These studies shall assist to determine that existing transmission protection schemes are sufficient to
meet the system performance levels as defined in appropriate Category of NERC Reliability Standards
Table I, Transmission System Standards – Normal and Emergency Conditions. Studies shall consider all
contingencies applicable to the appropriate Category and document the selection rationale. Studies shall
be conducted or reviewed annually, shall cover seasonal or expected critical system conditions for near
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(current or next year) and intermediate (two to five year recommended) planning horizons, and address
both intra- and interregional reliability. Detailed analyses of the systems will not be conducted annually
if changes to system conditions do not warrant such analyses.
The longer-term (beyond five years) simulations will identify concerns that may surface in the period
beyond the more certain intermediate year period. Focus of simulations for the longer term will be on
marginal system conditions evident from the intermediate year cases. Cases beyond the five-year
horizon will be evaluated as needed to address identified marginal conditions.

5.4.6. System Adjustments and Mitigation Plans

When simulations indicate an inability of the systems to respond as prescribed by this Criterion,
responsible entities must provide a written summary of their system adjustments or mitigation plans,
including a schedule for implementation, to achieve the required system performance throughout the
planning horizon. Mitigation plan summaries should discuss expected required in-service dates of
facilities, should consider lead-times necessary to implement plans, and will be reviewed for continuing
need in subsequent annual assessments.

5.4.7. Transmission Operating Directives

A Transmission Operating Directive qualifies as a valid mitigation measure when the Transmission
Operating Directive is effective as written.
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5.4.8. OpenReporting Requirements
This section no longer exists
Entities responsible for the reliability of interconnected transmission systems shall report annually on
the performance of their systems in connection with NERC Reliability Standards to the SPP Region.
The SPP will annually provide a summary of intra- and interregional studies to the NERC Regional and
interregional reliability assessments shall include the results of the system simulation testing as stated in
the NERC Reliability Standards.

5.5. Interconnection Review Process
Southwest Power Pool Planning Criteria 5.3.2 and the Regional Open Access Transmission Tariff both
require members to contact the SPP and the Transmission Working Group whenever new transmission
facilities that impact the interconnected operation are in the conceptual planning stage so that the
optimal integration of any new facilities can be identified. Under this criterion an interconnection
involves two or more SPP members or an SPP member and a non-member. A project that creates a nonradial, non-generation interconnection at 69 kV or above or that removes an interconnection at 230 kV
or above shall be reviewed for impacts in accordance with Appendix PL-6. A Transmission Service
Provider shall be subject to provisions of this criterion.
Appendix PL-6 – Interconnection Review Process Details
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This appendix shall be subject to review and approval of the Transmission Working Group
(TWG). Given the limited amount of time during a regular Transmission Working
GroupTWG meeting, and given the need for timely responses, the majority of the
interconnection review process will take place outside of a regular meeting. A
Transmission Assessment Report will be prepared by the parties to the proposed
interconnection and presented to the TWG for review. Once received, the Transmission
Working GroupTWG will review the information provided in the assessment of impacts on
the interconnected system. This appendix details the technical requirements which shall
be the minimum necessary.
Coordination
1. The party proposing the interconnection shall appoint a person who will serve as the
primary contact with SPPthe TWG staff secretary. and with the Transmission W orking
Group.
2. If the proposal for interconnection comes from the SPP, then SPP shall appoint
its primary contact.
2. The primary contact shall ensure that all affected parties are identified. This includes
but is not limited to notification through the TWG Exploder requesting any parties
who would like to be considered affected identify themselves and provide reasoning.
The primary contact, shall provide a proposed timeline for the studies shall ensure
that all affected parties are notified of and kept informed of progress, and shall
provided the opportunity to review all study results prior to submission to the
Transmission W orking GroupTWG. The rationale for determining affected parties shall
be included.
3. The primary contact shall coordinate any joint studies that may be necessary and shall
report the results to all affected parties.
4. All affected parties shall cooperate in joint planning efforts.
5. All affected parties will work together to develop an estimated timeline for the
completion of the study.
6. SPP shall coordinate activities that affect other regions pursuant to an applicable seams
agreement.
Prior tTo tThe Review
Affected parties shall jointly develop and evaluate both the proposed interconnection and
any mitigation plans. The primary contact shall submit a request for review of the
interconnection request to the Transmission Working GroupTWG through the group’s staff
Ssecretary. The request for review shall include the following:
1. A list of all affected parties and the contact person at each affected party. The rationale for
determining affected parties shall be included.
2. A brief summary of the results of planning studies. Each affected party shall provide a copy
of its own planning criteria as documentation of the need of mitigations that exceed
regional requirements.
3. A detailed description of the project including: in-service date; design information; ratings
of the interconnection; a geographic map of the interconnection area; electrical one-line
diagrams of the facilities being connected.
4. A summary of the results of power flow, short circuitshort-circuit, and dynamic analyses
specifically addressing compliance to NERC Reliability Standards, SPP Criteria, other
regional requirements, and affected party planning criteria.
5. 5. Appropriate program files and program automation files to allow SPP staff to reproduce
the studies performed.
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6. Details of any required mitigation plans including identification of the parties responsible for
mitigation. The detailed description of mitigation plans shall include such information as
detailed in Item 3 above.
7. Any comments of the affected parties.
Technical Study Requirements
Impact analysis shall be performed to assess the system with and without the
interconnection to determine if the interconnection causes any adverse effects to the
system.
The following are minimum requirements for power flow analysis:
1. Impact analysis shall be performed using an N-1 A contingency assessment of all single
elements consistent with Integrated Transmission Planning Manual in the entire first-tier
area of the combined areas which the proposed interconnection connects. This area
maybe expanded or reduced as mutually agreed upon. The rationale for expansion or
reduction of the study area shall be documented and agreed upon by all affected areas.
2. N-1 contingency assessment shall not be limited to a breaker-to-breaker outage
assessment, but such assessment may also be included.
3.2.
A review of impacts shall utilize all applicable Scenario Cases developed by the
SPP extending to the planning horizon year.
4.3.
If, at any time, impacts are identified affecting a nuclear power plant, it shall be
included separately as an affected party.
4. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and required mitigations.
The TWG may request additional studies at its discretion. The rationale for requesting
additional studies shall be provided to all affected parties. If the proposed interconnection
was previously evaluated by SPP and included in the most recent STEP, the power flow
analysis described here does not need to be repeated.
The following are minimum requirements for short circuitshort-circuit analysis:
1. Analysis shall be consistent with the Integrated Transmission Planning Manual. The
model(s) assessed shall be determined by the affected parties. The rationale for the
model(s) assessed shall be included.
2. Assessment shall consist of 3-phase and phase-to-ground faults applied at the buses of
the proposed interconnection plus all first-tier buses to the interconnection.
3. Additional buses may be studied as mutually agreed upon and documentation for including
such additional buses shall be included.
4. Assessments shall document the before and after fault currents on all monitored busses.
5. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and the required mitigation.
The following are minimum requirements for dynamics transient stability analysis:
1. Analysis shall be performed using a contingency assessment. The model(s) and
contingencies assessed shall be determined by the affected parties. Consideration shall be
applied for evaluating impactful contingent events from neighboring SPP or non-SPP
systems. The rationale for the model(s) and contingencies assessed shall be included. If
no dynamics transient stability analysis is performed the rationale for not performing such
studies shall be provided.
2. The assessments performed shall be determined by the affected parties. The rationale for
the assessments shall be included.
3. Assessments shall document the before and after dynamic post disturbance performance
on all monitored busses consistent with Section 5.4 of this Criteria.
4. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and the required mitigation.
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If the interconnection is to be made at 345 kV or higher voltage, affected parties shall determine if
additional study work is neededa to n assess sment of reactive power impacts and management
shall be made and provided for review. If the affected parties determine additional study work is
required, results of these studies shall be provided for review. Additional study work This
assessment may include but is not limited to steady state, transient (including electromagnetics
transient studies), surge impedance loading for long lines, insulation coordination, or switching
studies power flow, transient network analysis, or electromagnetics transients studies, insulation
coordination studies and dynamics studies clearly indicating any required levels of shunt
compensation. If no additional study work is performed for 345 kV or higher interconnections, the
rationale for not performing such studies shall be provided.
Dispute Resolution
All disputes between SPP members shall be resolved using the procedures of Section
3.13 of the SPP Bylaws.
Review and Ballot by the Transmission W orking Group
1. 1. The Transmission Working GroupTWG Secretary shall review the request for
interconnection for completeness.
2. Any deficiencies shall be reported to the primary contact.
3. Once a complete request is received, it shall be forwarded to the Transmission
4.3.
Working GroupTWG for a 14 day review and comment period.
5.4.
The primary contact shall be responsible for coordinating any response necessary
to comments and questions raised by the Transmission Working GroupTWG.
6.5.
The Transmission Working GroupTWG shall schedule a ballot to accept or to reject
the interconnection request.
7.6.
Any action taken by the Transmission Working GroupTWG will be included in the
minutes.
Transmission Interconnection Review Data Checklist
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.

Primary contact and all affected parties’ contact information.
Overview of the proposed interconnection and its need.
Estimated or proposed in-service date.
List of all studies run by season.
a. Power flow studies minimum requirements met.
b. Short circuitShort-circuit studies minimum requirements met.
c. Dynamics Transient studies minimum requirements met.
Affected parties planning criteria, if applicable.
A detailed description of the proposed interconnection.
a. In- service date
b. Design information
c. Ratings of the interconnection
d. A geographic map of the interconnection area
e. Electrical one-line diagrams of the facilities being connected.
Appropriate program files and program automation files to allow SPP staff to reproduce the
studies performed.
Details of any required mitigation plans including identification of the affected parties
responsible for mitigation.
a. In-service date
b. Design information
c. Ratings of the facilities
d. A geographic map of the facility area
e. Electrical one-line diagrams of the facilities being connected.
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9. Comments of affected parties covering agreement or points of disagreement of the
proposed interconnection, if any.
The Transmission W orking GroupTWG shall review and modify this appendix as needed
but not less frequently than once every 3 years.

7.2

Rating of Transmission Circuits

Each SPP member shall rate transmission circuits operated at 69 kV and above in accordance with
this criteria or their own Facility Rating methodology consistent with requirements of FAC-008. A
transmission circuit shall consist of all elements load carrying between circuit breakers or the
comparable switching devices. Transformers with both primary and secondary windings energized at
69 kV or above are subject to this criteria. All circuit ratings shall be computed with the system
operated in its normal state (all lines and busessystem equipment in-service normal status, all breakers
with normal status, and all loads served from their normal source). The circuit ratings will be
specified in "MVA" and are taken as the minimum ratings of all of the elements in series. The
minimum circuit rating shall be determined as described in this criteria and members shall maintain
transmission right-of-way to operate at this rating. However, SPP members may use circuit ratings
higher than these minimums. Each element of a circuit shall have a normal and an emergency rating.
For certain equipment, (switches, wave traps, current transformers and circuit breakers), these two
ratings are identical and are defined as follows:
(1)

NORMAL RATING: Normal circuit ratings specify the level of power flow that facilities can
carry continuously without loss of life to the facility involved.

(2)

EMERGENCY RATING: Emergency circuit ratings specify the level of power flow that a
facility can carry for the time sufficient for adjustment of transfer schedules, generation
dispatch, or line switching in an orderly manner with acceptable loss of life to the facility
involved.

SPP Business Practices
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Revision Request Comment Form
RR #:

Date:

RR Title:
SUBMITTER INFORMATION
Name:

Company:

Email:

Phone:
OBJECTIVE OF REVISION

Provide the objective language from the revision request for which you are submitting comments.
COMMENTS

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

5. Regional Transmission Planning
5.1. Concepts
The For the purposes of this Section 5 of the SPP Criteria the interconnected transmission system
shall be defined as facilities under the functional control of the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff
or the Bulk Electric System. The transmission system shall be capable of performing reliably under
a wide variety of expected system conditions while continuing to operate within equipment and
electric system thermal, voltage, and stability limits. The tTransmission sSystem, at a minimum, shall
be planned to withstand all single element contingencies and maintenance outages over the load
conditions of all applicable seasonal models as required for each planning process. Extreme event
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contingencies which measure the robustness of the electric Transmission sSystems should be
evaluated for risks and consequences. The NERC Reliability Standards define specific requirements
that provide a measurable degree of reliability for the BES. SPP provides additional coordinated
regional transmission planning requirements to promote reliability through this Criterion and related
“Transmission Planning Process” (Attachment O) in the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff
(OATT).

5.2. Definitions
All capitalized terms shall have their meaning as contemplated defined in the SPP OATT or NERC
Glossary of Terms Used In Reliability Standards, unless defined below.
Bulk Electric System – Bulk Electric System shall have the definition as provided in the NERC
Glossary of Terms Used In Reliability Standards, as may be amended from time to time.
NERC – The North American Electric Reliability Corporation, or its successor organization, which is
an organization of all segments of the electric industry that recommends, sets, oversees, and
implements policies and standards to ensure the continued reliability of North America’s bulk electric
system.
Nominal Voltage – The root-mean-square, phase-to-phase voltage by which the system is designated
and to which certain operating characteristics of the system are related. Examples of nominal voltages
are 500 kV, 345 kV, 230 kV, 161 kV, 138 kV, 115 kV and 69 kV.

Commented [JA2]: There are other NERC terms in this
document and it seems best to just point to the glossary as suggested
above.

5.3. Coordinated Planning
SPP members operate in a highly interconnected Transmission sSystem and shall coordinate
transmission planning. This coordination shall include efforts between interconnected SPP members
and non-members. SPP shall be the primary responsible party for coordinated transmission planning.
The planning and development of tTransmission Ffacilitiestransmission system shall be coordinated
with neighboring systems and regions to preserve the reliability benefits of interconnected operations.
The tTransmission sSystems should be planned to avoid excessive dependence on any one
tTransmission circuitFacility, structure, right-of-way, or substation.
The tTransmission sSystem of the SPP region shall be planned and constructed to meet the applicable
NERC Reliability Standards. SPP shall perform contingency analysis on the tTransmission sSystem
of the Bulk Electric System (BES). For assessments of the tTransmission sSystem performed in
accordance with the OATT, SPP shall perform contingency analysis on the tTransmission sSystem
with a Nominal Voltage of 60 kV or greater. SPP staff, the Model Development Working Group,
Transmission Working Group, and applicable stakeholder groups shall annually assemble and verify
power flow models, short-circuit models, and stability models, which shall be used by SPP staff to
Page 2 of 10
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comply with NERC Reliability Standards. Extreme contingency evaluations shall be conducted to
measure the robustness of the transmission systems and to maintain a state of preparedness to deal
effectively with such events. Although it is not practical to construct a system to withstand all possible
extreme contingencies without cascading, it is desirable to understand the risks and consequences of
such events and to attempt to limit the significant economic and social impacts that may result.

5.3.1. Member Criteria GuidelinesThis section no longer exists
Individual members may develop Planning Criteria that shall, at a minimum, conform to NERC
Reliability Standards and SPP Criteria. Individual member Criteria should consider the following:
Excessive concentration of power being carried on any single tTransmission circuitFacility, multicircuit transmission line, or right-of-way, as well as through any single tTransmission station shall be
avoided.
Intra-regional, inter-regional, and trans-regional power flows shall not result in excessive risk to the
electricTransmission sSystem under normal and contingency conditions as outlined in this criteria.
Switching arrangements shall be planned to permit effective maintenance of equipment without
excessive risk to the electricTransmission sSystem.
Switching arrangements and associated protective relay systems for all fFacilities defined in SPP
Planning Criteria shall be planned to not limit the capability of a tTransmission path Facility to the
extent of causing excessive risk to the electric system.
Sufficient reactive capacity shall be planned within the SPP electric Transmission sSystem at
appropriate places to maintain applicable transmission system voltages under base case and contingency
conditions.
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5.3.2. Planning Assessment Studies

May have been written when transmission owners were likely the
only participants in the planning process

Individual tTransmission Oowners shall perform individual transmission planning studies required by
the OATT and shall cooperate within the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan and other SPP
coordinated studies. These planning studies are for the purposes of identifying any planning criteria
violations that may exist and developing plans to mitigate such violations. Members shall contact the
SPP whenever new fFacilities are in the planning stage so that optimal integration of any new
fFacilities and potentially benefiting or harmed impacted parties can be identified . Studies affecting
more than one system owner or user will be conducted on a joint coordinated system basis. Reliability
studies shall examine post-contingency steady-state conditions as well as stability, overload,
cascading, and voltage collapse conditions, where appropriate. Updates to the transmission
assessments will be performed, as appropriate, to reflect anticipated significant changes in system
conditions.

Do NERC Standards give enough teeth to require participation from
a studies and/or data submittal perspective
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5.3.3. This section no longer exists
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5.4. SPP Compliance with NERC Reliability Standards and SPP Tariff studies for
long-term planning
For assessments of the tTransmission sSystem performed in accordance with the OATT, contingencies
described in Section 5.4 may be evaluated as required by the procedure documents of the applicable study
process or the scope documents of the applicable assessment.

5.4.1. Base Case (NERC Table 1 Planning Event “P0”)

Commented [JA13]:
Steady State & Stability:
a. The System shall remain stable. Cascading and uncontrolled
islanding shall not occur.
b. Consequential Load Loss as well as generation loss is acceptable
as a consequence of any event excluding P0.
c. Simulate the removal of all elements that Protection Systems and
other controls are expected to automatically disconnect for each
event.
d. Simulate Normal Clearing unless otherwise specified.

In addition to any NERC requirements, SPP requires that assessments shall verify that the SPP
Transmission Systems within the planning models conform to the following standards:
(1) Facility Loadings within Acceptable Limits – The Acceptable Limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Normal Rating per SPP
Planning Criteria 7Normal Ratings.
(2) System steady state voltages within Acceptable Limits – Acceptable Limits shall be set at plus or
minus five percent (+/- 5%) of Nominal Voltage. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning
Criteria Section 5.2.
(3) System Stability – All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Dynamic, transient, and
steady state stability of the Transmission System shall be maintained. A no-fault 20 second
simulation, from an industry recognized software tool, shall have a flat response with respect to
machine speed, angle, power, and VARs for all machines in the SPP Transmission Systems.

5.4.2. Loss of Single Bulk Electric System Element (NERC Table 1 Planning
Event “P1”,” P2”)

e. Planned System adjustments such as Transmission configuration
changes and re-dispatch of generation are allowed if such
adjustments are executable within the time duration applicable to the
Facility Ratings.
Steady State Only:
f. Applicable Facility Ratings shall not be exceeded.
g. System steady state voltages and post-Contingency voltage
deviations shall be within acceptable limits as established by the
Planning Coordinator and the Transmission Planner.
h. Planning event P0 is applicable to steady state only.
i. The response of voltage sensitive Load that is disconnected from
the System by end-user equipment associated with an event shall not
be used to meet steady state performance requirements.
Stability Only:
j. Transient voltage response shall be within acceptable limits
established by the Planning Coordinator and the Transmission
Planner.
Commented [JA14]: Isn’t this planning criteria?

In addition to any NERC requirements SPP requires that assessments shall verify that the SPP
Transmission System within the planning models conform to the following standards following the loss
of a single element:
(1) Facility Loadings within Acceptable Limits – The Acceptable Limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency Rating per SPP
Planning Criteria.
(2) System steady state voltages within Acceptable Limits – Acceptable Limits shall be set at plus
five or minus ten percent (+5 / -10%) of Nominal Voltage for BES buses (or tariff fFacilities as
applicable) on load serving buses. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning Criteria Section 5.2.
(3) All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of
the Transmission System shall be maintained. Cascading shall not occur. Machine Rotor Angles
shall exhibit well damped angular oscillations and proper voltage response following a
disturbance on the Bulk Electric System in accordance with the Southwest Power Pool
Disturbance Performance Requirements.

5.4.3. Loss of Two or More Elements (NERC Table 1 Planning Event “P3, P4, P5,
P6, P7”)
In addition to the NERC requirements, SPP requires that assessments necessary for NERC compliance,
or assessments that specify such analysis as required, shall verify that SPP Transmission System
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within the models conform to the following standards following the loss of two or more elements and
associated CAPs/mitigations that meet NERC TPL-001 Table 1:
(1) Facility Loadings within Acceptable Limits – The Acceptable Limit shall be 100% of the
Applicable Rating. The Applicable Rating shall be defined as the Emergency Rating per SPP
Planning Criteria.
(2) System steady state voltages within Acceptable Limits – Acceptable Limits shall be set at plus
five or minus ten percent (+5 / -10%) of Nominal Voltage for BES buses (or tariff fFacilities as
applicable) on load serving buses. Nominal Voltage is defined in Planning Criteria Section 5.2.
(3) All BES generators shall remain in synchronism. Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of
the Transmission System shall be maintained. Cascading outages shall not occur. Machine Rotor
Angles shall exhibit well damped angular oscillations and proper voltage response following a
disturbance on the Bulk Electric System. The methodology for determining dynamic, transient,
and steady state stability of the Transmission System are maintained in the document, Southwest
Power Pool Disturbance Performance Requirements.

5.4.4. Extreme Events
An extreme event shall have the meaning consistent with NERC Reliability Standard TPL-001 Table 1 –
Steady State & Stability Performance Extreme Events. SPP shall run contingency studies as provided by
the tTransmission oOwners under the following conditions:
(1) Initiating event(s) shall result in multiple elements out of service.
(2) SPP shall document the measures and procedures to mitigate or eliminate the extent and effects
of those events and may at their discretion recommend such measures and procedures where
extreme contingency events could lead to uncontrolled cascading outages or system instability.
(3) Dynamic, transient, and steady state stability of the Transmission System shall be maintained.
Cascading shall not occur.

Commented [KH18]: Consistent definition needed for
cascading
Commented [JA19R18]: NERC has a definition. Do we need
to further define criteria that indicates Cascading? For example,
what’s considered “uncontrolled” or “widespread”.

5.4.5. Open
This section no longer exists

5.4.6. System Adjustments and Mitigation Plans
When simulations indicate an inability of the Transmission sSystems to respond as prescribed by this
Criterion, responsible entitiesmembers must provide a written summary of their system adjustments or
mitigation plans, including a schedule for implementation, to achieve the required system performance
throughout the planning horizon. Mitigation plan summaries should discuss expected required in-service
dates of fFacilities, should consider lead-times necessary to implement plans, and will be reviewed for
continuing need in subsequent annual assessments.

5.4.7. Transmission Operating Directives
A Transmission Operating Directive qualifies as a valid mitigation measure when the Transmission
Operating Directive is effective as written.
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5.4.8. Open
This section no longer exists
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5.5. Interconnection Review Process
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Southwest Power Pool Planning Criteria 5.3.2 and the Regional Open Access Transmission Tariff both
require members to contact the SPP and the Transmission Working Group whenever new tTransmission
fFacilities that impact the interconnected operation are in the conceptual planning stage so that the
optimal integration of any new fFacilities can be identified. Under this criterion an interconnection
involves two or more SPP members or an SPP member and a non-member. A project that creates a nonradial, non-generation interconnection at 69 kV or above or that removes an interconnection at 230 kV
or above shall be reviewed for impacts in accordance with Appendix PL-6. A Transmission Service
Provider shall be subject to provisions of this criterion.

Commented [JA23]: This was taken out in 5.3.2.

Appendix PL-6 – Interconnection Review Process Details
This appendix shall be subject to review and approval of the Transmission Working Group
(TWG). Given the limited amount of time during a regular TWG meeting, and given the
need for timely responses, the majority of the interconnection review process will take
place outside of a regular meeting. A Transmission Assessment Report will be prepared
by the parties to the proposed interconnection and presented to the TWG for review. Once
received, the TWG will review the information provided in the assessment of impacts on the
interconnected system. This appendix details the technical requirements which shall be
the minimum necessary.
Coordination
1. The party proposing the interconnection shall appoint a person who will serve as the
primary contact with the TWG staff secretary.
2. The primary contact shall ensure that all affected parties are identified. This includes
but is not limited to notification through the TWG Exploder and requesting any
affected parties identify themselves, shall provide a proposed timeline for the studies,
shall ensure that all affected parties are notified of and kept informed of progress, and
shall provide the opportunity to review all study results prior to submission to the
TWG.
3. The primary contact shall coordinate any joint studies that may be necessary and shall
report the results to all affected parties.
4. All affected parties shall cooperate in joint planning efforts.
5. All affected parties will work together to develop an estimated timeline for the
completion of the study.
6. SPP shall coordinate activities that affect other regions pursuant to an applicable seams
agreement.
Prior to the Review
Affected parties shall jointly develop and evaluate both the proposed interconnection and
any mitigation plans. The primary contact shall submit a request for review of the
interconnection request to the TWG through the group’s staff secretary. The request for
review shall include the following:
1. A list of all affected parties and the contact person at each affected party. The rationale for
determining affected parties shall be included.
2. A brief summary of the results of planning studies. Each affected party shall provide a copy
of its own planning criteria as documentation of the need of mitigations that exceed
regional requirements.
3. A detailed description of the project including: in-service date; design information; ratings
of the interconnection; a geographic map of the interconnection area; electrical one-line
diagrams of the fFacilities being connected.
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4. A summary of the results of power flow, short-circuit, and dynamic analyses specifically
addressing compliance to NERC Reliability Standards, SPP Criteria, other regional
requirements, and affected party planning criteria.
5. Appropriate program files and program automation files to allow SPP staff to reproduce the
studies performed.
6. Details of any required mitigation plans including identification of the parties responsible for
mitigation. The detailed description of mitigation plans shall include such information as
detailed in Item 3 above.
7. Any comments of the affected parties.
Technical Study Requirements
Impact analysis shall be performed to assess the system with and without the
interconnection to determine if the interconnection causes any adverse effects to the
system.
The following are minimum requirements for power flow analysis:
1. A contingency assessment consistent with Integrated Transmission Planning Manual in
the entire first-tier area of the combined areas which the proposed interconnection
connects. This area maybe expanded or reduced as mutually agreed upon. The rationale
for expansion or reduction of the study area shall be documented and agreed upon by all
affected areas.
2. A review of impacts shall utilize all applicable Scenario Cases developed by the SPP
extending to the planning horizon year.
3. If, at any time, impacts are identified affecting a nuclear power plant, it shall be included
separately as an affected party.
4. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and required mitigations.
The TWG may request additional studies at its discretion. The rationale for requesting
additional studies shall be provided to all affected parties. If the proposed interconnection
was previously evaluated by SPP and included in the most recent STEP, the power flow
analysis described here does not need to be repeated.
The following are minimum requirements for short-circuit analysis:
1. Analysis shall be consistent with the Integrated Transmission Planning Manual. The
model(s) assessed shall be determined by the affected parties. The rationale for the
model(s) assessed shall be included.
2. Assessment shall consist of 3-phase and phase-to-ground faults applied at the buses of
the proposed interconnection plus all first-tier buses to the interconnection.
3. Additional buses may be studied as mutually agreed upon and documentation for including
such additional buses shall be included.
4. Assessments shall document the before and after fault currents on all monitored busses.
5. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and the required mitigation.
The following are minimum requirements for transient stability analysis:
1. Analysis shall be performed using a contingency assessment. The model(s) and
contingencies assessed shall be determined by the affected parties. Consideration shall be
applied for evaluating impactful contingent events from neighboring SPP or non-SPP
systems. The rationale for the model(s) and contingencies assessed shall be included. If
no transient stability analysis is performed the rationale for not performing such studies
shall be provided.
2. The assessments performed shall be determined by the affected parties. The rationale for
the assessments shall be included.
3. Assessments shall document the before and after post disturbance performance on all
monitored buses consistent with Section 5.4 of this Criteria.
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4. Affected parties shall report adverse impacts and the required mitigation.
If the interconnection is to be made at 345 kV or higher voltage, affected parties shall determine if
additional study work is needed to assess reactive power impacts and management. If the
affected parties determine additional study work is required, results of these studies shall be
provided for review. Additional study work may include but is not limited to steady state, transient
(including electromagnetics transient studies), surge impedance loading for long lines, insulation
coordination, or switching studies clearly indicating any required levels of shunt compensation. If
no additional study work is performed for 345 kV or higher interconnections, the rationale for not
performing such studies shall be provided.
Dispute Resolution
All disputes between SPP members shall be resolved using the procedures of Section
3.13 of the SPP Bylaws.
Review and Ballot by the Transmission W orking Group
1. The TWG Secretary shall review the request for interconnection for completeness.
2. Any deficiencies shall be reported to the primary contact.
3. Once a complete request is received, it shall be forwarded to the TWG for a 14 day review
and comment period.
4. The primary contact shall be responsible for coordinating any response necessary to
comments and questions raised by the TWG.
5. The TWG shall schedule a ballot to accept or to reject the interconnection request.
6. Any action taken by the TWG will be included in the minutes.
Transmission Interconnection Review Data Checklist
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.

9.

Primary contact and all affected parties’ contact information.
Overview of the proposed interconnection and its need.
Estimated or proposed in-service date.
List of all studies run by season.
a. Power flow studies minimum requirements met.
b. Short-circuit studies minimum requirements met.
c. Transient studies minimum requirements met.
Affected parties planning criteria, if applicable.
A detailed description of the proposed interconnection.
a. In- service date
b. Design information
c. Ratings of the interconnection
d. A geographic map of the interconnection area
e. Electrical one-line diagrams of the fFacilities being connected.
Appropriate program files and program automation files to allow SPP staff to reproduce the
studies performed.
Details of any required mitigation plans including identification of the affected parties
responsible for mitigation.
a. In-service date
b. Design information
c. Ratings of the fFacilities
d. A geographic map of the fFacility area
e. Electrical one-line diagrams of the fFacilities being connected.
Comments of affected parties covering agreement or points of disagreement of the
proposed interconnection, if any.

The TWG shall review and modify this appendix as needed but not less frequently than
once every 3 years.
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7.2
Rating
CircuitsFacilities

of

Transmission

Each SPP member shall ratedevelop F a c i l i t y R a t i n g s f o r i t s tTransmission F a c i l i t i e s
circuits operated at 69 kV and above in accordance with this criteria orand their own Facility Rating
methodology consistent with requirements of FAC-008. A tTransmission circuit Facility shall consist
of all elements load carrying between circuit breakers or the comparable switching devices.
Transformers with both primary and secondary windings energized at 69 kV or above are subject to
this criteria. All circuit rFacility Ratings shall be computed with the system operated in its normal
state (all system equipment in normal status and all loads served from their normal source). The circuit
ratings will be specified in "MVA" and are taken as the minimum ratings of all of the elements in
series. The minimum circuit rating shall be determined as described in this criteria and members shall
maintain transmission right-of-way to operate at this rating. However, SPP members may use
circuitFacility rRatings higher than these minimums. Each element of a circuit shall have a normal
and an emergency rating. For certain equipment, (switches, wave traps, current transformers and
circuit breakers), these two ratings are typically identical and are defined as follows:
(1) NORMAL RATING: Normal circuit ratings specify the level of power flow that facilities can
carry continuously without loss of life to the facility involved.
(2) EMERGENCY RATING: Emergency circuit ratings specify the level of power flow that a
facility can carry for the time sufficient for adjustment of transfer schedules, generation dispatch, or
line switching in an orderly manner with acceptable loss of life to the facility involved.

Commented [JA26]: With suggested revisions, perhaps we
should require both for consistency in planning.
Commented [JA27]: This is covered or at least implied by the
NERC term Facility.
Facility: A set of electrical equipment that operates as a single Bulk
Electric System Element (e.g., a line, a generator, a shunt
compensator, transformer, etc.)
Commented [JA28]: With the way SPP operates today, what is
considered “their normal source”? Does it matter when developing
Facility Ratings?
Commented [JA29]: Isn’t this the same as FAC-008 requires?
3.3. A statement that a Facility Rating shall respect the most limiting
applicable Equipment Rating of the individual equipment that
comprises that Facility.
Commented [JA30]: What is this meant to cover other than
what FAC-003 and FAC-008 requires?
Commented [JA31]: What does this mean? When?
Commented [JA32]: FAC-008 requires this.
3.4.2. The scope of Ratings addressed shall include, as a minimum,
both Normal and Emergency Ratings.

Commented [JA33]: Suggest using the NERC definitions as
reference in Section 5.2.
Normal Rating: The rating as defined by the equipment owner that
specifies the level of electrical loading, usually expressed in
megawatts (MW) or other appropriate units that a system, facility,
or element can support or withstand through the daily demand
cycles without loss of equipment life.

SPP Business Practices

Emergency Rating: The rating as defined by the equipment owner
that specifies the level of electrical loading or output, usually
expressed in megawatts (MW) or Mvar or other appropriate units,
that a system, facility, or element can support, produce, or
withstand for a finite period. The rating assumes acceptable loss of
equipment life or other physical or safety limitations for the
equipment involved.

Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) Manual

Revision Request Process

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS)

Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority Data Specifications (RDS)
Page 9 of 10

SPP Communications Protocols
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2019 ITP
Schedule
Juliano Freitas
May 16, 2018

2

Powerflow Model
•

Start: 7/17/2017

•

End: 3/1/2018 (Final Approval)

•

Member Review Time:

Pass 0 – Trial 1: 7/21/2017 – 8/4/2017 (10 days)
Pass 0 – Trial 2: 8/11/2017 – 8/25/2017 (10 days)
Pass 0 – Trial 3: 9/1/2017 – 9/15/2017 (10 days)
Pass 1 – Trial 1: 9/22/2017 – 10/6/2017 (10 days)
Pass 1 – Trial 2: 10/13/2017 – 10/20/2017 (5 days)
Pass 2: 11/7/2017 – 11/20/2017 (9 days)
Pass 3: 12/5/2017 – 12/22/2017 (13 days)
Pass 4: 1/19/2018 – 2/1/2018 (10 days)
Pass 5: 2/23/2018 – 3/1/2018 (5 days)
Pass 5a: Critical idevs approved 3/9/2018 by TWG; updated models
posted 3/30/2018 and updated posting 4/02/2018 (5 days)
 Pass 5b: 157 idev changes; 2 critical updates; scheduled to post week of
5/7 (5 days)
 ITP Final Approval with Model Updates in August 2018











•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG

5

Short Circuit Model
•

Start: 11/20/2017

•

End: 3/9/2018

•

Member Review Time:





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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG

6

Renewable & Conventional
Resource Plan – Phase II
•

Start: 2/6/2018

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: ESWG
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Siting Plan
•

Start: 12/1/2017

•

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

•

Potential schedule updates contingent on Site Prioritization
approval 4/25

•

Member Review Time:








Site Repository: 2/22/2018 – 3/8/2018 (5 days)
Site Prioritization: 4/9/2018 – 4/13/2018 (5 days)
Site Prioritization: 4/20/2018 – 4/27/2018 (6 days)
Site Assignment Renewable: 5/18/2018 – 5/24/2018 (5 days)
Site Assignment Renewable: 5/31/2018 – 6/7/2018 (6 days)
Site Assignment Conventional: 6/12/2018 – 6/18/2018 (5 days)
Site Assignment Conventional: 6/25/2018 – 7/2/2018 (6 days)

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: ESWG

12

Generator Outlet Facilities
•

Start: 4/30/2018

•

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

•

Member Review Time:
 7/18/2018 – 7/25/2018 (6 days)

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG

13

Economic Model Building
•

Start: 7/3/2017

•

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

•

Member Review Time:
 Post 1: 2/12/2018 – 2/23/2018 (10 days)
 Post 2: 6/9/2018 – 6/22/2018 (10 days)
 Post 3: 9/17/2018 – 9/21/2018 (5 days)

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: ESWG

14

Benchmarking
•

Start: 4/30/2018

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: ESWG

15

Model Topology Updates
•

Start: Pass 1 Powerflow Model (7/17/2017)

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG
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Constraint Assessment
•

Start: 8/2/2018

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG

17

Economic model conversion to
powerflow
•

Start: 8/2/2018

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Working Group Approval: TWG

18

Base Reliability Needs
Assessment
•

Start: 8/2/2018

•

End: 11/5/2018

•

Staff Leader: Jason Speer (jspeer@spp.org)

19

BA Reliability Needs
Assessment
•

Start: 9/27/2018

•

End: 1/7/2019

•

Staff Leader: Jason Speer (jspeer@spp.org)

20

Economic Needs Assessment
•

Start: 11/1/2018

•

End: 1/7/2019

•

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

21

Policy Needs Assessment
•

Start: 11/1/2018

•

End: 1/7/2019

•

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

22

Operational Needs
Assessment
•

Start: 11/1/2018

•

End: 1/7/2019

•

Staff Leader: Will Tootle (wtootle@spp.org)

23

Short Circuit Needs
Assessment
•

Start: 11/1/2018

•

End: 1/7/2019

•

Staff Leader: Jason Terhune (jterhune@spp.org)

24

DPP Window
•

Start: 1/8/2019

•

End: 2/6/2019

•

Member Review Time:
 Transmission-planning response window (30 calendar
days)

•

Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)

25

Staff Solutions Development
•

Start: 1/8/2019

•

End: 3/20/2019

•

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

26

DPP Evaluations
•

Start: 1/8/2019

•

End: 3/20/2019

•

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

Start: 2/7/2019

•

End: 3/20/2019

•

Staff Leader: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)

28

Project Grouping – Phase 1
(Conceptual Cost Estimate)
•

Start: 1/18/2019

•

End: 4/23/2019

•

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

29

Study Cost Estimates – Round 1
•

Start: 4/24/2019

•

End: 5/16/2019

•

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

•

Staff Leader: John O’Dell (jodell@spp.org)

30

Project Grouping – Phase 2
(Study Cost Estimate – Re-rank)
•

Start: 5/15/2019

•

End: 5/16/2019

•

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

31

Planning Summit
•

Start: 5/17/2019

•

End: 6/4/2019

•

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

•

Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)

32

Project Grouping – Phase 3

(Conceptual + Study Cost Estimates using
Summit Feedback)
•

Start: 6/5/2019

•

End: 6/19/2019

•

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

33

Study Cost Estimates – Round 2
•

Start: 6/20/2019

•

End: 6/26/2019

•

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

•

Staff Leader: John O’Dell (jodell@spp.org)
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Final Reliability Portfolios
Development
•

Start: 6/26/2019

•

End: 8/5/2019

•

Staff Leader: Kelsey Allen (kallen@spp.org)

35

Project Grouping – Phase 4

(Study Cost Estimate II – Final Re-rank)
•

Start: 6/27/2019

•

End: 7/8/2019

•

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

36

Project Grouping – Final
Determination
•

Start: 6/28/2019

•

End: 7/8/2019

•

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

37

Optimization
•

Start: 7/9/2019

•

End: 7/17/2019

•

Staff Leader: James Bailey (jbailey@spp.org)

38

Portfolio Consolidation
•

Start: 7/18/2019

•

End: 8/2/2019

•

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

39

Staging
•

Start: 8/5/2019

•

End: 8/15/2019

•

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

40

Benefit Metrics Calculation
•

Start: 8/2/2019

•

End: 8/26/2019

•

Staff Leader: Antonio Barber (abarber@spp.org)

41

Stability Analysis
•

Start: 8/5/2019

•

End: 8/26/2019

•

Staff Leader: Chris Jamieson (cjamieson@spp.org)

42

Sensitivity Analysis
•

Start: 8/5/2019

•

End: 8/26/2019

•

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

•

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

43

Final Reliability Assessment
•

Start: 8/5/2019

•

End: 8/27/2019

•

Staff Leader: Dee Edmondson
(dedmondson@spp.org)

44

Rate Impacts/ATRR
•

Start: 8/15/2019

•

End: 8/28/2019

•

Staff Leader: Antonio Barber (abarber@spp.org)

45

Final Report
•

Start: 8/1/2019

•

End: 9/18/2019

•

Staff Leader: Ellen Bailey (ebailey@spp.org)

46

TWG/ESWG Final Approvals
•

Start: 9/26/2019

•

End: 10/3/2019

•

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

•

Staff Leaders:
 TWG – Kirk Hall (khall@spp.org)
 ESWG – Amber Greb (agreb@spp.org)

47

MOPC and SPP Board
•

Start: 9/6/2019

•

End: 10/29/2019

•

Member Review Time:
 MOPC: 10/7/2019 – 10/15/2019 (7 days)
 SPP Board: 10/22/2019 – 10/29/2019 (5 days)

48

2019 ITP Model
Update
Evaluations
Eddie Watson
April 25, 2018

1

Objective
•

Provide information to ESWG regarding Stakeholder
submitted model changes received after the February 1,
2018 deadline as well as SPP 2017-AG1 changes identified
for inclusion in the 2019 ITP powerflow models

•

Provide details on the changes evaluated per Section 9.3 of
the ITP Manual, which were determined to have a need to
be included in the 2019 ITP models

•

Identify schedule information for implementing the changes
in the 2019 ITP models

•

Identify Stakeholder activities needed to implement the
identified changes

•

Request that Stakeholders review updated models and
verify that their changes were appropriately implemented

2

Stakeholder Submitted Changes
 SPP received numerous idevs after the February 1, 2018 deadline for
submitting 2019 ITP model updates for pass 5
 These model updates were evaluated per Section 9.3 requirements and some
applicable changes were added prior to February 22, 2018

 Approximately 300 idevs were received and evaluated after February 22,
2018
 Among the 300 idevs, approximately 157 ITP model changes were identified,
with 19 deemed critical, to perform the 2019 ITP Resource Siting milestone
 These 19 idevs were incorporated in Pass 5a and approved by TWG on March
9, 2018

 All late idevs received were evaluated for inclusion in the MDWG models or
ITP models or both
 Many idevs for MDWG Models deemed not applicable to ITP Models

 SPP evaluated the balance of the ~157 idevs per Section 9.3 requirements
and determined these updates could be included in the 2019 ITP models
•

These changes were determined to not have a material impact on any
previously completed or current milestones, and will not be added to the
Resource Plans, Load and Generation model data or Economic
benchmarking model data

3

Details of ~157 Changes Identified
•

Idevs with changes received from multiple
Stakeholders/Data Submitters in various SPP areas

•

Idevs covered changes, which included
 Load changes - removals, additions and changes
(increases/decreases)
 Generator changes - removals, additions, moves and data changes
 Gaines resource was removed
 Four S.OTTWA generators were moved to the correct kV bus
 Limited changes to PGEN, PMAX, PMIN, etc. for various other
generators
 Transformer changes – removals, additions, taken out-of-service,
and ratings changes
 Bus changes – removals, name and codes changes
 Branch changes - removals, additions and ratings changes

Other subsequent idevs changes, which included;
 Removal of a duplicate 138 kV line
 Addition of a missing 230 kV line

4

SPP Identified 2017-AG1 Changes
 SPP-2017-AG1 Aggregate Study (AG1) completed in November 2017
 New Transmission Service granted in AG1 was not included in the 2019 ITP
models because of an outdated process

 SPP Staff evaluated and determined impacts to the ITP process and ITP
and MDWG model builds if AG1 study updates are included
 Implementation needed in 2018 MDWG / 2019 ITP Powerflow models,
2018 MDWG Dynamic Models, and 2019 Economic Models
 Powerflow and Dynamics Model updates will be completed in 2 passes and
the Economic model in 1 pass

 Incorporating applicable *TS Inputs information will comply with the
SPP Tariff, Attachment O, Section III.3.f and Section III.5.a
 SPP plans to also implement all the latest known TS Inputs received through
January 1, 2018, as applicable and coordinate updates with SPP Members
*Transmission Service (TS) Inputs include:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

SPP-20XX-AGX “Confirmed” and “Accepted” transactions
Confirmed AR Requests and AQ Requests
Approved Sponsored Upgrades
Non-renewed service
Un-designations
New and Modified NTCs

5

Implementation Schedule
Approximately140 Model Changes from initial 157 plus 2 idevs
SPP posted the applicable updated 2019 ITP Models on May 8, 2018.
 Impacts:
•

 2019 ITP Base Reliability Model Build
 2019 Economic Model Build

2017-AG1 Study Related Changes
•

Implementation efforts requires activities from both SPP and
Stakeholders

•

Preliminary activities to implement the changes in the applicable 2019 ITP and
2018 MDWG models began on April 30, 2018 and all changes will be included in
all models prior to the start of the ITP needs assessment, which is scheduled to
begin September of 2018
 2019 ITP and 2018 MDWG Powerflow Models

 April 30, 2018 through July 6, 2018
 Member coordination for Transactions – May 21, 2018 – June 4, 2018

 2019 ITP and 2018 MDWG Dynamic Models
 July 2018 through August 2018

 2019 ITP Economic Models

 July 2018 through August 2018

 Impacts

 2019 ITP Base Reliability Model Build
 2019 Economic Model Build
 2019 TPL-001-4 Stability study

6

Stakeholder Request
Implementation of ~140 Model Changes from Idevs
All Stakeholders and Data Submitters are requested to review the
updated models and verify that their changes were appropriately
implemented
• TWG approval of updated models to be requested after
verification completed
•

Implementation of 2017-AG1 Study Related Changes
•

Stakeholders will be requested to perform the coordination
process for transaction profiles and the addition of new
generators
 SPP will assist in adding additional resources, as needed

All Stakeholders and Data Submitters are requested to provide
needed data, as well as review data and updated models, to
verify that their changes were appropriately implemented
• TWG approval of updated models to be requested after
verification completed
•

7

2020 ITP Assessment
Preliminary Timeline
Juliano Freitas
May 15, 2017

2

2020 ITP Assessment Timeline
Scope
Approval Jan. '19
MOPC

Scope
Approval Jan. '19 SPP
Board
Jan 29

2020 ITP
Powerflow
Model
Approval
Feb 15

Jan 15

2018

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

2019

2020 ITP
Short Circuit
Model
Approval
Feb 28

Feb

Scope Development
Load Review
Generation Review
2020 ITP Powerflow Model Development
2020 ITP Short Circuit Models

2019

SPP MODEL DEVELOPMENT
4.1 IBIS MODELING
The SPP MDWG Dynamic Cases are a coordinated effort between NERC registered entities
within the SPP PC and SPP Staff to build a set of Dynamic Ready Cases. Updated dynamic
power flow data and dyre file model information from NERC registered entities within the SPP
PC is built into the Final SPP MDWG Build Power Flow Cases. Dyre files contain a group of
logical records each of which defines the location in the network (by bus, machine, load, dc line,
etc.) of a dynamic equipment model from the PSSE Model Library, along with the constant
parameters of the model. The PSSE Model Library contains data sheets for each of the
equipment models in the PSSE model library. These dynamic ready cases are used to support
the SPP TPL Study, GI Studies, and the MMWG Dynamic Case Build.
Four Scenario models were developed for the IBIS analysis. Stability ready MDWG models
with 2018 and 2022 spring topology with Light load conditions were used as a starting point to
build the IBIS scenarios. SPP Operations staff applied historical SPP footprint transmission and
generation outages. Wind was then dispatched to 60% of the SPP Light load to create two
scenarios and then the outages were then reversed or placed back in-service to create the other
two scenarios.
TARA PowerGem was used to dispatch the models by applying a Security Constrained Dispatch
(SCED) treating SPP as a single Balancing Authority. The economic data and constraints from
the final 2018 ITPNT BA model build was utilized to perform the SCED. An additional SCED
was performed to address non-radial base case overloads with a nominal voltage greater than
100KV.
The table below summarized the SPP load, generation and wind totals for the 2018 and 2022
scenarios.
SPP
Model
2018 IBIS
2022 IBIS

Load
Gen
Losses Wind Wind % of Load
23380 24497.4 1147.3 14620
62.5%
23952.3 24872.5 1230.6 14948
62.4%

The generation fuel mix totals for the 2018 and 2022 scenarios were very similar and are
summarized in the charts below. The average instantaneous wind capacity factors of the wind
dispatched for each scenario is about 78%.

2018 IBIS Fuel Mix
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14,620
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2018 IBIS Fuel Mix
4.2%
25.6%

CC
Coal
Gas/Oil/Other

2.0%

59.6%

Hydro
Nuclear

1.5%

Wind

7.1%

4.2 IBIS Outage Summary
The date chosen to capture outages for the IBIS model build was February 19, 2018. The tables
below summarize the number of transmission outages and generation outages that were applied
to each IBIS model. The high side transformer voltage was used to count the number of
transformer outages and generator step up transformers were included in the summary.

KV
69
115
138
161
230
345
Total

Lines
80
43
24
15
8
3
173

Transformers
0
7
3
6
4
4
24

Figure 4.3: Transmission Outage by Voltage Level
Fuel
Combined Cycle
Conventional Hydro
CT Gas
CT Oil
IC Gas
Pumped Storage Hydro
ST Coal
ST Gas
Other
Total

Capacity MW # fo units
2027.8
16
606.4
19
1174.1
19
53
3
18.51
5
103
3
3490.5
12
1791.2
10
11
1
9275.51
88

Figure 4.4: Generation Outages by Fuel Type

4.3 Contingency Analysis
Using monitor element and contingency files consistent with the ITPNT an AC contingency
analysis was performed on each IBIS scenario model. There were a few overloads that were the
obvious result of applying outages to the models. There were also paths that were heavily
contingent loaded in all the scenarios and are the monitored elements of existing real time
operations temporary flowgates. Those paths are listed below and each path had a heavy
contingent loading in all scenarios unless indicated otherwise.
• Northwest – Mathewson 345kv
• Gracemont – Anadarko 345kv
• Bailey County Earth – Plant X 115kv
• Butler – Altoona 138kv
• Clearwater – Milan Tap 138kv (2018 only)
• Clauene – Terry County 115kv
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW
The annual Deliverability Study will evaluate and determine the deliverability of each

resource registered in the Integrated Marketplace to the SPP Balancing Authority Area, and
will allow a Load Responsible Entity (LRE) to rely on available capacity for its Planning

Reserve Margin (PRM) portion of its Resource Adequacy Requirement. Capacity purchases by

an LRE to satisfy the PRM portion of the Resource Adequacy Requirement will not require firm
transmission service to support the capacity. If the LRE’s power purchase agreement to satisfy
the PRM portion of the Resource Adequacy Requirement also includes capacity needed to

serve any portion of its Net Peak Demand, the LRE must secure firm transmission service for
such capacity to serve any portion of its Net Peak Demand.

The Deliverability Study process starts with staff defining scope assumptions, which are

then thoroughly vetted using the SPP stakeholder process. Once the scope is finalized, input

data is collected based on the requirements listed in the scope. The data is then modeled using
the appropriate software along with the assumptions for the study. This study will be

performed for individual generating plants registered in the SPP Balancing Authority Area

while incorporating a First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability (FCITC) transfer limit
analysis. Final metric results are compiled into a summary report and presented to the SPP

Supply Adequacy Working Group (SAWG). The results for each plant will be populated in the

applicable generator owner’s Workbook 1 and provided no later than October 1st.

1

Example of the Resource Adequacy Workbook is located on SPP.org under the Resource Adequacy home page.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope

1

OBJECTIVE
The Deliverability Study will analyze generation registered in the SPP Balancing Authority

Area to determine the available capacity deliverable to all demand in the Balancing Authority
Area and not to specific delivery points or zones within SPP.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope

2

STUDY TIMELINE

Deliverability Study Timeline
1.
2.
3.
4.

Develop Deliverability Study scope
Perform 2018 Deliverability Study
Review Deliverability Study Results
Provide Deliverability Study results to Generator Owners

2018 Deliverability Study Scope

3

INPUT DATA
SOFTWARE
The Deliverability Study will utilize Transmission Adequacy & Reliability Assessment

(TARA) software package from PowerGEM©. TARA is a steady-state power flow software tool
with modeling capabilities and analytical applications that extend beyond traditional power
flow solution. Using linear (DC) and non-linear (AC) power flow calculations, TARA has the
capabilities to perform data checking, N-1reliability analysis, transfer limit calculation,

preventive and corrective dispatch, critical facility identification, reactive analysis, outage

analysis, model building, and region specific tools for generation deliverability and reserve

requirements analysis. The multi-transfer limit function in TARA will be used to perform the
Deliverability Study.

BASE MODELS AND TOPOLOGY
SPP staff and stakeholders develop planning models representing specific system

conditions as part of the Integrated Transmission Planning Near Term (ITPNT) process 2. SPP

stakeholders submit generator capability data to SPP that reflect the current capability ratings
in the planning models. Transmission projects are developed through the ITPNT process to

address needs in each model. Based on system conditions, the ITPNT BA model demonstrates
expected transmission system flows under a Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)

similar to the Integrated Marketplace dispatch and will be the base model for the Deliverability
Study. Additional information about the ITPNT BA model can be found in the ITPNT Scope 3.

The topology included in the Deliverability Study will be for the current year +1 summer

peak season. The 2018 Deliverability Study will utilize the 2019 summer season BA model
from the 2018 ITPNT model build.

2
3

Link to the latest ITP Manual: https://www.spp.org/engineering/transmission-planning/
Link to the latest ITPNT process scope: https://www.spp.org/engineering/transmission-planning/

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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GENERATOR GROUPING
Each resource will be grouped into plants based on the site and point of interconnection for

each resource. In order to capture reliability constraints caused by simultaneously increasing

multiple plants in a localized area, additional analysis will be performed in order to group one
or more plants together using a methodology based on Power Transfer Distribution Factors

(PTDF). Generators connected at 300kV or greater that share PTDF impacts greater than 25%
on any transmission element in SPP will be grouped together. Generators connected at less
than 300kV that share PTDF impacts greater than 25% on transmission elements will be
grouped together.

TRANSFER FILE

The transfer file will be created based on the difference between dispatched capacity and

nameplate capacity of the plant. For example, if a plant with the nameplate capacity of 200 MW
is dispatched at 150 MW, the amount for the transfer analysis would be 50 MW.

MONITORED AND CONTINGENT ELEMENTS

The monitored and contingent elements will include all SPP transmission facilities 100kV

and above as well as first tier transmission facilities 230kV and above.

Known System Operating Limits (SOLs) 69 kV and above will be monitored during the

analysis. The SOLs, which are studied in the annual flowgate assessment, will be captured from
the most recent book of flowgates.

EXCLUDED CONTINGENCIES

The excluded contingencies will be invalid contingencies reported for the ITPNT process.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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STUDY PROCESS AND ASSUMPTIONS SUMMARY
The 2019 summer ITPNT Balancing Authority Area planning model will be used to evaluate

deliverability of each group of resources in the Balancing Authority Area. The initial dispatch
amount in the base model is automatically deliverable to the SPP Balancing Authority Area

since the model dispatches around constraints and sets dispatch amounts for each resource.
Each modeled resource that was not committed or dispatched at its maximum is then

evaluated to determine the resource’s deliverability. The deliverability amount of a plant will
be the amount deliverable to the SPP Balancing Authority Area.

A plant’s maximum output is the summation of the maximum output of all resources at the

same site. Each plant is grouped using the grouping methodology and studied to capture the

maximum possible injection at the point of interconnect as opposed to an individual resource
analysis that might only identify the deliverability of a plant’s largest resource. The transfer

amount above the group of resource’s initial dispatch will be analyzed as a generation to load

transfer sinking to the SPP Balancing Authority Area. As generation is increased for each group
of resources, the SPP Balancing Authority Area demand uniformly increases. A FCITC analysis
of each transfer will be performed to determine deliverability limits. If the FCITC is equal to

the amount of the group of resources when the group is fully deliverable to the SPP Balancing
Authority Area. In order to analyze each group of resources individually, the group of

resources in each completed transfer analysis will be reduced to their initial dispatch before

the next group of resources is analyzed. SPP facilities 100 kV and above will be included in the
FCITC analysis. Limits associated with invalid contingencies and Transmission Operating

Guides will be excluded as constraints. A three percent (3%) Transfer Distribution Factor
(TDF) threshold will be used to analyze constraints impacted by the transfer.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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APPLICABILITY
The results from the Deliverability Study indicate the available, but not the committed,

capacity of a plant. An LRE may enter into a capacity contract to meet all or part of its PRM

portion of the Resource Adequacy Requirement with a Generator Owner that has available

capacity not already committed. The Deliverability Study results can only be used to arrange
capacity contracts for the Summer Peak Season. The amount of capacity contracted can be
eligible for up to two consecutive Summer Peak Seasons4.

The amount of committed capacity, as determined by the Generator Owner, would be

subtracted from the amount determined to be available. This amount will reflect the capacity
that could be made available for purchase for the PRM portion of the Resource Adequacy

Requirement. Figure 1 shows four different examples of how the amount of available capacity
can be determined.

Figure 1: Chart representation of deliverable, committed, and available capacity

JOINTLY OWNED UNITS (JOU)
Deliverability Study results for each plant will consist of the total plant deliverability

percentage and MW amounts without generator ownership percentage breakdown. The
4

The Summer Peak Season is defined as June 1st to September 30th.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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deliverable amount based on percentage of ownership will be determined by each Generator
Owner.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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REPORTING AND DELIVERABLES
The Deliverability Study scope and results will be reviewed and approved by the Supply

Adequacy Working Group with additional review by the Operational Reliability Working Group
and the Transmission Working Group.

The Deliverability Study results will be inserted into individual Workbooks for each owner

of a Resource and posted no later than October 1. A report incorporating a summary of the
2018 Deliverability Study results will be created and presented to the Supply Adequacy

Working Group, Operational Reliability Working Group, and the Transmission Working Group.

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
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2018
Deliverability
Study Scope
Transmission Working Group
May 15-16, 2018

1

Outline
• 2017 Stakeholder Recommendations
• 2018 Deliverability Study Scope
• SAWG feedback on Recommendations for 2018 Study
• Staff Proposal
• Next Steps

2

2017 Stakeholder Recommendations
•

Recommendations included in the 2017
Deliverability Study
 Monitor known System Operating Limits (SOLs) for
stability and voltage issues during the analysis, down to
69 kV
 Generator Grouping
 Each resource will be grouped into plants based on the site
and point of interconnection for each resource. In order to
capture reliability constraints caused by simultaneously
increasing multiple plants in a localized area, additional
analysis will be performed in order to group one or more
plants together using a methodology based on Power
Transfer Distribution Factors (PTDF)

3

2018 Deliverability Study Scope
•

Supply Adequacy Working Group (SAWG)
approved the 2018 Deliverability Study
Scope on March 20th

•

Differences in 2017 and 2018 scopes
 Included deliverable for creating a report of the
2018 results

•

All other assumptions and deliverables are
the same from the 2017 study

4

SAWG feedback on Recommendations for
2018 Study
•

Recommendation 1: Create a formal report for the
Deliverability Study results
 SAWG approved inserting the deliverable for the 2018 study

•

Recommendation 2: Initial dispatch should only
include resources with firm transmission service
 SAWG approved continuation of economic dispatch from the
ITPNT BA model for the 2018 Deliverability Study

•

Recommendation 3: Allow Transmission Owners to
view the Deliverability Study results of generators in
their areas
 SPP Staff and SAWG agreed there was not a reliability need
for releasing the results

5

Staff Proposal
•

Staff recommends TWG endorse the 2018
Deliverability Study Scope

6

Next Steps
•

Take any proposed scope modifications to
the SAWG for consideration

•

Perform 2018 Deliverability Study

•

Provide a summary report of the results to
the SAWG, TWG, and ORWG
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
MODEL DEVELOPMENT WORKING GROUP
Report to the Transmission Working Group
May 15-16, 2018

Organizational Roster
The following members and staff represent the Model Development Working Group (MDWG):

MDWG Member
Nate Morris
Derek Brown
Dustin Betz
John Boshears
Jerad Ethridge
Joe Fultz
Wayne Haidle
Holli Krizek
Reené Miranda
Alex Mucha
Gimod Olapurayil
Scott Schichtl
Jason Shook
Liam Stringham
Sunny Raheem

Company
Empire District Electric Company
Westar Energy
Nebraska Public Power District
City Utilities of Springfield
Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Grand River Dam Authority
Basin Electric Power Cooperative
Western Area Power Administration
Southwestern Public Service
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
ITC Great Plains
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Company
GDS Associates
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

Activity Update
MDWG Update:
• MDWG Charter revisions were approved by TWG in March and MOPC in April. MOPC
suggested MDWG would review its membership to ensure it is adequate for its Charter
scope.
• MDWG is currently discussing the 2019 MDWG power flow, short circuit, and dynamics
schedule.
• The MDWG is holding monthly conference calls on the first Thursday of each month.
• The next face-to-face meeting is May 9-10th, 2018.
Model Status:
Power Flow:
• 2018 MDWG Power Flow models were approved as final at the March 1st MDWG
meeting.

Short Circuit:
• The 2018 MDWG short circuit models were approved via email voting protocol following
the March 9th, 2018 MDWG conference call.
Dynamics:
• The data requests was sent out to stakeholder on January 16, 2018 for the 2018 Series.
• Staff has been coordinating with members on dyre file updates and checking for potential
dynamic issues in the power flow models.
• The dynamics project schedule is behind schedule and is considered in mitigation status.

Other Items:
• Geomagnetically Induced Currents (GIC) modeling data is currently being gathered to develop
Geomagnetic Model (GMD).
• The MDWG Procedure Manual continues to be updated for Purpose, Scope of Applicability, and
Accountability language.
• Next steps for the Engineering Data Submission Tool (EDST, formally Engineering Hub) are:
o Data submitter testing: 4/30/2018 – 5/18/2018
o Data reset: 5/21/2018 – 5/25/2018
o Data update: 5/28/2018 – 6/22/2018
o Expected to go live for 2019 MDWG/2020 ITP Series Power flow model build in July.

Respectfully submitted,

Sunny Raheem
MDWG Secretary

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
DYNAMIC LOAD TASK FORCE REPORT
Report to the Transmission Working Group
May 15, 2018

Organizational Roster

The following members and staff represent the Dynamic Load Task Force (DLTF):
Derek Brown, Chairman – Westar Energy (WERE)
Brian Brownlow - Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD)
Reené Miranda – Xcel Energy (SPS)
Mathew Stoltz – Basin Electric Power Cooperatives (BEPC)
Liam Stringham – Sunflower Electric (SUNC)
Marcus Moor – Kansas City Power and Light (KCPL)
Chris Colson – Western Area Power Administration (WAPA)
Scott Jordan, Secretary - Southwest Power Pool (SPP)
Dynamic Load Task Force Activity Update
•

The DLTF met on 5/2/2018 via conference call.

•

The DLTF 2018 Workflow Plan:
1. The DLTF is addressing the 2017 TWG action item based on the SPP Variable
Integration Study Recommendation #3 to, “to revisit the existing damping ratio (.8%)
found in the SPP Disturbance Performance Requirements”. A sub-group will look at this
item in close coordination with SPP Staff performing the 2018 IBIS Study. The DLTF will
provide preliminary results and make a recommendation to the TWG by the end of 2018.
First meeting for this sub-group is scheduled for 5/16/2018 and an invitation will be sent
out to the DLTF exploder.
2. As of 2017, the SPP MDWG Model Development Procedure Manual requires dynamic
load models on non-scalable loads (industrial loads typically) greater than 10 MWs. A
survey was sent in 2018 to gather load type data from model data submitters that met
this threshold. The DLTF is currently finalizing default parameters for the various load
types to support the SPP members that wish to use them. This data will be incorporated
into the 2018 Series Dynamic Build, which is scheduled to be finalized in October.
3. The DLTF will perform benchmarking performance studies to determine the impact of
adding dynamic load model representations on conforming (scalable) loads that meet
certain size thresholds in the SPP region. 10 MW, 20 MW, and 30 MW thresholds are
being considered. The Composite Load Model will be used for this benchmarking using
generic data for Residential and Commercial loads. Target completion for presenting
preliminary results to TWG is the end of 2018.

Respectfully submitted,
Derek Brown, DLTF Chairman
Scott Jordan, DLTF Secretary

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
TPL TASK FORCE REPORT
Report to the Transmission Working Group
May 15, 2018
Organizational Roster
The following members and staff represent the TPL Task Force:
Chris Colson, Chairperson (WAPA)
Derek Brown (WERE)
Reené Miranda (Xcel Energy, SPS)
Gimod Olapurayil (ITC Great Plains)

Brian Brownlow (NPPD)
Liam Stringham (SUNC)
Marcus Moor (KCPL)
Jovil Rajesh (AEP)

Steve Hardebeck (OG&E)
Scott Jordan, Secretary (SPP)

TPL Task Force Activity Update
•

TPL-007-1 past and immediately upcoming milestones.
o
o

o
•

R1 (Roles and Responsibilities) – July 1, 2017.
 “TPL-007-1 Guidance document” - Complete (TWG approved March 2017).
R2 (Models) – July 1, 2018.
 “2017 TPLTF GIC Data Collection Template” - Complete (released June 2017).
 “TPL-007-1 Data Collection Template User Guide” - Complete (released June 2017).
 SPP member data collection - Complete (March 2018).
 GIC model building - On-going.
 Supplementary data collection - On-going.
R5 (GIC Flows) – January 1, 2019.
 Preliminary study findings – To be complete following GMD Model development.

On-going activity highlights:
o

o

o

We are focused on the SPP GMD Model Set development ahead of the TPL-007-1
Requirement R2 enforcement date of 01 July 2018. We expect to have the near-final set
of Year One and Year Five summer peak (based upon the 2018 MDWG steady-state model
set) GMD-enabled cases ready by 01 June. Similarly, although not required, we expect to
have Year One and Year Five light load cases ready at the same time for the purpose of
strengthening our awareness of GIC-related impacts within the SPP Transmission System.
While GMD data collection from SPP members closed 15 February 2018, we expect that
follow-up data requests targeting specific equipment will continue, especially as analysis
using the SPP GMD Model Set commences and indicates the need.
The TPLTF anticipates that TPL-007-2 (submitted to FERC on 22 January 2018) and the
related NERC Section 1600 data request for GMD-related historical and future event data
will be approved during summer 2018. Please see the 21 February 2018 TPLTF report to
TWG for an assessment of expected impacts due to TPL-007-2 and the Section 1600
request.

Respectfully submitted,
Chris Colson, TPLTF Chairperson
Scott Jordan, TPLTF Secretary

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
AQ IMPROVEMENT TASK FORCE REPORT
Report to the Transmission Working Group
May 15, 2018

AQ Improvement Task Force Activity Update

The AQITF addressed the following items regarding RR 262 AQ BP for which we received direction or
general consensus:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Stakeholder Notification
Service Agreement Updates
Expedited Process
Definitions
Requests to be Evaluated in the Attachment AQ Process
3-year Threshold for ITP Evaluation
Aggregation of Requests

SPP sent an AQITF explorer email asking for stakeholder’s feedback on the changes listed above by COB
Friday, May 11, 2018. SPP intends to seek AQITF’s approval for RR 262 at the May 22nd meeting.
SPP and several AQITF participates will discuss the AQ screening study thresholds on Friday, May 11,
2018.
Respectfully submitted,
Jim McAvoy, AQITF Chairman
Charlton Hill, AQITF Secretary

2018 CAS Update
Compliance and Advanced Studies

2

Agenda
•

PRC-023-4 Annual Assessment

•

MOD-030-3 Flowgate Assessment

•

TRM Analysis

3

PRC-023-4 Overview
•

PRC-023-4 R6 requires PC to perform an annual
assessment to determine a list of circuits for which TOs,
GOs, and DPs must comply with R1 through R5.

•

Criterion B.4. requires powerflow analysis of double
contingencies in the PC area.

•

List provided to applicable entities via Globalscape in
April with comments requested by May 4th.

•

Approved list to be posted on Globalscape.

4

PRC-023-4 Attachment B.4
•

Circuits Identified through the following power flow
analyses performed by the PC for a 1-5 year horizon
 Double contingencies
 Circuits operated between 100 kV and 200 kV
 If a facility has multiple ratings, then the rating closest to 4
hours will be used
 If rating is =< 4 hours, loading that exceeds 115%
 If rating is > 4 and =< 8 hours, loading that exceeds 120%
 If rating is > 8 hours, loading that exceeds 130%

 Excludes radially operated circuits serving load

5

PC Analysis of B.4 facilities
•

Leveraging 2017 TPL Analysis (Rate B)
–
–

•
•

Seasons: 2018L, 2018S, 2022S
Re-perform analysis on different ratings as necessary

Auto N-2, P3, P6 contingencies
Draft B4 list sent to PRC-023-4 distribution list and
posted on Globalscape

6

Recommendation
•

Staff recommends TWG to approve the PRC-023-4 Annual
Assessment.

7

MOD-030-3 Annual FG Process
•

FCITC Analysis performed using PSS MUST™

•

Assessment performed on SPP MDWG models for 2018
summer, fall, and winter peaks and 2019 spring peak.

•

FCITC performed for all SPP OASIS transfer paths.

•

Limiting constraints with transmission distribution factor
(TDF) > 3% are reported.

•

N-1 contingency analysis was performed on all SPP and
first tier 100 kV and above Facilities.

•

Monitored SPP BES Facilities.

•

Raw results were narrowed down to a list of potential
flowgate candidates for addition or removal.

8

Coordination with Operations
•

Planning staff provided SPP Operations the
proposed flowgate candidates for addition and
removal
 Proposed flowgate candidates not added if found to operate within the
limits of existing flowgates per MOD-030-2 R2.1.2.3

•

Operations checks for
 Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) or Congestion Management Event
(CME)

9

TLR/CME
•

TLR or CME check for potential flowgate removals
 R2.1.3. Any limiting Element/Contingency combination at least within its
Reliability Coordinator’s Area that has been subjected to an
Interconnection‐wide congestion management procedure within the last
12 months, unless the limiting Element/Contingency combination is
accounted for using another ATC methodology or was created to
address temporary operating conditions.

10

Informing TPs and TOPs of FG activity
•

Flowgate Changes Exploder

•

Sign up for exploder at
http://www.spp.org/exploder.asp

11

Converting a Temporary to Permanent
•

Created due to system conditions

•

Unable to pinpoint loading to a specific event
 Does not correspond with an outage

•

Flowgate is not forecasted to decrease in loading
until permanent changes are made

•

Staff may add it to the permanent list prior to
TWG, but operate with 0 TRM until value
approved by TWG

12

Recommendation
•

Staff recommends TWG approve the flowgate candidates
for addition and deletion

13

TRM Analysis
•

Process completed per TRMID
 TRMID satisfies requirements of MOD‐008‐1
 Documents “components of uncertainty” used in establishing TRM.
 TRM is set aside to allow Reserve Sharing energy to provide
replacement power for the most impacting resource on that flowgate.

14

TRM Analysis
•

TDF’s for each flowgate are calculated
 “Transaction list” is RSG to each generator in the RSG.

•

MW Impact for each transaction is calculated
 TDF * PMAX = Impact (potential TRM)

•

Largest Impact is proposed as the new TRM value
 Small TDF * Large PMAX could be higher impact than a high TDF but
smaller relative PMAX.

•

Entire process above is done for each of the next
4 seasons, then 4 seasons again looking at impact
of MISO on SPP flowgates (JOA requirement).

15

TRM Review by TOs
•

TRM’s affected only by:
 New/Removed generation
 Topology changes

•

TO review to identify issues with construction
schedules that impact TDF’s, and PMAX changes
or corrections.

•

Example:
 TRM may increase/decrease in later seasons due to construction – SPP
will hold the TRM at the level calculated without the construction until
project is completed.

16

TRM Analysis
•

After review, TWG and ORWG approval

•

TRM is then set aside and Firm service is not sold
on top of the TRM.

•

TRM values are entered in SPP EMS (RTRFCALC)
and posted to OASIS.

•

Non‐firm is allowed to be sold on top of the TRM.

•

Non‐firm curtailments may be necessary to
deliver the Firm Reserve Sharing schedules after
an event.

17

Recommendation
•

Staff recommends TWG approve the TRM values.

18

Whitepaper(s): Methods for
Establishing IROLs
SPP RTO Reliability Standards Development
Shannon V. Mickens – May 2018

1

Areas of Discussion
•

Whitepaper(s)
 Background
 Definition
 Framework

•

Technical Committee Discussion
 Methods for Establishing IROLs

•

Standards Committee Discussion
 Functional Model

•

Q&A

2

Whitepaper (Background)
•

The establishment and communication of System Operating
Limits (SOL) and Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits
(IROLs) are addressed in NERC Reliability Standards FAC- 010 3, FAC- 011-3, and FAC-014-2 .

•

These standards have remained essentially unchanged since
their inception. A NERC Standards Drafting Team (SDT) was
formed in 2015 (Project 2015-09 ) to revise the standards and
address recommendations from a periodic review.
 The NERC Standards Committee (SC) requested technical assistance from the
NERC Operating Committee and Planning Committee to:


Assess the impact that instabilities can have on BPS reliability



Describe simulation methods for assessment of Instability, including appropriate methods for
use in quantifying impact the Instability and available means for demonstrating impact
containment



Identify technically sound methodologies for use in establishing IROLs to address different
types of instabilities



Evaluate the reliability impacts, if any, resulting from use of different methods to establish
IROLs across North America

3

Background continued…….
 The white papers were developed by the joint
MEITF to provide technical input to the SDT to
support
 revised definitions for inclusion in the NERC
Glossary of Terms
 an IROL framework of recommended changes to
applicable NERC Reliability Standards

 Note: The white papers do not constitute changes
to definitions or Reliability Standard
requirements; rather they are inputs to assist the
SDT in developing new or modified definitions
and standards requirements using NERC's
Standards Development Process.

4

Whitepaper Definition
•

One of the critical areas of focus involved
addressing inconsistencies or gaps with the
existing definitions used in the NERC Glossary
of Terms for the NERC Reliability Standards.

•

The definitions white paper proposes a set of
new and revised definitions with associated
justification.

•

The proposed changes align with the MEITF
guidance for a proposed framework of
establishing IROLs that should be considered
in future revisions to the FAC Reliability
Standards.

5

Definition continued…….
•

Revised Definitions Associated with IROLs
 Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit
(IROL)
 IROL Tv
 Stability
 System Stability
 Instability
 System Instability
 Controlled Separation
 Uncontrolled Separation
 Cascading

6

Whitepaper Framework
•

The IROL Framework white paper contains the MEITF's
recommendations for modifications to the FAC standards that work
cohesively with the proposed revisions to the NERC Glossary terms
and the Reliability Guideline.

•

The following framework is proposed:
 Each Reliability Coordination shall include in its SOL Methodology a
description of how the subsets of SOLs that qualify as IROLs are established.
This methodology should, at a minimum:
 Describe the analytical techniques used to study and determine Instability, System
Instability, Uncontrolled Separation, and Cascading
 Require that IROLs are established to prevent System Instability
 Require that loss of load greater than 2000 MW caused by Instability, Uncontrolled
Separation, or Cascading is unacceptable and warrants the establishment of an IROL
 Establish a risk assessment process for determining which SOLs should be considered
IROLs to prevent an unacceptable loss of load between 300 MW and 2000 MW due to
Instability, Uncontrolled Separation, or Cascading. This risk assessment process shall,
at a minimum, include considerations for:
 Amount of pre-contingency load shedding necessary
 Resulting impacts to neighboring Reliability Coordinator Areas
 Nature of the load (e.g., economics, criticality, geographic region, etc.) at risk
 Restoration plans and estimated time to restore the affected load at risk
 Risk of contingencies more severe than single contingency events
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Technical Committee
Discussion (IROL)
•

Reliability Guideline





•

Comment period closed
> 300 comments received
MEITF addressing comments
Edits/tweaks to guideline language for alignment

Proposed IROL Framework
 Provided recommended IROL Framework to SDT
after endorsement from PC/OC at last meetings
 Framework + definitions

•

Risk Assessment
 Inventory of existing IROLs
 Assessment of impacts to existing IROLs for any
proposed changes to IROL framework

8

Technical Committee Discussion
(IROL) continued…….
•

Risk Assessment
 Inventory of existing IROLs
 Assessment of impacts to existing IROLs for any
proposed changes to IROL framework

•

Definition of Reliable Operation
 Operating the elements of the bulk-power system
(Bulk-Power System) within equipment and
electric system thermal, voltage, and stability
limits so that instability, uncontrolled separation,
or cascading failures of such system will not
occur as a result of a sudden disturbance,
including a cybersecurity incident, or
unanticipated failure of system elements.”
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Technical Committee Discussion
(IROL) continued…….
 Considering Revisions to Proposed IROL
Framework
 Alignment with Reliable Operation definition

10

Standards Committee
Discussion (Functional Model)
•

Functional Advisory Group (FMAG)

Discussed Assignment
Review Functional Model Version 5.1
Review Industry Comment form
One-pager update of FMAG status for April SC
Meeting
 Conference Call April 18, 2018





•

Note: the concept is to develop a redline
document of proposed definition and ask two
questions to help determine the direction of
the group.

•

1.

Is the Functional Model still relevant?

•

2.

If so, what areas should be revised?
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