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Revision Request Recommendation Report

	RR #: 56
	Date: 8/21/2015

	RR Title: Upgrade Determination and Short-Term Reliability Project Process

	SUBMITTER INFORMATION

	Submitter Name: Tony Green
	Company: Southwest Power Pool

	Email: tgreen@spp.org
	Phone: (501)688-1789

	Executive Summary OF Action and Recommendation

	

	Objective of Revision

	Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve:

Attachment Y of the Tariff describes the categories that determine if a transmission project may be issued to an incumbent Transmission Owner or through the Transmission Owner Selection Process. In order to comply with FERC Order 1000 and Attachment Y of the Tariff, procedures need to be developed to insure that the proper section of the Tariff is used to issue Notifications to Construct.

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.

Compliance with FERC Order 1000 and the SPP Tariff, as well as providing clear communication to stakeholders participating in the process.

	IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   No Yes     

	Estimated Cost: $     
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%
	Estimated Duration:       months

Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%

	Priority Rank for System Change:       4 – Low   3 – Medium       2 – High       1 – Critical     

	SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED

	  Market Protocols
	Protocol Section(s):      
	Protocol Version:      

	  Criteria
	Criteria Section(s):      
	Criteria Date:      

	  Tariff 
	Tariff Section(s):      

	  Business Practice
	Business Practice Number: NEW

	WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate

	Primary Working Group: BPWG

	Date: 5/27/2015, 7/29/2015, 8/21/2015
Action Taken: 5/27/15: Initial review only. 7/29/15:  2nd Review.  Minor grammatical change. 8/21/15:  Review and changes made; motion to approve with changes.  Vote:  Unanimously approved.  Instructed to take back through working group and task forces approved for informational purposes to review changes.
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reason for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: CTPTF (Primary Secondary)

	Date: 5/7/2015, 7/30/2015, 8/31/2015
Action Taken:  5/7/2015:  Initial review only.  7/30/15:  Review and changes made; motion to approve with changes contingent on no significant changes by other working groups/task forces.  Vote:  Unanimously approved.  8/31/15:  Informational review requested.
Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: PCWG

	Date: 6/3/2015, 8/5/2015, 9/22/15
Action Taken:  6/3/15: Initial review only; requested changes applied.  8/5/15:  Review and changes made; motion to approve with changes.  Vote:  Unanimously approved.  9/02/15:  Informational review requested.
Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: ORWG

	Date: 8/6/2015, 9/3/2015
Action Taken:  Reviewed; no changes.  Vote:  Unanimously approved. 9/3/15:  Informational review requested.
Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: ESWG

	Date: 7/9/2015, 8/19/2015, 9/23/2015
Action Taken:  7/9/15: Initial review only; change made to specify that economic and public policy changes not in STR Project Process.  8/19/15:  Reviewed, no changes.  Vote:  Unanimously approved.  9/23/15:  Informational review requested.
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: TWG

	Date: 7/22/2015, 8/19/2015, 9/16/2015
Action Taken:  7/22/15: Initial review only.  8/19/15:  Reviewed, no changes.  Vote:  Unanimously approved.  9/16/15:  Informational review requested.
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	Secondary Working Group: 

RTWG


	Date: 7/23/2015, 8/27/2015
Action Taken:  7/23/15: Initial review only.  Minor changes suggested and applied for posting for BPWG on 7/29 and CTPTF on 7/30.  8/27/15:  Seeking approval.
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	MOPC 


	Date: October 2015
Action Taken:  
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	BOD/Member Committee 


	Date: October 2015
Action Taken:  
Abstained: 
Opposed: 

	Reasons for Opposition: 

	COMMENTS

	Comment Author: David Kayes, OG&E

	Description of Comments: 
This revision request does not describe "what the problem is or what needs fixing".  In the "Objective" section the author immediately describes what the new solution and makes no mention of what the problem is.  This request should either be revised to describe the problem (as directed) or rejected as incomplete.



	Status: Objective corrected in separate comment form. 

	Comment Author: Sherri Maxey, SPP staff

	Description of Comments: Minor grammatical changes for RR56.  

Changes to the “Objectives of Revision Request:” section, as follows:

Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve:

Attachment Y of the Tariff describes the categories that determine if a transmission project may be issued to an incumbent Transmission Owner or through the Transmission Owner Selection Process. In order to comply with FERC Order 1000 and Attachment Y of the Tariff, procedures need to be developed to insure that the proper section of the Tariff is used to issue Notifications to Construct.

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision.

Compliance with FERC Order 1000 and the SPP Tariff, as well as providing clear communication to stakeholders participating in the process.

	Status: Changes applied.

	Comment Author:  Sherri Maxey, SPP staff

	Description of Comments

(1) Updates to process flowcharts per PCWG feedback and added process flow for Short-Term Reliability Project Process; and

(2) Internal SPP staff changes after legal review.

	Status: Changes applied.

	Comment Author:  Dennis Reed and SPP staff

	Description of Comments

The RR as written does not accurately reflect the Tariff.  A project is assigned to a DTO either through the ITO or the TOSP process.  The qualification of a project as an STR only switches the process of determining the DTO from TOSP to ITO.  In addition there is no reason to take an upgrade through the STR process if it already qualifies to have the DTO determined through the ITO process.  I will also note the STR process was intermixing the approval and posting of the STR report with the approval of an upgrade to be designated as a STR.  If the STR report has more than one upgrade described in it, then the process required the Board to approve all the upgrades as STRs or none of them.  My edits are to make the process clearer and conform to the approved Tariff language.

SPP Comment  

Internal SPP staff made minor changes and would like to clarify comments in (3) above:  A project is either assigned to the ITO or selected through the Transmission Owner Selection Process (TOSP).  The qualification of a project as a STR Project only switches the process of assigning the project to the ITO, rather than through the TOSP.  In addition, only a project that would qualify for the TOSP could be subject to the STR Project process.  

Changes per ESWG to STR Project Process to specify that economic and public policy projects are not considered in the STR Project process.

	Status: Changes applied with modifications.


	Comment Author:  CTPTF 7/30/15 Teleconference

	Description of Changes:

· In first paragraph, added ("ITO") in the second sentence, prior to "; or (2)"

· Under "Upgrade Determination" section, replace verbiage in bullet 6 with Tariff language from Attachment Y, Section I(2) of the SPP Tariff, modified as follows:  

“For transmission projects involving both a Rebuild of existing facilities and the construction of new transmission facilities, SPP shall determine which Tariff process is used to select TO(s), as follows:

· If 80% or more of the total cost of a project consists of the Rebuild of existing facilities, the upgrade will be designated to the ITO in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment Y; 

· Otherwise, the project will be divided into two or more segments or upgrades, based upon whether that portion of the project is a Rebuild of existing facilities or new facilities.  For those segments that are Rebuilds of existing facilities, the upgrade will be designated to the ITO in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment Y.  For those segments that are new facilities and determined to be a Competitive Upgrade, those upgrades will be designated pursuant to the TOSP in accordance with Section III of this Attachment Y. 

· Figure 2 below illustrates upgrade determination for projects with new and Rebuild portions.

· In the paragraph following the last bullet under the "Upgrade Determination" section, changed first sentence to: "For transmission facilities that meet the above requirements to be a Competitive Upgrade, but are required to be in service within three (3) years or less to address an identified reliability violation, may be exempted from the TOSP if approved by the Board."

· Modify title of Figure 2 graphic to "Upgrade Determination for Projects with New and Rebuild portions" and keep "Figure 2" graphic.

· In the first bullet under the STR Project Process section, delete "through the Integrated Transmission Planning (“ITP”) or high priority study processes by the Board."  In that same bullet, add "or less based on the RTO Determined Need Date" prior to the last sentence.

· Modify Figure 3 graphic to show last decision diamond have the text of "Did the SPP Board approve the STR Project?"  Also, have "No" going to TOSP process and "Yes" continuing on to the actions in the light blue box.

	Status: Changes applied and unanimously approved.

	Comment Author:  PCWG 8/5/15 Teleconference

	Description of Changes:

· 4th bullet under Upgrade Determination section:  note added “Approved by FERC 8/3/15”

· In the paragraph following the last bullet under the "Upgrade Determination" section, changed to delete the first word of first sentence, “For” and replace last word in paragraph “below” with the word “section.”  The paragraph now reads: "Transmission facilities that meet the requirements to be a Competitive Upgrade, but are required to be in service within three (3) years or less to address an identified reliability violation, may be exempted from the TOSP if approved by the Board.  Details of this process are described in the STR Project Process section."

· Figures 1, 2 and 3:  The blue color was lightened in the decision diamonds for readability.

· RTO Determined Need Date is not a Tariff-defined term, so capitalization removed.

· In the 4th bullet under STR Project Process section, added an “s” to the word “Market.”


	Status: Changes applied and unanimously approved.


	Comment Author:  BPWG 8/21/2015 Teleconference

	Description of Changes:

· Non-substantive wording changes to paragraph prior to Figure 1;
· Under STR Project Process section: (1)  added “to” after TOSP in first sentence; (2) 4th bullet, last sentence: added parenthesis around “s” in upgrade(s); and (3) 6th bullet: deleted the word “in” prior to “the following January.”

	Status: Changes applied and unanimously approved.  Changes to be taken back for informational purposes to working groups/task forces that have already approved.

	Proposed Revision(s) to SPP Documents

	SPP Business Practices


Upgrade Determination and Short-Term Reliability Project Process

Business Practice

This business practice outlines the procedures SPP utilizes to determine which Tariff process is used to select a Transmission Owner (“TO”) for upgrades approved by the SPP Board of Directors (“Board”) for construction.  The two (2) processes utilized include whether an upgrade is: (1) assigned to the incumbent TO, as described in Attachment Y, Section IV (“ITO
”); or (2) assigned to a Designated Transmission Owner as a Competitive Upgrade using the Transmission Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”), as described in Attachment Y, Section III of the SPP Tariff.  In addition, if a Competitive Upgrade meets the qualification as a Short-Term Reliability (“STR”) Project, the project may be assigned to an incumbent TO by the Board.  The criteria for determining if a transmission upgrade is assigned to an incumbent TO or through the TOSP process is described in Attachment Y, Section I.3 of the SPP Tariff.

Upgrade Determination

SPP will use the following checklist to determine what process is used in selection of a TO for upgrades, as outlined in Attachment Y, Section I of the SPP Tariff.  A transmission upgrade must satisfy all of the following requirements in order to be a Competitive Upgrade:

· Transmission facilities that are an Integrated Transmission Plan (“ITP”) upgrade, high priority upgrade, or Interregional Project
.

· Transmission facilities that have a nominal operating voltage greater than 100 kV.

· Transmission facilities that are not a Rebuild of an existing facility.  Rebuild is defined in Attachment Y, Section I.2 of the SPP Tariff.

· Transmission facilities that do not alter a TO’s use and control of its existing rights-of-way under relevant law

 or regulations.

· Transmission facilities located where selecting the TO using the TOSP does not violate relevant law.

· For transmission projects involving both a Rebuild of existing facilities and the construction of new transmission facilities, SPP shall determine which Tariff process is used to select TO(s), as follows:
· If 80% or more of the total cost of a project consists of the Rebuild of existing facilities, the upgrade will be designated to the ITO in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment Y; 
· Otherwise, the project will be divided into two or more segments or upgrades, based upon whether that portion of the project is a Rebuild of existing facilities or new facilities.  For those segments that are Rebuilds of existing facilities, the upgrade will be designated to the ITO in accordance with Section IV of this Attachment Y.  For those segments that are new facilities and determined to be a Competitive Upgrade, those upgrades will be designated pursuant to the TOSP in accordance with Section III of this Attachment Y. 
· Figure 2 below illustrates upgrade determination for projects with new and Rebuild portions.

· Transmission facilities that are not a Local Transmission Facility.

T
ransmission facilities that meet the above requirements to be a Competitive Upgrade
, but are required to be in service within three (3) years or less to address an identified reliability violation, may be exempted from the TOSP if approved by the Board.  Details of this process are described in the STR Project Process section.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the decision points that will be utilized to determine whether an upgrade is a Competitive Upgrade subject to the TOSP or designated to the incumbent TO.

Figure 1
:
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Figure 2
:
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Designation to Incumbent TO

If an upgrade does not satisfy the requirements to be a Competitive Upgrade, the upgrade will be designated to the incumbent TO as described in Attachment Y, Section IV of the SPP Tariff, and SPP Business Practice 7060.

Designation Pursuant to TOSP

If an upgrade is determined to be a Competitive Upgrade, the Competitive Upgrade will be designated pursuant to the TOSP as described in Attachment Y, Section III of the SPP Tariff, and SPP Business Practice 7700.

STR Project Process

For any reliability upgrade that would otherwise have the TO assigned through the TOSP to be
 considered a STR Project, as defined in Attachment Y, Section I of the SPP Tariff, SPP staff will:

· Identify the time-sensitive needs and post an explanation (the “STR Project Report”) on the SPP website pursuant to Attachment Y, Section I of the SPP Tariff, once an upgrade is approved for construction.  To qualify as a STR Project, the upgrade must have (1) qualified to have the TO assigned through the TOSP process, (2) be required to be constructed to solve a reliability issue, and (3) be required to be in service within three (3) years or less based on the RTO determined need date
.  Economic and public policy projects are not considered in the STR Project Process.

· The STR Project Report will contain at least the following information for each upgrade contained in the report: (1) a description of each upgrade, (2) demonstrate why each upgrade is needed within the three (3) year reliability window and (3) why the upgrade was not identified earlier.  Notification of when the report is posted will be sent via email exploder.

· Once the STR Project Report is posted and notification sent out, stakeholders will have a 30 day period in which to provide comments regarding whether or not the project(s) described in the report should be classified as a STR Project.  Those comments will be received via the SPP Request Management System (“RMS”), with the instructions provided in the notice posting.

· After the 30-day period, the STR Project Report and comments will be sent to the Markets
 and Operations Policy Committee (“MOPC”) and Board for their review and approval at the next quarterly meeting.  The Board may approve one or more upgrade()
 from the report as a STR Project.

· The approved STR Project Report and comments will be stored on the SPP website including those upgrades that were approved as a STR Project.

· The approved STR Project Report, and list of upgrades designated as a STR Project will be filed with FERC as an informational filing the
 following January.

· If the Board approves an upgrade as a STR Project, a Notification to Construct (“NTC”) will be issued in accordance with Attachment Y, Section IV of the SPP Tariff, and SPP Business Practice 7060.

· If the Board does not approve an upgrade as a STR Project, then SPP shall initiate the TOSP process in accordance with Attachment Y, Section III of the SPP Tariff and SPP Business Practice 7700.


Figure 3 below illustrates the STR Project Process.

Figure 3
:
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Competitive Upgrade Transmission Report

The Competitive Upgrade Transmission Report is a report issued by SPP no later than seven (7) calendar days following the approval of one (1) or more Competitive Upgrade(s
) by the Board, which shall provide general information regarding the approved Competitive Upgrades.  

This report will include the following items (See Figure 4 – Draft Competitive Upgrade Transmission Report):

· Competitive Upgrade description;

· State(s) in which project is to be built;

· Study Name from which Competitive Upgrade was issued;

· Need date(s) from Board-approved study;

· Anticipated financial expenditure date;

· Expected Request for Proposal (“RFP”) issue date;

· Expected RFP Response Window; and

· Indication if Competitive Upgrade(s) have an associated Detailed Project Proposal (“DPP”).
Figure 4:
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This report will be posted on the SPP website.

	Market Protocols



	Tariff (OATT)



	SPP Criteria



�








�CTPTF add 7/30/15


�Pending FERC language; Docket No. ER13-1939


� FERC language in Docket No. ER13-366


�Approved by FERC 8/3/15


�CTPTF new verbiage 7/30/15; slight rewording of Tariff language to fit BP.


PCWG change� 8/5/15


�CTPTF add 7/30/15


�PCWG change 8/5/15


�BPWG update 8/21/15


�PCWG request 8/5/15: Figures 1, 2 and 3 lightened the colors used with the graphics for readability.


�CTPTF requested updated �Figure title 7/30/15; PCWG request 8/5/15: Figures 1, 2 and 3 lightened the colors used with the graphics for readability.


�BPWG added 8/21/2015


�Do both Boards have to approve for interregional projects?  Yes.  Pending FERC language; Docket No. ER13-1939.


�CTPTF update 7/30/15; PCWG 8/5/15 – RTO determined need date not a Tariff term so capitalization removed.


�PCWG added “s” 8/5/15


�BPWG added “()” 8/21/2015


�BPWG deleted “in” 8/21/2015


�CTPTF updated 7/30/15


�BPWG  added”(s)” 8/21/2015
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