Author: The instructions that follow apply to ALL tables and figures.
Please format all tables according to the following styles:

· No vertical lines

· Horizontal lines only (a) above and below the header row and (b) at the very bottom of the table.

· All columns should have a heading

· If the unit of measure is (or can be) identified in the first column, no need to repeat it across the row.

· If the unit of measure is (or can be) identified in the column heading, no need to repeat it in the table itself.

· Units of measure are placed in parentheses following the entry to which they apply. In column headings, they are not bolded.

· Parenthetical material in figure captions and table titles is not bolded.

· All columnar material is centered except for in the first column, in which the row identifiers are flush left. 

· All hyphens should be changed to em dashes (—), and the significance of the em dashes should be explained in a footnote to the table (e.g., could be “not applicable,” “not available,” “no data,” etc.)

· Blank cells should be explained in a footnote (see bullet directly above)

Figures:
· Remove titles from the top of the figure when I’ve incorporated them into the figure caption.

· Always abbreviate kW with a small k and a large W (i.e., kW). Same for MWh (small h).

· Please use a font and font size that is easier to read and doesn’t appear “squished.”

Author: Figure- and table-specific changes are typed BELOW each figure or table. The comment feature is used for content questions and readability suggestions.

Figure 4-1.  Scenario 1, installed capacity sites
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Figure 4-2.  Scenario 2, installed capacity sites
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Figure 4-3.  Scenario 3, installed capacity sites
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Figure 4-4.  Scenario 4, installed capacity sites


[image: image5]
Figure 4-5.  Scenario 2, annual generation with weighted LMP 

Author: Please (1) close up spaces around all slashes (/) and (2) place the dollar sign before the number in the legend.
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Figure 4-6.  Scenario 2, generation difference between unconstrained case and constrained case
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Figure 4-7.  Scenario 2, interface of annual energy difference between unconstrained case and constrained case

Table 4-1.
Top 24 Interfaces with the Largest Annual Energy Difference

	Interface

	EWITS Scenario 2
	EWITS Scenario1
	EWITS Scenario 3
	EWITS Scenario 4

	
	Additional Transfer Needs (MW)
	Additional Transfer Needs (MW)
	Additional Transfer Needs (MW)
	Additional Transfer Needs (MW)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	AMRN - IN
	22,901
	28,856
	13,223
	24,609

	IN - OH
	16,594
	20,843
	96,33
	17,081

	OH - EPJM
	14,378
	18,662
	8,715
	12,928

	SPS - SPP
	13,983
	13,482
	7,743
	13,399

	SPP - EES
	11,598
	12,551
	6,417
	12,160

	IOWA - AMRN
	11,150
	15,173
	6,040
	14,084

	EES - TVA
	9,039
	10,173
	4,879
	9,205

	TVA - SOUTHERN
	8,202
	9,045
	5,476
	8,744

	SPP - AECI
	7,930
	8,565
	4,134
	8,283

	NYISO - ISONE
	7,405
	9,128
	6,202
	6,967

	PJM - NYISO
	7,086
	8,457
	6,115
	6,631

	WAPA - MINN
	6,633
	9,243
	2,443
	9,164

	ATC - AMRN
	6,586
	8,771
	3,878
	7,663

	MINN - ATC
	6,260
	8,647
	3,186
	8,148

	SPP - IOWA
	4,355
	3,978
	2,606
	4,227

	AECI - AMRN
	4,300
	4,585
	2,142
	4,512

	SPP - AMRN
	3,973
	4,556
	2,134
	4,368

	AMRN - TVA
	3,925
	4,571
	2,367
	4,224

	IN - MICH
	3,846
	4,937
	2,254
	3,990

	IESO - NYISO
	3,817
	4,971
	2,630
	3,499

	MICH - IESO
	3,238
	4,070
	2,349
	2,801

	AECI - EES
	3,088
	3,607
	2,042
	3,584

	MINN - IOWA
	2,866
	4,102
	1,425
	3,931

	WAPA - IOWA
	2,847
	4,343
	994
	4,262


Table 4-2.
Annual Adjusted Production Cost Savings for Each Scenario (US$, millions)
	
	

	Region
	Scenario 1
	Scenario 2
	Scenario 3
	Scenario 4

	PJM
	4,682
	3,169
	1,588
	2,768

	MISO
	2,529
	1,832
	1,288
	2,883

	TVASUB
	789
	661
	590
	1,500

	MAPP
	8,234
	5,275
	2,264
	6,290

	SPP
	6,534
	6,765
	4,071
	5,691

	SERCNI
	5,728
	5,655
	5,494
	11,166

	E_CAN

	2,652
	2,306
	2,389
	1,823

	IMO
	1,144
	1,068
	1,048
	1,157

	ISONE
	3,794
	2,117
	1,079
	1,432

	MHEB
	730
	629
	599
	603

	NYISO
	4,851
	3,424
	1,872
	2,499

	Whole EI
	41,667
	32,902
	22,282
	37,812
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Figure 4-8.
Transmission and substation costs per megawatt-mile
Author: (1) Along y-axis, please write the axis label like this: $/MW-mile; (2) second bar from the left, write 2,345 (with a comma, not a hyphen); and (3) last bar to the right, write like this: 1,200-mile–800 kV .

[image: image9]
Figure 4-9.
JCSP 20% wind scenario conceptual transmission overlay

Author: In the legend for Figure 4-9, this doesn’t look quite right: Voltage_kV. Should there be a symbol or something other than an underscore mark between “Voltage” and “kV”?

[image: image10]
Figure 4-10.  SPP EHV c
onceptual transmission plan


[image: image11]
Figure 4-11.  Regional generation outlet study, Phase I, Scenario T 765-kV transmission plan


[image: image12]
Figure 4-12.    EWITS Scenario 1, Midwest ISO (Editor’s note: Or MISO, depending on which abbreviation Bob decides to use) conceptual transmission plan
 (using Ventyx, Velocity Suite © 2009)
Author: (1) Please remove the Midwest ISO – label at the very bottom of the figure (it belongs in the figure caption) and (2) write title of legend like this: Scenario 1, TLines by kilovolt

[image: image13]
Figure 4-13.  EWITS Scenario 2, Midwest ISO conceptual transmission plan (using Ventyx, Velocity Suite © 2009)


[image: image14]
Figure 4-14.  EWITS Scenario 3, Midwest ISO conceptual transmission plan
 (using Ventyx, Velocity Suite © 2009) 

[image: image15]
Figure 4-15.  EWITS Scenario 4, Midwest ISO conceptual transmission plan (using Ventyx, Velocity Suite © 2009)

Table 4-3.  Cost per Mile Assumption (US$2024)

	Cost per Mile Assumption

	345 kV
	(2) - 345 kV
	500 kV
	(2) - 500 kV
	765 kV
	DC - 400 kV
	DC - 800 kV

	2,250,000
	3,750,000
	2,875,000
	4,792,000
	5,125,000
	3,800,000
	6,000,000


Table 4-4.  Estimated Line Mileage Summary (miles)
	

	 Scenario
	345 kV
	(2) - 345 kV
	500 kV
	(2) - 500 kV
	765 kV
	DC - 400 kV
	DC - 800 kV
	Total

	Scenario 1
	1,977
	247
	1,264
	243
	7,304
	560
	11,102
	22,697

	Scenario 2
	1,977
	247
	1,264
	243
	7,304
	560
	8,352
	19,947

	Scenario 3
	1,977
	247
	1,264
	742
	7,304
	769
	4,747
	17,050

	Scenario 4
	1,977
	247
	1,264
	742
	7,304
	560
	10,573
	22,667


Table 4-5.  Estimated Cost Summary per Mile (millions of US$2024)
	

	 Scenario
	345 kV
	(2) - 345 kV
	500 kV
	(2) - 500 kV
	765 KV
	DC - 400 kV
	DC - 800 kV
	Total

	Scenario 1
	5,560
	1,158
	4,543
	1,456
	46,791
	2,397
	83,265
	145,169

	Scenario 2
	5,560
	1,158
	4,543
	1,456
	46,791
	2,397
	62,640
	124,544

	Scenario 3
	5,560
	1,158
	4,543
	4,445
	46,791
	2,957
	35,603
	101,056

	Scenario 4
	5,560
	1,158
	4,543
	4,445
	46,791
	2,397
	79,298
	144,191


Table 4-6.  Cost and Benefit Comparison (millions of US$2024)
	

	 Scenario
	2024 Annual Transmission Cost
	2024 Adjusted Production Cost Savings
	2024 Benefit/Cost Ratio

	Scenario 1
	21,775
	28,648
	1.32

	Scenario 2
	19,681
	22,194
	1.13

	Scenario 3
	15,158
	13,095
	0.86

	Scenario 4
	21,629
	18,676
	0.86


Table 4-7.  Estimated Additional Transmission Investments for Scenario 1
	Estimated Additional Transmission Cost to Fix Overloading Lines

	 Scenario
	Transmission Overlay
	Existing 500 kV 
Above
	Total

	 Scenario 1
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Estimated Cost (US$, millions)


	345 kV
	3
	67
	
	
	188

	(2) - 345 KV
	2
	49
	

	
	230

	500 kV
	0
	0
	13
	574
	2,063

	(2) – 500 kV
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	765 kV
	9
	1,619
	0
	0
	10,372

	Total
	14
	1,735
	13
	574
	12,853


Table 4-8.  Estimated Additional Transmission Investments for Scenario 3

	Estimated Additional Transmission Cost to Fix Overloading Lines

	 Scenario
	Transmission Overlay
	Existing 500 kV Above
	Total

	 Scenario 3
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Estimated Cost (US$, millions)

	345 KV
	2
	54
	
	
	152

	(2) - 345 kV
	2
	49
	
	
	231

	500 kV
	0
	0
	15
	659
	2,368

	(2) – 500 kV
	1
	142
	0
	0
	849

	765 kV
	1
	93
	0
	0
	598

	Total
	6
	339
	15
	659
	4,198


Table 4-9.  Estimated Additional Transmission Investments for Scenario 2

	Estimated Additional Transmission Cost to Fix Overloading Lines

	 Scenario
	Transmission Overlay
	Existing 500 kV Above
	Total

	 Scenario 2
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Number of 
Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Estimated Cost
(US$, millions)

	345 kV
	2
	54
	
	
	152

	(2) - 345 kV
	2
	49
	
	
	230

	500 kV
	0
	0
	12
	660
	2,372

	(2) – 500 kV
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	765 kV
	11
	1,861
	0
	0
	11,922

	Total
	15
	1,964
	12
	660
	14,676


Table 4-10.  Estimated Additional Transmission Investments for Scenario 4

	Estimated Additional Transmission Cost to Fix Overloading Lines

	 Scenario
	Transmission Overlay
	Existing 500 kV Above
	Total

	 Scenario 4
	Number of Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Number of 
Lines
	Line Mileage (miles)
	Estimated Cost (US$, millions)

	345 kV
	2
	54
	
	
	152

	(2) - 345 kV
	1
	20
	
	
	94

	500 kV
	0
	0
	21
	795
	2,857

	(2) – 500 kV
	3
	295
	0
	0
	1,767

	765 kV
	7
	1,202
	10
	10
	7,764

	Total
	13
	1,571
	31
	805
	12,634
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Figure 4-16.  Scenario 1, annual generation with weighted LMP comparison

Table 4-11.  Wind Curtailment Summary

	

	Scenario

	Constrained
 Case (%)

	Transmission Overlay 
Case (%)

	Transmission Overlay with
–
40 $/MWh Wind Energy Credit (%)
(%)


	Scenario 1
	47.55
	7.11
	3.53

	Scenario 2
	37.78
	6.73
	3.83

	Scenario 3
	18.94
	3.61
	1.05

	Scenario 4
	36.39
	10.04
	2.83


�Do you intend for this to be readable, or is it only representative? As is, I can't read the type in the ovals on the map until I zoom to 500%. The same applies to several figures in this section (subsequent comments are “readability needs improvement”).


�Readability needs improvement.


�Readability needs improvement.


�Or "ECAN"? (no space)


�Readability needs improvement.


�I removed the “Figure 8” reference here because it appears to be an artifact from another report. Correct?


 If this is taken from another report (which the inset would seem to indicate), please supply a full citation for that source. The citation goes between the figure  and the caption and should begin with Source:


Readability needs improvement


�This definitely looks like a study for which we should run a full citation; please supply. And the scenario number comes from THAT report and is not supposed to track to the scenario numbers in OUR report, correct?


�Readability needs a great deal of improvement. Since this report will ultimately be printed in color, using stronger and/or brighter colors might help. In addition, the place names shouldn’t be stacked on top of each other; instead, put the place name out in the Atlantic and run an arrow to its location inland.


�All the same comments/formatting directions from the previous comment also apply here.


�And here.


�And here.


�I find tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5 a bit confusing. Is there any way to simplify and/or restructure them? (2) What do the (2)’s represent?  (3) What do the hyphens represent? (4) We’re using miles in these three instead of megawatt-miles, as before?


�Should “Above” run after kV here?


�Are these 2024 dollars as before?


�What do the hash marks mean or represent?


�Shouldn’t the table for Scenario 2 run before the table for Scenario 3?


�Readability needs improvement. Splitting the figure into (a) and (b) and stacking them might help some.


�Correct? This is supposed to be a minus sign? (2) Are these US$2024?
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