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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 
Reliability Technical Conference   ) Docket No. AD12-1-000 
                                                                             ) 
North American Electric Reliability    ) Docket No. RC11-6-000 
  Corporation       ) 
       ) 
Public Service Commission of South Carolina ) Docket No. EL11-62-000 
  And the South Carolina Office of Regulatory ) 
  Staff       ) (Not Consolidated) 
 
 

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S RESPONSE  
TO COMMISSIONER PHILIP D. MOELLER’S REQUEST FOR EVIDENCE  

 In accordance with Commissioner Phillip D. Moeller’s (“Commissioner Moeller”) 

request for evidence in the captioned proceeding, Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) 

respectfully submits the following responses regarding how certain rules under consideration by 

the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) could impact the reliability of electric supply in 

the United States.  SPP appreciates the opportunity to provide information to the Commission on 

this important issue. 

I. INTRODUCTION  

SPP is a Commission-approved Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”).  It is an 

Arkansas non-profit corporation with its principle place of business in Little Rock, Arkansas.  

SPP has 65 Members, including 14 investor-owned utilities, 11 municipal systems, 12 generation 

and transmission cooperatives, 4 state authorities, 7 independent power producers, 10 power 

marketers and 7 independent transmission company. As an RTO, SPP is a transmission provider 

currently administering transmission service over portions of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, 

Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas. 

In addition to providing tariff administration services as an RTO, SPP functions as the 

Reliability Coordinator (“RC”) throughout its footprint. As the RC, SPP monitors power flows, 
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anticipates problems and takes preemptive action to mitigate operating limit violations and 

assures reliable operation of the transmission system. 

 II. SPP RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR EVIDENCE  

1.  Can the Commission agree that upcoming EPA rules, if enacted, would present a 
 reliability problem?  What evidence supports the assertion of a reliability problem? 
 Some view the recent study by FERC staff as “informal” or as “irrelevant” – but to 
 the extent the staff’s study is informal or irrelevant, then what other evidence 
 available at this time can FERC rely upon to consider reliability issues? 

 Yes.  Sufficient evidence exists before the Commission to find that significant 

uncertainty exists as to whether or not upcoming EPA rules can be implemented without risk to 

reliability.  SPP points the Commission to the following as evidence of concerns for reliability: 

 •   http://www.spp.org/publications/SPP%20Letters%20to%20EPA.zip, 

 •   http://www.pjm.com/~/media/documents/other-fed-state/20110804-epa-hq-oar-

2009-0234comments.ashx 

• http://www.pjm.com/~/media/documents/other-fed-state/20110804-epa-hq-oar-

2009-0234-iso-rto.ashx 

 

 Particular to the SPP region, SPP calls to the Commission’s attention SPP’s September 

20, 2011 letter to EPA Administrator Lisa P. Jackson which states the results of analysis of 

reliability impacts of EPA’s Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (“CSAPR”) rules1: 

 
Our reliability modeling2 indicates that the CSAPR Integrated 
Planning Model 4.1 (IPM) results, as depicted by the EPA, are 
likely to cause SPP to be out of compliance with the applicable 
NERC standards as early as 2012. SPP’s planning models 
identified 5.4 GW from the 48 generation units identified by the 
EPA with zero fuel burn in 2012 that would have been dispatched 
during the 2012Summer Peak conditions. Our analysis revealed 
220 overloads in excess of the required, 100% of emergency 

                                                            
1   SPP’s assessment of the potential reliability impacts of the CSAPR regulations was based on SPP’s use of 
data in EPA’s CSAPR Integrated Planning Model 4.1 (“IPM”).  
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ratings under contingencies, and 1047 circumstances at various 
locations on the transmission system where voltage was below the 
prescribed lower limit of 90% of nominal rating. The statistics in 
this analysis must be viewed as being indicative, not definitive, 
results and are probably very conservative compared to what 
would be experienced in the real world should the modeled system 
conditions exist. An even clearer representation of reliability 
violations can be found by applying higher operability limits of 
120% to the overloads. There were 16 such overloads on the 
system. Using a similar out of normal range there were 93 
circumstances where voltage dropped below 85% of nominal. 
These “clear-cut” examples of standards violations represent the 
well founded concerns regarding the timeline with which the 
CSAPR would be instituted. 
 
Additionally, 30 contingency scenarios did not solve, which is 
indicative of extreme system constraints, including the potential of 
cascading blackouts similar to what occurred in 2003 or which 
could require the shedding of firm load (that is, localized rolling 
black-outs initiated by utilities within the SPP region) to avoid 
more widespread and uncontrolled blackouts and to remain in 
compliance with reliability standards. Some of the contingencies 
could be resolved with other short-term transmission and/or 
resource solutions, but several could not. In those cases, SPP 
would be in clear violation of mandatory reliability standards and 
subject to penalty from FERC. However, SPP cannot be compliant 
with NERC’s planning standards without placing its generation 
owners in violation of EPA standards when the unutilized units in 
the IPM are unavailable to SPP. Further exacerbating this situation, 
SPP’s analysis also revealed that generation production from 
“small units”3 increased from 13 to 57 units deployed. Some of 
these units are likely subject to the reciprocating internal 
combustion engines (RICE) regulations, which were not evaluated 
as part of this reliability study. If we look beyond the summer peak 
hour studied, the unavailability of approximately 11 GWs4 of total 
capacity from the EPA model in SPP’s footprint would likely 
result in additional localized reliability issues.  
 
The result of SPP’s reliability assessment of the EPA’s CSAPR 
IPM generation dispatch indicates serious, negative implications to 
the reliable operation of the electric grid in the SPP region raising 
the possibility of rolling blackouts or cascading outages that would 
likely have significant impacts on human health, public safety and 
commercial activity within SPP. These regulations further 
compound the reliability impacts addressed by SPP in its July 19, 
2011 comment letter, which focused on the MACT regulations to 



 

4 
 

be enacted in 2014/15. The time period between finalization of the 
CSAPR and its effective date is too short to allow SPP and its 
members/registered entities to appreciate the effects of the rule 
and to take actions to ensure reliability [emphasis added].  

 

SPP notes that CSAPR rules were first applied to the states of Kansas, Nebraska, and 

Texas in June 2011 with expected implementation by January 2012.  This short timeframe and 

the expected MACT final rule in December of 2011 has created a situation where the generator 

owners/operators cannot provide SPP the information necessary for the assessment of reliability 

in 2012 until the generator owners/operators have sufficient time to integrate their responses to 

both rules.  As such, SPP believes that this assessment will show areas within SPP’s footprint 

that will be resource inadequate unless these entities are provided ample time and flexibility to 

comply with the CSAPR requirements. 

 Additionally, based upon the strong testimony provided to the Commission during the 

November technical conference, ample time and flexibility is necessary to allow compliance 

with the upcoming EPA rules and regulations while maintaining the reliability of our nation’s 

electric grid.  A failure for generators and operators to have ample time to comply with the 

upcoming EPA rules and regulations further places reliability at risk. 

2.  Are the current tools and authority of the North American Reliability Corporation 
(NERC) sufficient to assess and act upon reliability issues raised by upcoming EPA Rules 
and regulations? What other resources does NERC need to fulfill its oversight role for 
reliability? 

  NERC, Regional Entities, and the Planning Authorities presently have the adequate tools, 

resources, and authority to assess and act upon and oversee reliability issues associated with the 

upcoming EPA Rules and Regulations. Although the industry has the necessary tools, resources, 

and authority, it is clear based upon overwhelming evidence and testimony before the 

Commission that compliance with EPA Rules and Regulations while maintaining the reliability 

of our nation’s electric grid will require a strong coordination between electric generators, RTOs, 

non-RTO regions, EPA, NERC and FERC.  This coordination is of such importance that it is a 

matter of national interest.   
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3.  In general, are NERC’s mandatory reliability standards sufficient?  Should any new 
standards be considered under the NERC process as a result of EPA rules? 

 NERC mandatory reliability standards are sufficient.  Additionally, SPP anticipates that 

existing standards should be adequate as a result of EPA Rules assuming ample time and 

flexibility will be provided to comply with upcoming EPA requirements.  The concept of ample 

time and flexibility includes time to assess grid reliability impacts, the ability of RTOs to seek 

relief when needed to maintain reliability, and the establishment and implementation of the RTO 

“safety value” proposal to the EPA. 

 
7.  Will the loss of the system inertia that is supplied by coal plants impact the power 
grid in unforeseen ways? Does the topic of inertia require further study? 
 
 The loss of system inertia supplied by coal plants will impact the grid and should be 

studied further. 

 
8.  Because “blackstart” power plants are needed to re-start the power grid after a 
blackout, will blackstart standards and planning require further study before the 
retirement of blackstart units? 
 
  In regions where blackstart capacity is being retired, it should be further studied for 

impact on the grid. 

 
9.  Are the NERC modeling and planning standards robust enough to ensure that the 
nation understands how simultaneous retirements of longstanding power plants will impact 
the power grid? 
 

 NERC’s modeling and planning standards are robust enough.  However, as previously 

stated in response to question 3 above, it is critical that the Commission understand and 

acknowledge that compliance with EPA Rules and Regulations and maintaining the reliability of 

our nation’s electric grid requires a strong coordination between electric generators, RTOs, non-

RTO regions, EPA, NERC and FERC.  This coordination needs to ensure that ample time and 

flexibility exists to assess grid reliability impacts, the ability of RTOs to seek relief when needed 

to maintain reliability, and the establishment and implementation of the RTO “safety value” 

proposal to the EPA. 
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10.  Are the models used for contingency planning capable of accommodating the 
different types of power plants that are expected to remain on the power grid after small 
coal plants are retired? That is, do the models need to be modified to handle the bigger 
contingencies that would be expected if the remaining power plants tend to be larger 
plants? Do the contingency models need to be modified because of the differing reliability 
characteristics of a resource base with more renewable power? 
 
 The models and planning standards used for contingency planning are capable as needed.    

 
11.  To the extent that the operating characteristics at power plants change as a result of 
EPA rules, how would changes in those characteristics impact how the operators of the 
system dispatch power plants? In particular, how would changes to start-up and 
malfunction procedures at generating plants impact operational decisions? 
 
 Changes in the operating characteristics of power plants due to EPA rules will change 

how operators dispatch plants.  Responses to date from SPP members show that there is going to 

be more utilization of higher cost units which burn more costly coal and natural gas to conserve 

allocations required for meeting peak demand during the summer months.  These plans could be 

jeopardized if credits are consumed during abnormal weather days, such as a cold snap in early 

fall when units are offline for outages, and the higher polluting facilities are not available 

because of allowance shortages.  SPP members have also indicated units will experience lower 

capacity availability due to not allowing uneconomical deployment in relation to the allowance 

usage.  Specifically, if a unit produces high NOX and SO2 at a medium to low range of its 

generation capability and similarly produces high levels at the highest end of its capabilities, the 

unit would only be available when it is guaranteed to generate at the range where it produced the 

lowest pollutants.  Below or above that range and the emissions escalate at inefficient levels. All 

of these factors could potentially negatively impact the reliability of the grid.  These changes in 

operating characteristics and dispatch further illustrates why it is critical for EPA to establish and 

implement the “safety value” approach proposed by the RTOs to EPA. 
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12.  Do any policies in the Commission’s recent Order No. 1000 merit further 
consideration with respect to how planners of the transmission grid should work together 
with those who are investing in generation resources? Specifically, since modifying the 
transmission network can impact whether a power plant should retire, and since modifying 
which power plants retire can impact whether to invest in certain transmission assets, are 
the planning approaches in Order No. 1000 sufficient to address the simultaneous 
retirement of large numbers of power plants? 
 
 The policies in the Commission’s recent Order 1000 do not merit further consideration by 

the Commission in light of upcoming EPA rules and regulations.  The policies espoused by 

Order 1000 will be an important part of regional and interregional planning that will be an 

important tool for the industry to use to ensure compliance of EPA rules will maintaining the 

reliability of the grid.   

 
13.  What knowledge do the regional operators of the power system, including Regional 
Transmission Organizations (RTOs), need so that they can make decisions on whether to 
invest in transmission assets? Would they be helped if they had more advance notice of a 
decision to retire a power plant?  
 

 Knowledge of unit availability is required to allow planning authorities of the 

power system to adequately plan the transmission grid.  SPP’s planning process would benefit 

from reasonable advanced notice of both power plant retirement, and also expected outages 

necessary to implement the mitigations required by the rules.  Currently, due to all of the 

uncertainty regarding pending regulations and specifically the expected MACT final rule in 

December 2011, SPP’s generation owners cannot create a clear picture of their mitigation plans 

will be.  The CSAPR NOPR had specific levels of expected emissions, but when the final rule 

came out there were several further reductions in the regulation as well as the addition of the 

states of Kansas, Nebraska, and Texas.  Therefore, it is important that the generator 

owners/operators have sufficient time to make their plans and to provide sufficient notice to the 

planning authorities. Sufficient notice will allow the planning authorities to adequately assess the 

needed transmission expansion; and will also provide time for the transmission owners to 

construct the needed transmission prior to penalties for non-compliance.   
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15.  What existing legal and policy obstacles prevent generators and transmission 
owners from coordinating their work more closely? Given the interdependence of decisions 
to invest in generation with decisions to invest in transmission, does a “safety valve” 
approach help or hinder the needed coordination of investment? 
 
 SPP agrees that the proposed safety value approach will help coordinate needed 

investment.  A carefully monitored safety valve would help relieve some reliability concerns 

facing SPP and its members due to the upcoming EPA rules.   

 
17.  Should NERC consider any new standards with respect to minimum voltage? What 
is the expected impact of EPA rules on voltage support? 
 
 At this time, a need to consider new standards with respect to minimum voltage is not 

needed based upon expected impacts on EPA rules. 

 
18.  Given the economic weakness over the past several years, how would the demand 
for electricity differ under a rapidly growing economy? That is, if the economy begins to 
recover over the next few years, can the generation fleet serve demand if significant 
numbers of existing power plants are retired? 
 
 Clearly, if an improved economy creates a rapid growth in electricity demand the 

reliability concerns posed by upcoming EPA rules will heightened. A greater need for generating 

capacity at a time when generation is being retired, taken off-line for retrofitting or due to a need 

to reduce emissions in order to comply with EPA rules will impact reserve margins as well as 

reliability.    

 
21.  Are any regions of this nation expecting particularly harsh impacts from the 
retirement of generating plants? That is, are some parts of the nation largely served by one 
or two critical power plants, which if retired, would present reliability problems that 
impose extreme hardship on the economic vitality of a community or region? 
 
 Many regions of this nation will have greater impact from the retirement of plants.  These 

impacts will not only be caused by retirements, but also by the need to take plants off-line for 

retrofitting and to reduce emissions.  These impacts as well as the accompanying reliability 

impacts give further credence to the need for the EPA to adopt and implement the “safety value” 

proposal of RTOs. SPP is diligently working to provide an assessment of these impacts in the 

SPP region, but as stated above relies on the input of the generator owners/operators who cannot 
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make their plans until they are provided final rules, specifically on MACT, and then given time 

for them and others to implement needed mitigations. 

III. CONCLUSION 

SPP appreciates the Commission’s interest in this critical matter and the opportunity for 

stakeholders to submit these responses to Commissioner Moeller’s request for evidence on 

electric reliability issues associated with upcoming EPA Rules and Regulations.  SPP 

respectfully reserves the right to supplement the responses contained herein as additional 

information becomes available. 

       Respectfully submitted,  

 

  

  

/s/ Paul Suskie 
Paul Suskie 
Senior Vice President - Regulatory Policy and 
General Counsel 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
415 North McKinley, #140 Plaza West 
Little Rock, Arkansas  72205 
(501) 688-2535 
psuskie@spp.org 

 

  

 

 

 


