
MINUTES NO. 78 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

SPP Corporate Center, Little Rock, Arkansas 

October 17, 2013 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order at 8:45 AM following a closed session to discuss 
membership updates.   SPC members participating in person or by phone were Jim Eckelberger 
(Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Mel Perkins (OGE); 
Bary Warren as proxy for Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); Les Evans (KEPCO); Bill Grant (Xcel); 
and Troy Via as proxy for part of the meeting for Jon Hansen (OPPD).  SPP Staff included Michael 
Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Lanny Nickell, Paul Suskie, Stacy Duckett, David Kelley, and Pete 
Hoelscher. Other guests participated in person or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Bittle referenced the minutes of July 18, 2013 asking for additions or corrections (Minutes 7/18/13 – 
Attachment 2).  With one modification the minutes were approved by acclamation. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Update  

Rob Janssen (Dogwood and MOPC Chairman) provided an informational report following the MOPC 
meeting from the previous two days.  Rob noted two items specifically impacting the SPC: 1) the MOPC 
approval for TRR110 with one modification; and, 2) the MOPC recommendation for 2 scenarios for the 
ITP10.  The TRR110 modification impacted the SPCTF $50,000 bid deposit recommendation forwarded 
to the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) for incorporation into the Order 1000 compliance tariff 
filing.  Rob described other major highlights from the MOPC meeting. 

Jim Eckelberger raised two issues from the MOPC meeting as having strategic implications.  The first 
issue dealt with the MOPC decision to limit the ITP10 study efforts to 2 futures. He expressed concern 
that limiting analysis to only 2 scenarios impairs the Board’s fiduciary responsibilities.  Participants 
discussed alternatives and possible solutions.  The second issue dealt with RCAR results indicating 
negative impacts to 5 entities.  He expressed the view that the real answer to solve the inequities 
identified in the RCAR process was to ensure that the seams issues get resolved.  Ideas were discussed 
about working with willing seams partners to develop transmission projects.  It was also noted that two 
other SPP committees were also working on seams resolutions.    

Agenda Item 4 – Benefits of Transmission Communication Strategy Update 

Pete Hoelscher provided an update on the approach to communicate the benefits of transmission 
following feedback from the SPC in its July 2013 meeting.  He noted that the problem to be solved is to 
help state regulators see transmission expansion beyond the associated cost to the value it provides.  He 
shared a draft message tree that is designed to ensure consistent messaging as well as is the approach 
(Benefits of Transmission Communication Approach – Attachment 3) and a one-page Introduction to the 
Transmission System paper (An Introduction to the Transmission System – Attachment 4).   
 
Members and participants were complementary of the approach and provided some additional 
suggestions.  Most notably was a suggestion to stress the fact that transmission is an intergenerational 
benefit.  Some expressed the view that starker contrast was still needed that lets the consumer know 
what happens when transmission is neglected (the lights go out).  The consumers and regulators need to 
know that reliability and outages are the reasons they should care about transmission.    
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Agenda Item 5 – Seams Issues Update 

Paul Suskie provided an update on Seams negotiation matters (JOA Renegotiation Updates – 
Attachment 5).  Paul had provided the same presentation to the MOPC the preceding day.   

Agenda Item 6 – SPCTF Order 1000 Policy Decisions  

Michael Desselle provided a report of the SPCTF on Order 1000 policy recommendations that were 
forwarded to the RTWG for inclusion in TRR110 (SPCTF on Order 1000 – Attachment 6). Discussions 
centered on the MOPC’s further modification to the “bid deposit” recommendation.  
 
Among other items FERC directed SPP to file OATT revisions that establish a precise dollar amount, or a 
formula, for establishing the dollar amount of the initial fee that a prospective transmission developer 
must submit with its bid.  Staff proposed to the SPCTF an initial bid deposit of $100,000.  The SPCTF 
modified the initial bid deposit proposal to $50,000 on the basis that $100,000 seemed too high.  As 
noted, this modified recommendation was provided to the RTWG for incorporation into the compliance 
tariff and they adopted it for their compliance recommendation to the MOPC.  The MOPC further modified 
the recommendation of the RTWG regarding the bid deposit amount and changed it to $10,000 with the 
rationale that $50,000 could potentially prohibit participation, especially amongst smaller entities.  The 
SPC debated the MOPC’s further modification and following a motion by Rob Janssen, seconded by Les 
Evans the SPC did not endorse the lower amount because of the view that the cost of the bidding 
process is to be borne by the bidders and not SPP’s members.  Staff agreed to develop for the Board’s 
consideration a formulaic approach. 
 
Paul Suskie noted that FERC had granted an extension for SPP to file how it intends to incorporate the 
Aggregate Study process into the Order 1000 bidding process.  He noted that SPCTF would work with 
RTWG and BPWG to develop the changes. 
 
Regarding the non-compliance related policy matters, it was noted that the SPCTF held a conference call 
to consider staff’s proposal to develop the cost estimates associated with DPP proposals submitted by 
entities in the SPP ITP planning processes.  The proposal called for the costs associated with the staff’s 
development of the DPP cost estimate to be paid for initially by the Admin fee and then after the first DPP 
process reevaluate whether to create a separate charge.  The SPCTF voted to approve the staff’s 
proposal with one no vote and one abstention.   Bill Grant (Xcel) noted that he abstained on the SPCTF 
vote because he didn’t have a better solution.  Dennis Reed (Westar) noted that he was comfortable with 
the proposal because today we have no idea what the cost will be.  Bill Grant moved and Josh Martin 
seconded endorsement of the SPCTF’s approval of the staff’s recommendation which passed with all in 
favor.  The issue of the bandwidth cost estimate for the DPP proposals was also discussed.  Staff noted 
that the existing ITP process requiring +- 30% would not change.  Bill Grant moved endorsement of the 
SPCTF non-compliance related policy recommendations with the caveat that once costs are known for 
staff’s development of DPP cost estimations that SPP will reconsider how to separately bill those costs.  
The motion was seconded and passed with all in favor.           

Agenda Item 7 – Strategic Planning Process Development 

Ricky Bittle described a process for the development of the next SPP strategic plan.  He noted that he 
met with Rob Janssen in his role as chair of the MOPC to devise a process to gain the maximum input of 
members into the plan development and how to shape the plan to be beneficial to members.  He noted 
that starting in January the SPC would begin to seek input from stakeholders, including the MOPC and its 
committees.  In April the SPC will have its retreat and develop a draft plan from that input.  In June 
following the Board education meeting, the Board, Members Committee and SPC would meet and 
discuss the draft and receive their input.  The SPC would finalize the plan for consideration by the 
organizational groups during their July meetings.   

Agenda Item 8 – Strategic View of Load in the SPP Footprint 

Michael Desselle presented background on an issue recently raised in the Finance Committee during its 
deliberations on the SPP Tariff Administration Fee (Strategic View of Load in the SPP Footprint – 
Attachment 7).  He noted that during their discussions that the billing determinants (i.e., Monthly 
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Coincident Peaks for 2013) were highlighted as being much lower than in 2012.  The question was asked 
by Finance Committee members and staff alike if these billing determinants represented a weather 
anomaly or if what is being experienced is loss of load in the footprint.  Desselle noted that a technical 
workshop will be scheduled to begin to assess these questions.  SPC participants also noted that energy 
should be looked at.  

Agenda Item 9 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items are: 
• Ask RCAR to address impacts to affected entities that are on the Seams. 
• SPCTF to frame the discussion or develop which stakeholder group develops the competitive 

solicitation process for the Aggregate Study. 
• Begin process to develop input into the next strategic plan 
• Develop formulaic Bid deposit alternative for October Board consideration 
• Conduct strategic workshop on Load in the SPP footprint. 

 
The next regularly-scheduled SPC meeting is January16 in Austin, Texas.     
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle, Secretary 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 
Thursday, October 17, 2013 

 8 AM – 3 PM 

SPP Corporate Office, Little Rock, Arkansas 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items ................................................................................... Ricky Bittle 

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

3. MOPC Update ..................................................................................................................... Rob Janssen 

4. Benefits of Transmission Communication Strategy Update ............................................ Pete Hoelscher 

5. Seams Issues Update .......................................................................................................... Paul Malone 

6. SPCTF Order 1000 Policy Decisions ........................................................ Michael Desselle/Paul Suskie 

7. Strategic Planning Process Development .............................................................................. Ricky Bittle 

8. Strategic View of Load in the SPP Footprint ................................................................. Michael Desselle 

9. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................. Michael Desselle 

10. Discussion of Future Meetings ...................................................................................... Michael Desselle 

January 16, 2014 SPC Meeting - Austin 

April 17-18, 2014 SPC Retreat - Oklahoma City 

July 17, 2014  SPC Meeting - Omaha                               

October 16, 2014                  SPC Meeting - Little Rock 
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Subject: FW: SPC Meeting

From: HANSEN, JON T [mailto:jthansen@oppd.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2013 9:13 AM 
To: Michael Desselle; PAROLEK, BARBARA A 
Cc: Cheryl Robertson; Bittle, Ricky 
Subject: RE: SPC Meeting 
 
Mike – 
 
Yes, please allow Troy Via to participate in the SPC meeting, via teleconference, as a proxy for myself. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jon 
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Subject: SPC Meeting 10/17/13

From: "Mike Palmer" <MPalmer@empiredistrict.com> 
Date: October 16, 2013, 3:55:24 PM CDT 
To: "Cheryl Robertson" <crobertson@SPP.ORG>, "Ricky Bittle" <ricky.bittle@aecc.com> 
Cc: "Bary Warren" <BWarren@empiredistrict.com> 
Subject: Fwd: SPC 

Proxy to Bary Warren.  

 
Thanks 
 
MP 
 
 



MINUTES NO. 77 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Embassy Suites Denver-Aurora, Denver, Colorado 

July 18, 2013 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m.  SPC members participating in person or by 
phone were Jim Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Rob Janssen 
(Dogwood); Mel Perkins (OGE); Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); Bill Grant (Xcel); and Jon 
Hansen (OPPD).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Carl Monroe, Paul Suskie, Stacy Duckett, and 
Pete Hoelscher. Other guests participated in person or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Bittle referenced the minutes of January 17, 2013 asking for additions or corrections (Minutes 1/17/13 
– Attachment 2).  The minutes were approved by acclamation. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Update  

Rob Janssen (Dogwood and MOPC Chairman) provided an informational report following the MOPC 
meeting from the previous two days.   

Agenda Item 4 – Final Report on Strategic Scenarios 

Michael Desselle provided an activity update of the Board/Members Committee and Strategic Planning 
Committee efforts to develop strategic scenarios.  He noted the Bridge Strategy Group had facilitated the 
process over the last year and half concluding at the Strategic Planning Committee Retreat in early May.  
(Final Report on Strategic Scenario Development – Attachment 3) 

Agenda Item 5 – Benefits of Transmission Communication Strategy 

Michael Desselle introduced the topic to the Committee and noted that it was an action item resulting 
from the 2013 SPC Retreat discussion Paul Suskie led on the Rate Impact Task Force.  Stacy Duckett 
introduced Pete Hoelscher who presented a preliminary Transmission Value Communication strategy 
approach (Communication Framework – Attachment 4).  Participants shared ideas for improvements and 
target messages.  They also shared critiques of the communication construct and offered advice on how 
to make the message more clear/concise and relatable. Ricky Bittle asked participants to volunteer to 
serve on a small group to work with Pete to refine and refocus the Strategy.  

Agenda Item 6 – Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) Discussion 2015 ITP10 Futures 

Alan Myers presented a subset of slides that he shared with the MOPC the day before (ESWG slides on 
2015 ITP10 Futures – Attachment 5).  He noted that the ESWG had recommended the adoption on 3 
Futures (Business as Usual, Decreased Base Load Capacity, and Increased Input Prices).  He reported 
that MOPC had a lengthy dialogue about the third Futures and after debate voted to only approve 2 
Futures (BAU and Decreased Baseload Capacity).  Alan sought the SPC’s advice.  Rob Janssen 
provided his perspective on the MOPC’s vote.  Kristine Schmidt (ITC Great Plains) described that her 
motion to the MOPC was driven by a desire for the staff to continue to develop the third scenario 
(specifically with higher wind concentration and higher natural gas prices) and to bring that back to the 
MOPC in October.  John Olsen (Westar) with support from Board Chairman, Jim Eckelberger, espoused 
the view that another Future should be considered but that it needed to be more “holistic.  Ultimately, 
there was a consensus view that what comprises each future was not well understood.  The direction of 
the SPC to Alan was to be prepared at the Board Meeting later in the month to start with 3 scenarios, 
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defend what is in each and work with staff to develop the value of each Future.  Guidance was also 
provided that Staff should be prepared to share workload prioritization if given direction to study a third 
Future. 

Agenda Item 7 – Update on Order 1000  

The timing of the SPC meeting and the FERC’s open meeting coincided well.  The Commission earlier in 
the morning issued its long awaited ruling on SPP intra-regional Order 1000 compliance filing.  While 
acknowledging that the Order had not yet been released, Paul Suskie reported what could be deduced 
from the press releases and the dissents of Commissioners Clark and Moeller.  He reported that the 
byway ROFR that SPP sought was denied.  The Committee discussed reengaging the Order 1000 
SPCTF to review the Order, discuss recommended action and report to the Board later this month.  Paul 
Suskie noted also that staff would also provide an update on the expected number of projects applicable 
to the ruling. 

Agenda Item 8 – Transmission Customer Default Policy Questions 

Paul Suskie apprised the Committee on an issue that recently occurred regarding a default by a 
transmission customer.  He noted the occurrence raised policy questions and was seeking the guidance 
from the Committee.  Specifically: 1) Should SPP seek to enforce the payment obligations for the term of 
service that FERC terminated; 2) Should SPP seek to enforce the payment obligation for the contract 
terms of one year; and, 3) Should SPP make any tariff changes going forward to address non-payment?  
Two members described circumstances instances in which their contracts had been terminated and that 
they were obligated to continue paying for the service.  Members indicated that changing the policy would 
cause equity issues and set a bad precedent.  There was a consensus that SPP should pursue the full 
year payment obligations for the contract terminated and further that tariff changes were not necessary. 

Agenda Item 9 – Membership Developments 

Carl Monroe provided a brief status report on membership developments. 

Agenda Item 10 – Board and Members Committee Engagement in Strategic Plan Development 

Ricky Bittle reported to the Committee on the status of future strategic planning efforts (Report on Future 
Strategic Planning – Attachment 6).  He described how and when the process would seek input from 
stakeholders and when the SPC would develop its straw proposal for consideration by the Board and 
Members Committee at its expanded annual Board educational meeting each June.  Suggestions were 
made to include leadership of the TWG & ESWG in the drafting process.  Ricky pledged to work with staff 
and Rob Janssen to develop a process to engage stakeholders. 

Agenda Item 11 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items are: 

 ESWG and SPP staff are to work together to define 3 Futures, including their value and 
prioritization and report to the Board on July 30, 2013. 

 The Order 1000 SPCTF was reengaged to review FERC’s Order, discuss actions, and report to 
the Board on July 30, 2013. 

 SPC is to report to the Board on July 30, 2013 recommended policy guidance on the 
Transmission Customer Default Policy. 

 SPC chair and secretary are to work with MOPC chair to develop a process for stakeholder input 
in strategic plan development. 

 Establish small group to work with SPP staff to refocus and refine Transmission Benefit 
Communication Strategy. 

 
The next regularly-scheduled SPC meeting is October 17 in Little Rock, Arkansas.     
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle, Secretary 



DRAFT 

Benefits of Transmission - Communication Approach 
 
Problem we are trying to solve: To help state regulators see transmission expansion beyond the 
associated cost to the value it provides. 
 
Context: 

Framework was presented to SPC at its July 2013 meeting 
1. Summary of feedback 

a. Continue to simplify the message 
b. Make all the messaging more personal 
c. Put focus on transmission 
d. Tailor messages to audience 
e. Coordinate with Members if communicating in their area 
f. Include commercial and industrial ratepayers 
g. Regulators should be first focus 

 
Inhibitors: 

1. Diluted focus and turnover of regulators. 
2. Complexity of the electric utility industry. 
3. Difficulty in providing tangible evidence of quantifiable benefits. 

 
Critical Success Factors: 

1. Simple and clear language that connects 
2. Regulator feedback on content 
3. Commitment to region-based dialogue vs. state or single utility 

 
Approach 

• Creation of a Message Tree  to ensure consistent and complete messaging 
• Standard, modular content  to enable a high level of customization 
• One-page “briefing” documents 
• Content that has a mix of data and narratives 
• Can be developed into slides or speaking points 
• Initial briefing library: 

1. Introduction to the Transmission System 
2. The Transmission System and the Economy 
3. The value of electricity: residential 
4. The value of electricity: commercial 
5. The value of electricity: industrial 
6. The benefits of a regional approach to Transmission 
7. The importance of regional Transmission planning 
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An Introduction to  
the Transmission System 

 

 

The Process of Transporting Electricity 

Getting electricity from power generating 
stations to homes and workplaces is a 
challenging process. Electricity must be 
produced at the same time it is used 
because large quantities of electricity cannot 
be stored effectively. 

High-voltage transmission lines (those lines between tall metal towers that you often see 
along the highway) are used to carry electricity from power generating stations to places 
where it is needed. However, when electricity flows over these lines, some of it is lost due 
to physics. One of the properties of high-voltage lines is that the higher the voltage, the 
more efficient they are at transmitting electricity – that is, the lower the losses are. 

Using transformers, high-voltage electricity is “stepped down” several times to a lower 
voltage before arriving over the distribution system of utility poles and wires to your home 
and workplace so it can be used safely by you. 

History of the Power Grid 

Around the beginning of the 20th century, there were more than 4,000 individual electric 
utilities, each operating in isolation. Almost all of those used low-voltage connections from 
nearby generating power plants to the distribution lines serving their local customers. 

As demand for electricity grew, utilities found it more efficient to interconnect their 
transmission systems. They could share the benefits of building larger and, often, jointly-
owned generators to serve their combined electricity demand at the lowest possible costs 
and avoid construction of duplicative power plants. Interconnection also reduced the 
amount of extra capacity that each utility had to hold to assure reliable service. Over time, 
three large interconnected systems evolved in the United States: the Eastern 
Interconnection, the Western Interconnection and the Electricity Reliability Council of Texas 
(ERCOT) 

The Grid in Your Region 

All or parts of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, , Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, 
and Texas make up the SPP region, which is part of the Eastern Interconnection. 

There more than 15 million customers in the region who benefit from almost 49,000 miles 
of transmission lines. SPP also manages coordination of the transmission system with each 
neighboring interconnected system.   



JOA Negotiations 
Update

November 2013
MOPC Meeting



Overview

I. Update on Appeal regarding Section 5.2 
Dispute

II. Status on SPP Proposals
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APPEAL UPDATE
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5.2 of the SPP/MISO JOA

Sharing Contract Path Capacity. If the Parties have
contract paths to the same entity, the combined
contract path capacity will be made available for use by
both Parties. This will not create new contract paths for
either Party that did not previously exist. SPP will not be
able to deal directly with companies with which it does
not physically or contractually interconnect and the
Midwest ISO will not be able to deal directly with
companies with which it does not physically or
contractually interconnect.
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Procedural Filing/Deadline Date

Declaratory Petition:
MISO filed a petition with FERC seeking a declaratory order confirming 

that the transmission capacity‐sharing provision of the Agreement would 
apply to Entergy Arkansas if it became a transmission‐owning member of 

Midwest Operator.

April 2011

Order on Petition for Declaratory Order:
Midwest Independent Transmission Operator, Inc., 

Docket No. EL11‐34, 136 FERC ¶ 61,010 (July 1, 2011)
July 1, 2011

Order on Rehearing:
Midwest Independent Transmission Operator, Inc., 

Docket No. EL11‐34, 138 FERC ¶ 61,055 (Jan. 26, 2012)
Jan. 26, 2012

SPP Appeals FERC’s ruling in EL11‐34
SPP v. FERC 

D.C. Circuit, Case No. 12‐1158
March 23, 2012
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Procedural Filing/Deadline Date

SPP Appeals FERC’s ruling in EL11‐34
SPP v. FERC 

D.C. Circuit, Case No. 12‐1158
March 23, 2012

Petitioner's Brief October 2, 2012 

Intervenors for Petitioner's Brief October 17, 2012 

Respondent's Brief  December 17, 2012 

Intervenors for Respondent's Brief  December 31, 2012 

Intervenors for Petitioner's Reply Brief  January 14, 2013 

Petitioner's Reply Brief  January 14, 2013

Deferred Appendix  January 22, 2013

Final Briefs  February 5, 2013

Oral Arguments at the DC Circuit October 18, 2013

Expected Ruling 2014
6



STATUS ON SPP PROPOSALS
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Issues Currently Being Negotiated 

• 5.2 Renegotiations

– SPP’s proposals to MISO to Amend Section 5.2

– SPP’s Compensation Proposal for Intentional Unscheduled
Energy Flows

• Market Flow Calculation

• Operations Reliability Coordination Agreement
(ORCA)

• Other Issues

8



5.2 Amendment  Proposals

9

• 5/18/2012 – SPP proposed to amend 5.2 to limit one Party’s
use of the other Party’s contract path capacity
– Non‐firm use only

– In the event of congestion, usage reduced to Party’s own contract
path capacity

– Subject to non‐firm usage charges

• 1/25/2013 – SPP proposed to amend 5.2 to align with the
language FERC approved in the SPP‐WAPA JOA. Prescribed
how contract path usage would be recognized:
– When exchanging energy between the Parties

– When exchanging energy within one of the Parties

– When exchanging energy between one of the Parties and a Third
Party



Compensation Proposal
• SPP forwarded a proposal for compensation for intentional 

unscheduled energy flows to MISO on September 6

Technical Concept:

– Use existing flowgates on the SPP system to serve as a 
measuring stick for flows imposed by MISO that exceed their 
contract path capacity between MISO Midwest and MISO 
South
 Axtell – Postrock FLO Red Willow – Mingo
 Cooper South

– Use MISO’s reported market flow on these flowgates to establish a 
reference measurement in real‐time whenever MISO reaches 1,000 
MW of transfer between MISO‐Midwest and MISO‐South

– Take additional snapshots every 5‐minute interval to determine 
incremental impact of flows above 1,000 MW

10



Compensation Proposal – Next Steps

• MISO responded on October 4, 2013.

• Anticipate that a proposal for compensation for 
intentional unscheduled energy flows will begin to 
work through the stakeholder process. 
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Market Flow Calculation Negotiations
• In June MISO changed market flow calculation to adjust for imports.
There has been a decrease in the amount of unaccounted flow as a result.

• SPP raised a possible modeling concern with MISO which was verified and
corrected.

• Staff met with MISO staff on July 10 to share concerns about continuing
Issues and to propose solutions to resolve the dispute resolution. After
additional calls on July 31 and August 28 to discuss the proposals, MISO
subsequently rejected most of SPP’s proposals.

• SPP escalated the dispute resolution to step 2 on September 11. Under
step 2, the dispute is discussed by the respective CEOs. The CEOs
discussed the issue on September 27.

• On September 25 PJM forwarded a white paper on market flow
calculations to SPP and MISO that is similar to the position advocated by
SPP.

• The CEOs agreed to a meeting of representatives of SPP, MISO and PJM
scheduled for October 21 to attempt to resolve the market flow issue. 12



ORCA Negotiations

• The ORCA was filed at FERC on August 15 in ER13‐2162

– This occurred only after reliability concerns were raised 
by members of the NERC Operating Committee on the 
integration of the MISO South Region into MISO

– The result was that MISO & the Joint Parties (AECI, 
LG&E, PowerSouth, Southern, SPP, TVA) negotiated and 
executed the ORCA to support the  reliable integration 
of the MISO South Region into the MISO

• A Working Group consisting of MISO, Entergy and the 
Joint Parties are currently working on implementation
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Other Issues Being Addressed

• The written report of the Seams Steering Committee 
provides updates on other issues of interest

– The work of the Congestion Management Process 
Working Group regarding changes in reciprocal 
flowgates related to the Entergy integration into MISO

– The discussions taking place through the SPP‐MISO JOA 
joint stakeholder meetings
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QUESTIONS
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SPCTF on Order 1000 
 
October 17, 2013 
 
Policy Decisions for SPP’s 
Regional Compliance Filing  
on Order 1000 



Overview of Compliance Requirements 

• Staff identified 13 areas with 25 subtopics to be addressed 

• Other SPP Committees and Working Groups also addressed 

• All topics will require modified tariff language 

• Staff proposed language for each area 

– Nine directly sent to RTWG in TRR 104 

– Remaining 16 topics were discussed by SPCTF, and policy guidance 
was provided 
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TRR 104 

• ROFR-related sub topic : Non-Incumbents By-Way Projects – 
Revise definition of Competitive Upgrades 

• ROFR-related sub topic: Non-Incumbents ROW – Remove 
OATT language related to right of way 

• ROFR-related sub topic: Non-Incumbents Applicable Law – 
Remove OATT language related to relevant laws 

• Managerial Qualification issue – change language to be 
consistent with clarification requiring an entity to 
“demonstrate” 

• Fee and Deposit Issue related to Non-Incumbents proposed 
submission – allow interest earned on deposits to accrue to 
individual bidder 

 

 

3 



TRR 104 (continued) 

• Incumbent/Non-Incumbent Financial Strength Issue – 
remove language that allows Incumbents to demonstrate 
financial strength by simply being incumbent 

• Post-TOSP Delay and Projects Costs Issue for Non Incumbent 
Reevaluations – include list of what constitutes significant 
delay 

• Post-TOSP Delay and Projects Costs Issue for Non Incumbent 
Reevaluations – revise language to include “bandwidth” 
established in Business Practice Manual 

• Merchant Transmission Developer Issue – Include in OATT 
information requirements listed in Appendix II of SPP Criteria 
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Byway Projects 

• Premature to consider Highway/Byway cost allocation 
changes 

• Other administrative remedies should be exhausted first 

• Timeline issues need education 

5 



Policy Decisions – ROFR-Related Issues 

• Right-of-way 

– Approved language in TOSP reflecting existing ROW in the 
Project Management and Rate Impact categories 

• Applicable law 

– Approved modified language in TOSP reflecting existing state 
ROFR law by adding new sections (h) and (i) to the Project 
Management evaluation section 

• Local projects 

– Approved modified language in the TOSP to clarify what is 
classified as a local project 
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Policy Decisions – Defining Rebuild 

• Definition 

– Approved modified definition of “rebuild” as “ … an 
improvement to, addition to, or replacement of a part of an 
existing transmission facility.” 

– Approved clarifying language regarding projects with upgrades 
to existing facilities and new transmission facilities. 
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Policy Decisions – Defining Reliability Projects 

• Reliability Exception 

– Approved replacement of SPP’s proposed criteria with FERC’s 
five criteria 
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Policy Decisions – Managerial Qualifications 

• Eligibility 

– Approved an option for prospective transmission developer to 
keep the executed contract as an option to satisfy the 
managerial requirements and add an option to “demonstrate 
that a developer has the ability to hire contractors” to satisfy 
the managerial requirements 

• Applicable Law 

– Approved language for ROFR-related applicable law issue also 
resolves this issue; added new sections (h) and (i) to the 
Project Management Evaluation section 
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Policy Decisions – Defining Reliability Projects 

• Application Fee 

– Approved  decision to support why the $6,000 application fee is not 
unduly discriminatory 

• Proposed submission 

– Approved changing reference from “initial fee” to “bid deposit” 

– Approved lowering initial bid deposit from $100,000 to $50,000 

– Approved concept that only IEP costs are recovered through the 
initial bid deposit 

– Approved concept that the $6,000 application fee recovers the costs 
associated with QRP 

• Interest earned 

– Approved staff recommendation to allow interest earned on deposit 
accounts to accrue to the individual bidders 
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Policy Decisions – TOSP Scoring Issues 

• Weighting of Costs 

– Approved decision to not revise weighting and to further support 
proposed filings’ weighting of costs 

• IEP recommendations 

– Approved proposed justification to be filed explaining the basis the 
IEP would use to exclude a bid from consideration when it is deficient 
in a particular evaluation category 

• Bids eliminated from consideration due to a low score 

– Approved proposed clarifications identifying that the Board has the 
final decision in the TOSP, not the IEP. And, further describes that if 
no bids are selected that reevaluation would occur. 
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Policy Decisions – Cost Allocation for Impacts on 
Other Regions 

• Neighboring System Impacts 

– Approved support of the CAWG recommendation to keep the policy 
“as is” 

– Approved clarifying language in Attachment O 
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Policy Decisions – Public Policy Issues 

• Identification of Public Policy Driven Transmission Needs 

– Approved clarifying revisions to Attachment O 

– Approved modification and clarification to current existing processes 

• Requirements for Further Evaluation 

– Approved language explicitly acknowledging public policy input 
requirements as part of ITP10, ITP20 and NT planning studies 
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Legal 

• Aggregate Study Issues 

– Extension 

• Finance Committee Issue  

– Explanation of “demonstration of access to capital” 
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Non-Compliance Related Policy 

• Cost Estimates for DPP Processes 

• Transparency Issues for DPP bids 

• Estimate Bandwidth for DPP 

15 
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Monthly Coincident Peak

Change

Monthly Coincident Peak
2012 2013 Change

Jan‐12 31,857           Jan‐13 32,523       2.1%

Feb‐12 30,694           Feb‐13 31,090       1.3%

Mar‐12 28,413           Mar‐13 30,325       6.7%

Apr‐12 32,445           Apr‐13 29,476       ‐9.2%

May‐12 37,558           May‐13 34,672       ‐7.7%

Jun‐12 45,673           Jun‐13 43,746       ‐4.2%

Jul‐12 47,317           Jul‐13 44,749       ‐5.4%

Aug‐12 46,900           Aug‐13 44,900       ‐4.3%

Sep‐12 43,464

2012 2013

2

Sep 12 43,464        

Oct‐12 29,311          

Nov‐12 28,683          

Dec‐12 31,388          

Jan‐Aug Avg 37,607           36,435       ‐3.1%
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