
 
 
 
  Meeting No. 81 

 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, August 19, 2014 
Teleconference 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

SPC Chair Ricky Bittle called the meeting to order at 10:00 AM.  Other SPC members on the 
teleconference included:  Phyllis Bernard (Director); Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director); 
David Kays (OGE) – Proxy for Jake Langthorn; Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP-SWEPCO); Rob Janssen 
(Dogwood); Mike Wise (GSEC); Bill Grant (Xcel); and Less Evans (KEPCO).  SPP Staff included Carl 
Monroe, Lanny Nickell, Ben Bright, Sam Loudenslager, Nick Brown, Paul Suskie, and Jay Caspary.  
Other participants dialed in to the call.  (Attendance – Attachment 1). 
 
Items were taken out of order to accommodate participation by Lanny Nickell. 

Agenda Item 3 – SPCTF Order 1000 Recommendations for Tariff Modifications 

Ricky Bittle described efforts led by the SPCTF on Order 1000 to address two questions raised by SPP 
stakeholders over the previous several months dealing with the ability of participants in SPP’s competitive 
transmission process.  One question regards the submittal of “joint” responses and the other question 
regards assignments to affiliates.  He also noted an additional recent question for guidance regarding the 
disposition of deposit refunds for deficient RFP responders that will not be able to finish participation in an 
RFP process. 
 
He first described the recommendation of the SPCTF to allow for “joint” RFP responses (Joint RFP 
Responses – Attachment 2) and noted that NPPD was the lone opposition.  Following clarification on the 
term Designated Transmission Owner (DTO), Ricky noted that the Task Force recommendation comes as 
a motion.  Phyllis Bernard seconded the motion and the motion passed without opposition. 
 
Ricky next described the Task Force recommendation regarding assignment to affiliates (Assignment to 
Affiliates – Attachment 3).  In response to a question regarding Board approval of such assignments, 
Ricky noted that the process for approval would be the same as a Novation which would require Board 
approval.  Kristine Schmidt noted ITC’s opposition to the recommendation.  She noted that assignments 
were unnecessary and violated the spirit of Order 1000 and that ITC would protest this at FERC if 
approved.  Rob Janssen asked to understand the reasons that some Task Force members were in favor 
of the proposal.  Todd Fridley described it as a transparency mechanism since the RFP requires 
disclosure an RFP respondent’s corporate structure.  He stated that it further provides the ability to have 
the corporate structure under a corporate umbrella and then it would be transparent for the IEP to make 
its evaluation.  Ricky Bittle asked if this was just something needed for the first round of RFP bidding.  
Todd noted that the provision is just for getting “off-the-gate” and that it would eventually end up getting 
resolved in a future QRP process.  Following further discussion Ricky noted that the Task Force 
recommendation comes as a motion and David Kays seconded.  Clarification and concerns were 
discussed regarding the meaning of point #6, (…Affiliate is bound by all aspects of RFP proposal).  Paul 
Malone noted then when an entity submits its RFP response, that it must disclose its intent to possibly 
assign.  Following this discussion Ricky introduced a friendly amendment to the original motion noting 
that an assignment must be at the same or less ATRR.  Rob moved; Venita seconded and the motion for 
friendly amendment was adopted by acclimation.  Ricky called the question and David Kays accepted the 
friendly amendment.  The motion passed with 3 opposed (AECC, Phyllis Bernard, Harry Skilton) and one 
abstention (Xcel). 
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Ricky described the third recommendation of the SPCTF (RFP Deposit Refunds – Attachment 4).  
Discussions provided clarifications and Ricky noted that the Task Force recommendation comes as a 
motion and Venita seconded.  Venita noted that the 10% figure was fairly arbitrary and questioned if there 
was another figure that the committee was comfortable with.  No changes were recommended.  The 
motion passed with one opposed (Phyllis Bernard) and one abstention (Dogwood). 

Agenda Item 2 – SPP Reliability Assessment of EPA 111(d) Clean Power Plan Rule 

Lanny began the discussion by noting the participation of SPP staff in State Environmental Regulator 
meetings since the Rule was issued.  He then indicated that he has no greater comfort today following 
our preliminary assessments of the Rule (Reliability Assessment – Attachment 5).  Jay Caspary described 
that SPP’s analysis utilized ITP10 Futures 1 & 2 and that SPP is having problems getting the models to 
solve.   
 
Lanny noted that the challenge will be to quantify the impacts.  Jay noted that using the ITPNT model 
would be the better case to use to demonstrate security.  Further, he noted that the 2024 summer peak 
model has severe issues in the Base Case.  He noted that the cases that are solving mathematically do 
not include any contingencies which calls into question the results. 
 
Questions were asked about some of the modeling assumptions.  Lanny noted the need for an advisory 
group that can provide some strategic guidance.  Questions were asked about what SPP is trying to 
prove by getting the models to solve.  Lanny pointed out that SPP is obligated to study, plan and build 
transmission and to determine the associated lead time for building such transmission.  Venita expressed 
concerns about how economic regulators would view our analysis.  Rob and Venita noted the need to be 
credible.  Discussions also noted that perhaps SPP should also develop estimates of how much this may 
cost.  Lanny committed to circulate the list of member company representatives who have previously 
indicated their willingness to serve a technical advisor to his study effort.   

Agenda Item 4 – Summary of Action Items 

Action Items are: 
• Schedule follow-up call pending study completion. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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1. Call to Order and Administrative Items .................................................................................................. Ricky Bittle 

2. SPP Reliability Assessment of EPA 111(d) Clean Power Plan Rule ...................................................... Lanny Nickell 

3. SPCTF Order 1000 Recommendations for Tariff Modifications.............................................................. Ricky Bittle 
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4. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................................. Michael Desselle 







 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE TASK FORCE ON ORDER 1000 

Recommendation to the Strategic Planning Committee 
August 19, 2014 

Assignment of Competitive Upgrade Projects to Affiliates 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000: 

Ricky Bittle, AECC 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Terri Gallup, AEP (Proxy Kip Fox) 
William Grant, Xcel (proxy Bernie Liu) 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 

Paul Malone, NPPD 
Dennis Reed, Westar (Absent) 
Noman Williams, Sunflower 
Charles Marshall, ITC Great Plains 
 
 

Background 

Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff currently states:  “The DTO for a Competitive Upgrade cannot assign 
the Competitive Upgrade to another entity.” 

During the implementation of the SPP Order 1000 Process stakeholders asked about the ability to 
assign a Competitive Upgrade project to an affiliate organization.  These assignments would be done 
to satisfy state regulatory requirements. 

During the July 3, 2014 meeting Staff introduced this item to the task force for their discussion and 
thoughts.  The task force requested staff to develop a straw proposal based on stakeholder submitted 
comments and staff recommendations.  

On August 6, 2014 the SPCTF Order 1000 met to discuss this straw proposal.  The comments 
included from stakeholders were again generally supportive with limitations.  Given all the information 
staff provided a recommendation for task force approval. 

Analysis 
  

Recommendation 

The Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000 adopted the following criteria for 
Assignments of Competitive Upgrades to affiliates: 

1. There is no automatic right to assignment; must be approved by SPP. 
2. Affiliate must be formed prior to assignment being approved. 
3. Affiliate must satisfy all requirements QRP financial and managerial criteria prior to approval. 
4. All regulatory approvals are required prior to construction beginning. 
5. Original DTO is still obligated (not a novation). 
6. Affiliate is bound by all aspects of RFP proposal. 
7. RFP proposal must declare if project may be assigned to affiliate, if awarded. 
8. Assignment can take place any time after DTO accepts the NTC. 



 

 
Approved: Strategic Planning Committee Task Force August 6, 2014 

 Sunflower, ITC Great Plains and AECC opposed. 

Action Requested: Affirm SPCTF recommendation. 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE TASK FORCE ON ORDER 1000 

Recommendation to the Strategic Planning Committee 
August 19, 2014 

Order 1000 – Joint RFP Proposals 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000: 

Ricky Bittle, AECC 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Terri Gallup, AEP (Proxy Kip Fox) 
William Grant, Xcel (proxy Bernie Liu) 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 

Paul Malone, NPPD 
Dennis Reed, Westar (Absent) 
Noman Williams, Sunflower 
Charles Marshall, ITC Great Plains 
 
 

Background 

During the implementation of the SPP Order 1000 Process the question was asked about two 
Qualified RFP Participants (QRPs) ability to offer a joint response to an RFP published for a 
Competitive Upgrade.   To clarify, this would be a joint response including both qualified entities, not a 
response from a joint venture or other alternate non-qualified entity. 

Initially, SPP Staff responded that nothing in the current tariff would prevent such a response.  In 
further review Staff also concluded that the tariff also did not expressly permit such a response to an 
RFP.  Staff ultimately decided to address this concern with the SPCTF Order 1000. 

During the July 3, 2014 meeting Staff introduced this item to the task force for their discussion and 
thoughts.  Staff position was that such a response should be allowed, given both parties to the 
response were qualified to participate in the TOSP.  The discussion amongst the group was generally 
supportive of the recommendation with some qualifications.  Staff and the stakeholders took an action 
item of providing comments and the creation of a straw proposal for the task force to review. 

On August 6, 2014 the SPCTF Order 1000 met to discuss this straw proposal.  The comments 
included from stakeholders were again generally supportive with limitations.   

Analysis 
  

Recommendation 

The Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000 adopted the following criteria for Joint 
RFP Proposals: 

1.   Joint proposals may be made up of multiple (Designated Transmission Owners (DTO)s without 
limit; however, specific roles and responsibilities would need to be spelled out in the RFP 
proposal response. 

2.    There are only 100 potential Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) points available per joint 
submission regardless of how many qualified DTOs have eligibility in the joint proposal. 



 

3.    Proposals that include owners that are not DTOs will not be considered joint proposals.  To the 
extent multiple DTOs own different segments those must be spelled out in the proposal. 

4.    All DTOs have to be approved QRPs. . 
5.    Joint Applicants must designate in their RFP which  option of the two noted below they are 

selecting in the event of a default:   
a. Require each party to agree to be responsible for the entire Competitive Upgrade if a           
single party fails to fulfill its obligations; or 
b. If one party defaults, SPP will reevaluate the entire Competitive Upgrade.  

 

 
Approved: Strategic Planning Committee Task Force August 6, 2014 

 NPPD opposed. 

Action Requested: Affirm SPCTF recommendation. 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE TASK FORCE ON ORDER 1000 

Recommendation to the Strategic Planning Committee 
August 19, 2014 

Order 1000 RFP Deposit Refunds 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000: 

Ricky Bittle, AECC 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Terri Gallup, AEP (Proxy Kip Fox) 
William Grant, Xcel (proxy Bernie Liu) 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 

Paul Malone, NPPD 
Dennis Reed, Westar (Absent) 
Noman Williams, Sunflower 
Charles Marshall, ITC Great Plains 
 
 

Background 
RFP Responses:  Once a Competitive Upgrade has been approved by the SPP Board of Directors, 
the Transmission Provider shall issue a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for the Competitive Upgrade 
as specified in Section III of Attachment Y.  Each RFP respondent shall submit a complete proposal 
in response to the RFP within 180 calendar days from the date the RFP is issued (“RFP Response 
Window”), unless the SPP Staff uses its discretion to reduce the response time window to no less 
than 90 days based on collaboration with Stakeholders. 
 
Upon receipt of an RFP proposal, the Transmission Provider shall immediately review the proposal 
for completeness, and shall promptly notify the RFP respondent if its proposal is incomplete. The 
RFP respondent may submit additional information in order to complete the proposal if such submittal 
is made within the RFP Response Window. Any RFP respondent that fails to submit a complete 
proposal within the RFP Response Window will be deemed to have waived its right to respond to the 
RFP.  
 

RFP Deposits:  Each RFP proposal shall pay its share of the Transmission Provider’s total cost 
incurred to administer the Transmission Owner Selection Process for each Competitive Upgrade, as 
calculated pursuant to Section III.2 (e). At the time of submission of each RFP proposal, each RFP 
respondent shall submit a Transmission Owner Selection Process deposit for each RFP proposal. 

The Transmission Provider shall determine the actual Transmission Owner Selection Process costs 
at the completion of the process, and all RFP respondents will make additional payments or obtain 
refunds based on the reconciliation of Transmission Owner Selection Process deposits collected and 
actual Transmission Owner Selection Process costs. The Transmission Owner Selection Process 
costs shall include the Transmission Provider’s staff and administrative costs associated with 
administering the Transmission Owner Selection Process for the Competitive Upgrade and all costs 
associated with administering the IEP process for the Competitive Upgrade, including the 
identification, recruiting, hiring, and retention of industry experts to serve on the IEP(s). The costs 
shall be allocated to each RFP proposal on a pro-rata share basis, calculated by taking the total 
Transmission Owner Selection Process costs for each Competitive Upgrade and dividing by the 
number of RFP proposals submitted for that Competitive Upgrade. The Transmission Provider shall 
refund any unused deposit amounts with interest earned on such deposits.  



 

Analysis 
  

Recommendation 

At the August 6, 2014 SPCTF Order 1000 meeting the group unanimously voted to amend the tariff to 
include for a 90% refund to an RFP Proposal that is submitted but does not become complete.   

 
Approved: Strategic Planning Committee Task Force August 6, 2014 

 None opposed. 

Action Requested: Affirm SPCTF recommendation. 

 



SPP’s 2013 Energy Consumption and Capacity

12% annual capacity margin requirement

Capacity Consumption

Total Capacity
66 GW

Total Peak Demand
49 GW
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SPP’s Operating Region
Current
• 77,366 MW of generating capacity
• 46,136 MW of peak demand
• 48,930 miles transmission:

⁻ 69 kV – 12,569 miles
⁻ 115 kV – 10,239 miles
⁻ 138 kV – 9,691 miles
⁻ 161 kV – 5,049 miles
⁻ 230 kV – 3,889 miles
⁻ 345 kV – 7,401 miles
⁻ 500 kV – 93 miles

Future (October 2015)

• Adding 3 new members (WAPA, 
BEPC, and HCPD)

• + 5,000 MW of peak demand

• + 7,600 MW of generating capacity

• 50% increase in SPP’s current hydro 
capacity
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2030 Goals for States in SPP
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Final Goal Energy Efficiency Renewable Nuclear Redispatch CCs Heat Rate Improvement

*Includes Future States with IS Generation in SPP (N. Dakota, S. Dakota, Montana, and Wyoming)

Fossil Unit CO2 Emission Rate Goals and Block Application (lbs/MWh)

SPP State 
Average 2012 
Rate = 1,699

SPP State 
Average 2030 
Rate = 1,045
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% Emission Reduction Goals for States in SPP

*Includes Future States with IS Generation in SPP (N. Dakota, S. Dakota, Montana, and 
Wyoming)
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NGCC Capacity Factors
(For SPP and Select Neighboring States)
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EPA’s Renewable Energy Assumptions
(For SPP and Select Neighboring States)
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• Initial analysis requested by SPP’s Strategic Planning Committee 

– Reliability analysis

– Use existing ITP 2024 models

– Model EPA’s projected EGU retirements

– Replace retired EGUs with a combination of increased output 
from existing CCs, new CCs, Energy Efficiency, and increased 
renewables (with input from member utility experts)

– Assessment underway, initial results expected week of August 18th

• SPP’s Regional State Committee requested analysis comparing 
both individual state and regional approaches
– Will discuss approach during their August 25th conference call

SPP’s CPP Impact Assessments
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EPA Projected 2016-2020 EGU Retirements
(For SPP and Select Neighboring States)

*Extracted from EPA IPM data
**THESE RETIREMENTS ARE ASSUMED BY EPA – NOT SPP!
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EPA’s Projected 2016-2020 EGU Retirements
(For SPP and Select Neighboring States)

*Excludes committed retirements prior to 2016
**Extracted from EPA IPM data
***THESE RETIREMENTS ARE ASSUMED BY EPA – NOT SPP!
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• Before considering the impacts of contingencies, preliminary 
results indicate increased thermal overloads and low voltages 
due to EPA’s assumed retirements

• Summer peak cases are not solving under single contingency
• Indicative of significant low voltages due to lack of reactive support

• Remaining steps to be taken
• Continue to take steps to get all cases to solve and note what steps 

were required

• Determine the amount of reactive support required to maintain 
reliable voltages

• Identify the number and significance of overloads and low voltages 
that would have to be solved to comply with NERC Standards 

SPP Reliability Impact Assessment Results
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• Used current load forecasts supplied by SPP members, currently 
planned generator retirements, currently planned new 
generator capacity with GIAs, and EPA’s assumed retirements

• SPP’s minimum required reserve margin is 13.6%

• By 2020, SPP’s anticipated reserve margin would be 5.0%, 
representing a capacity margin deficiency of approximately 
4,500 MW

• By 2024, SPP’s anticipated reserve margin would be -3.8%, 
representing a capacity margin deficiency of approximately 
10,000 MW 

• Out of 14 load serving members assessed, 9 would be deficient 
by 2020 and 10 by 2024

SPP Reserve Margin Assessment
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• SPP is responsible to FERC and NERC

– Required to ensure reliability and perform in accordance with tariff

– Rules, behavior, pricing, and revenue distribution  are subject to FERC approval

– Penalties may be levied by FERC/NERC for failure to comply (up to $1 
MM/day/violation)

• SPP operates regional security-constrained, economically dispatched markets

– Considers both reliability and economics

– Generation dispatch provides reliable and economic solutions to needs over a 
multi-state area

• SPP plans and directs regional transmission construction 

– Addresses expected reliability, economic, and public policy needs

– Generator interconnection and transmission service must be requested of SPP and 
processed by SPP

– Takes up to 8.5 years to perform applicable planning processes and construct 
transmission upgrades

State Plans Need to Consider the Following
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Transmission Build Cycle

GI Study
(12 mo.)

NTC
Process

(3-12 mo.)

Construction
(2-6 yr.)

Planning Study
(12-18 mo.)

TS 
Study

(6 mo.)

NTC
Process

(3-12 mo.)

Construction
(2-6 yr.)

3 
¼

 y
r.

8 
½

 y
r.

3 
½
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8 
½
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r.

Transmission Planning Process

GI and Transmission Service Process

1
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Lanny Nickell
Vice President, Engineering
501-614-3232
lnickell@spp.org
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