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COMPETITIVE TRANSMISSION PROJECT TASK FORCE MEETING 

November 11, 2015 

•  M E E T I N G  M I N U T E S  •  

 

1. Call to Order 

Noman Williams serving as Chair for Bill Grant, called the meeting to order at 9:00 am. 

2. Preliminary Matters 

All task force members either attended or provided a proxy.   Kip Fox had the proxy for Brian Johnson 

and Jarred Miland had the proxy for Bill Grant.  See attached meeting attendance roster. 

 

Chair Williams introduced the minutes from the prior meeting.  No edits or changes were requested.  

Todd Fridley made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted.  Tom Hestermann seconded the motion 

and it passed unanimously. 

 

3. DPP Process Discussion 

Sherri Maxey presented considerations for Detailed Project Proposal (DPP) changes going forward to 

help control the “shotgun” submission approach, encourage more collaboration in the planning process 

and planning summits, and a coordination of changes in timelines with the work being done by the 

Transmission Planning Improvement Task Force (TPITF) in determining how the DPP process would 

fit into the new process being proposed.  The total number of DPPs submitted in 2015 (1,179 for 2015 

ITP10 and 493 for 2015 ITPNT) compared to the current 2016 ITPNT (1,664 DPPs by 27 submitters) 

was presented.  The task force requested that information be provided as to how many of the DPPs 

submitted were duplicates and mentioned that there were 17,000 needs posted.  Sherri provided that 

there were 122 unique facilities overloaded, and 983 unique facilities with a voltage violation. 

 

Information was presented to show the number of SPP staff hours were committed to previous ITP 

studies compared to post-Order 1000 ITP staff time.  CTPTF members requested that a more detailed 

breakout of the staff time be provided to provide further insight on how the time was spent.  The task 

force asked how much was spent on contractor work in the DPP intake and cost estimation processing 

for 2015, and Tony Green provided that it was about $100K.  Note:  In follow-up verification, $196K 

was spent in 2014-2015 on cost estimation, and about $60K was spent on DPP intake and processing 

in 2014, but nothing in 2015.   

 

The task force discussed this information along with ways to improve the overall process to ensure it 

remains relevant and manageable for staff to process.  The group discussed having the DPP submittal 

form become more enhanced by requiring more detailed information be part of a submittal and 

referenced that the current DPP submittal form was enhanced for the 2016 ITPNT DPP window and 

staff preferred that all solution submittals be provided on the DPP submittal form.   
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Various changes and enhancements were discussed for the DPP process going forward.  Changes 

and enhancements should provide for collaboration and encourage ideas that bring both value and 

provide enough information for staff to properly evaluate a DPP against the needs being met. 

 

Some additional ideas discussed included: 

 

 Allow multiple related entities/affiliates to be listed on one (1) DPP submittal to help reduce the 

number of duplicate submissions; 

 Placing a “cap” on the number of DPP submissions or “cap” on the number of DPP submissions 

per need; and 

 Allow the DPP submitter(s) to have 100 points to assign however they want up to the total 100 

points (e.g., 10 points to the first 10 projects or allocate how the 100 points will be distributed). 

 

Two other ideas that were discussed included going to a participation-based points system for DPPs 

or charging a fee per DPP submittal and concerns were expressed about both of these approaches.  

The task force discarded these two options, but did state the DPP process should be continued.  

 

The task force discussed reaching out and having a member of the TPITF attend the CTPTF meeting(s) 

so that the efforts of each group can be coordinated and not put unreasonable burdens on each other’s 

processes.  The task force also requested that a member of the SPP Planning Group discuss the true 

cost or impact of processing the DPPs and what cost/impact that has had on the planning efforts.  

Finally, the task force determined they need to continue to discuss how to improve the DPP forms, 

process, and ultimately the solutions being provided by entities, and that the ultimate goal is to 

determine the right solution for the needs posted. 

 

4. PCWG Update 50% Complete Discussion 

Cary Frizzell provided an update on the PCWG’s discussion related to creating a definition of what 

would constitute a project being 50% complete.  The PCWG determined that this definition should be 

defined in a stand-alone Business Practice and will begin drafting this for review and approval.  Chair 

Williams encouraged that this would need to be completed for approval by the Board at the April 2016 

SPP Board Meeting.  Future updates and review of this business practice by the CTPTF will be made 

available in December 2015. 

 

5. RR57 BP7060 FERC Order 1000 Clean-up NTC Suspension Language 

Cary Frizzell presented RR57 for review by the CTPTF.  The task force provided edits to the language 

in sections 3.3, 5.2.2, 7.3, and 9.   

 

6. Continued Improvements in Cost Estimation Discussion 

Cary Frizzell presented an updated Cost Estimation presentation per feedback received from the 

10/5/2015 CTPTF meeting.  Mr. Frizzell discussed the option of requesting information related to a 

potential project from Transmission Owners of a certain region only versus sending the request to all 

potential participants.  The task force discussed this and determined that due to the competitive nature 

of the process, it would be a best practice to send this request to either ALL participants or NONE at 
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all.  The one exception noted was, if the request was related to Non-Competitive Substation work, then 

it would be reasonable to send the request only to the owner of the substation. 

 

7. Developer Contracts 

Tessie Kentner continued the discussion from previous meetings on whether SPP should create a 

Developer Agreement to be executed by the participants of the selected Proposal.  Mrs. Kentner’s 

review noted that a stand-alone Developer Agreement would provide a contractual agreement to 

enforce any cost containments aspects of the selected Proposal and provide a location to define when 

a project would be considered 50% complete.  As the task force continued discussion, the idea of an 

enhanced Notice to Construct (“NTC”) document that had these two items included was thought to be 

something that could serve as an enforceable contact and not require the development of a separate 

Developer Agreement.  Staff has an Action Item to research if the enhanced NTC is a viable option and 

if so, what regulatory filing requirements may be associated with it. 

 

8. TOSP Lessons Learned  

Aaron Shipley provided a reminder that the TOSP Lessons Learned process had started.  The comment 

period for participants to provide feedback would last until November 17 at which time SPP staff would 

begin compiling the information for review.  Mr. Shipley encouraged participants to provide their 

feedback and noted the CTPTF would be discussing these items at the next meeting. 

 

9. Next Steps 

The next meeting will be held on November 30, 2015 via teleconference.  The meeting times will be 

2:00 pm – 4:00 pm.  A tentative meeting was scheduled for December 18, 2015 via teleconference to 

discuss Developer Contracts.  The meeting times will be 10:00 am – 12:00 pm. 

 

10. Announcements and Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned. 

 

 


