
MINUTES NO 42 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

DFW Hyatt – Dallas, TX 
October 13, 2005  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 
Chair Richard Spring (KCPL) called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  Other SPC members 
participating were Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director), David Christiano (SPRM), 
Michael Desselle (AEP), Josh Martin (Director), Mike Palmer (Empire), Steve Parr (KEPCo), 
Mel Perkins (OG+E), and James Stanton (Calpine).  SPP Staff in attendance included Carl 
Monroe, Les Dillahunty, Tracy Stotts and Stacy Duckett.  Guests participating in person and by 
phone included Richard House and Mary Cochran (APSC); Shah Hossain (Westar); Robin Kittel 
(SPS); Bary Warren (Empire); Tom DeBaun (KCC); Jeff Knottek (SPRM); Larry Altenbaumer 
(Director); Mike Wise (GSEP); Walt Shumate (Shumate & Assoc.); Richard Ross (AEP); Tracey 
Stewart (SWPA);  Adrianne Brandt (PUCT); and Carl Huslig (Aquila) (Attendance – Attachment 
1). 
 
Richard Spring recognized and thanked Dave Christiano for his years of service to Southwest 
Power Pool and specifically to the Strategic Planning Committee.  Mr. Christiano is retiring at 
the end of 2005. 
 
Richard Spring referred to the July 14, 2005 minutes and asked for additions or corrections or a 
motion for approval (Minutes 7/14/05 - Attachment 2).  Michael Desselle moved and Mel Perkins 
seconded approval of the minutes as presented.  The motion passed unopposed.  Mr. Spring 
referred to the September 9, 2005 minutes and asked for additions or corrections or a motion for 
approval (Minutes 9/9/05 – Attachment 3).  Mike Palmer moved and Josh Martin seconded 
approval of the minutes as presented.  The motion passed unopposed. 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Update 
Mel Perkins provided an overview of the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 
activities.  MOPC approved PRR25 regarding exemptions for intermittent resources.  The 
Transmission Expansion Plan presented for approval was deferred pending response to many 
questions.  The MOPC had requested that the Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) 
examine the impact of a market implementation delay past May 1, 2006.  The ORWG 
recommended that if EIS Market implementation is delayed beyond the currently scheduled May 
1 start date, implementation should not be scheduled during the June 1 - September 10, 2006 
period.  MOPC approved this recommendation unopposed.  
 
Agenda Item 3 – Market Implementation Update 
Carl Monroe provided an update on the market implementation project status as well as 
participant readiness (Market Consolidated Readiness Scorecard – Attachment 4).  Mel Perkins 
asked if any assistance was available from SPP in addressing state regulatory issues.  Jim 
Eckelberger suggested looking for opportunities for those organizations that have worked in 
markets to provide feedback to those that have not.  Also, SPP should pursue the development 
of a guide regarding the market and how it works.  Les Dillahunty provided information on state 
activities related to market implementation.  Mr. Monroe also provided an update on the 
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Midwest ISO (MISO) market operations.  Work has started on revisions to the MISO/SPP JOA 
to move to market – to - market operations. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Ancillary Services Market Development Update  
Jim Stanton provided an update on ancillary services market development.  The Strategic Plan 
directs that SPP develop a proposal for implementation of an ancillary services market.  The 
Market Working Group (MWG) is pursuing this proposal.  The current issue is what is included 
in “Phase II”.   Some have suggested that “Phase II” include day ahead and FTR’s.  The MWG 
is seeking guidance from the SPC regarding policy issues of what should be included in “Phase 
II”.   The MWG will attempt to have a “Phase II” proposal prepared for the April 2006 meetings; 
otherwise, for the July 2006 meetings.   
  
Agenda Item 5 – Organizational Effectiveness TF Report 
Richard Spring presented the Organizational Effectiveness Task Force (OETF) report.  The 
OETF members are Richard Spring, Jim Stanton, Michael Desselle, and Stacy Duckett.  The 
proposed approach of OETF is to survey membership as a whole, as well as specific committee 
members, to get a well-rounded assessment (Self-Evaluation – Attachment 5).  A 
guide/handbook will be developed for chairs and secretaries for reference.  The results of 
assessments will be presented at the December Board of Directors meeting.  Harry Skilton 
asked for a review of conflicts/overlap between groups and to review communication between 
groups.  Jim Eckelberger requested that Phase II include a request for three recommendations 
for improvement and that Phase III include scope reviews to assure nothing is missed. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Contract Services Update  
Carl Monroe provided an update on the Entergy ICT.  Entergy still intends to maintain the 
originally scheduled implementation despite the recent hurricanes.  Mr. Monroe also included 
updates on other projects including NCLSE; Duke; and LGE.   The LGE project requires FERC 
approval for LGE to withdraw from MISO, but LGE would like to plan for a spring 
implementation.  Michael Desselle asked how this would affect staffing issues.  It is expected 
that the only issues to arise would be if current staff is interested in migrating over to these 
projects.  The Staff is working on how to address this issue.  SPP has received many inquiries 
regarding joining the Reserve Sharing Program (RSP).  SMEPA has recently contracted to join 
the RSP.  SPP is also receiving other inquiries regarding ICT-type functions and services.  Mike 
Palmer asked if there should be a limit to these proposals to assure managing the impact to 
SPP and its operations.  The Staff is examining whether it may need to consider structural 
changes in the organization to include a for-profit entity.  There was also discussion on whether 
providing services encourages entities to pursue contract services rather than membership, and 
the potential impact on services/unbundling of services.  Harry Skilton reviewed the Finance 
Committee discussions related to these services, including pricing of services.  Mr. Skilton 
recommended that Staff develop an issues paper regarding contract services and impacts to the 
organization including corporate structure, unbundling services, and future membership. 
 
Agenda Item 9 – Integrated Resource Planning 
Les Dillahunty presented the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) White Paper (IRP White 
Paper – Attachment 6).  This proposal considers SPP conducting and delivering an IRP study 
as opposed to facilitating a process for developing an IRP study.  Mike Palmer moved to accept 
the Staff recommendation not to proceed forward with the IRP proposal as presented but seek 
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further guidance from the Regional State Committee (RSC).  Jim Eckelberger seconded the 
motion, which was tabled during lunch.  Mike Palmer moved to untable the motion.  Dave 
Christiano seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.   Mr. Palmer restated the earlier 
motion, which passed unanimously: 
 

Accept the staff recommendation that SPP should not undertake this expansion of 
responsibilities until there is specific recognition among regulators, members and 
stakeholders that the resulting effort will be used and useful, that efficiencies are to be 
gained, and that the costs incurred are to be considered as a part of the whole for SPP 
as part of SPP’s long term planning efforts.   

 
Agenda Item 7 – Regulatory Update  
Les Dillhaunty reviewed pending SPP Dockets at FERC/state commissions (Dockets – 
Attachment 7).  
 
Stacy Duckett addressed the recent order regarding the fee waiver and new proposed Bylaws 
revision (Fee Waiver/Bylaws Revision – Attachment 8).   Harry Skilton moved to accept the 
Bylaws revision as drafted with the deletion of the last sentence:  Granting of waivers must be 
done in a fair and non discriminatory manner.  Jim Eckelberger seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously.  SPP is to get feedback from regulatory counsel as well as return the 
Bylaws revision to the committee if needed.  An extension for filing will be requested to allow for 
the SPP organizational process for revisions to the Bylaws.  Staff would also pursue the 
reevaluation of the exit fee including how it is calculated/allocated, up to and including ultimate 
elimination as part of long-term planning.  
 
Agenda Item 8 – FERC NOPR/Electric Reliability Organization 
Charles Yeung provided an overview of the FERC NOPR/Electric Reliability Organization, 
including a summary of comments from other regional organizations (FERC NOPR – 
Attachment 9).  A FERC order is anticipated in December.  There was discussion regarding how 
determination that a Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) and a Regional Entity (RE) 
cannot be the same organization would impact SPP.  The following group was formed to 
consider impacts and alternatives in the event the ruling states that an RTO and an RE must 
operate separately:  Michael Desselle, Mike Palmer, Richard Spring, Charles Yeung, and Harry 
Skilton. 
 
Agenda Item 10 – Long Term Strategic Planning 
Richard Spring discussed the need in the current Strategic Plan for a commitment to longer 
term strategic planning.  This needs to occur outside regular SPC meetings, but discuss 
progress at both the regular meetings and the outside meeting.  The chair of SPC and Staff are 
to develop an initial issues list for consideration and prioritization as well as schedule a retreat 
for early 2006. 
 
Agenda Item 11 – Future Meetings 
Richard Spring presented a proposed schedule for 2006 meetings (SPC Meetings 2006 – 
Attachment 10).  Future dates/locations were acceptable to all members of the committee. 
 



Strategic Planning Committee 
October 13, 2005 
 

4 

Adjournment 
Richard Spring thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 2:40 
 
Respectfully Submitted, Stacy Duckett 



 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

October 13, 2005 
DFW Hyatt – Dallas, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
9:00 a.m. central 

 
 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items .................................................Richard Spring 

2. MOPC Update............................................................................................Mel Perkins 

3. Market Implementation Update.................................................................Carl Monroe 

a. Project Status 

b. Participant Readiness/Training 

4. Ancillary Services Market Development Update ....................................... Jim Stanton 

5. Organizational Effectiveness TF Report ...............................................Richard Spring 

6. Contract Services Update .........................................................................Carl Monroe 

a. Entergy ICT 

b. Others 

7. Regulatory Update .................................................................................Les Dillahunty 

8. FERC NOPR/Electric Reliability Organization ......................................Charles Yeung 

9. Integrated Resource Planning ...............................................................Les Dillahunty 

10. Long term Strategic Planning................................................................Richard Spring 

11. Future Meetings....................................................................................Richard Spring 

 





MINUTES NO 40 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Hilton Austin Airport – Austin, TX 
July 14, 2005 

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 
Chair Richard Spring (KCPL) called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  Other SPC members 
participating were Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director), Ricky Bittle (AECC), 
David Christiano (SPRM), Michael Desselle (AEP), Josh Martin (Director), Mike Palmer 
(Empire), Mel Perkins (OG+E), and James Stanton (Calpine).  SPP Staff in attendance included 
Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Les Dillahunty, and Stacy Duckett.  Guests participating included 
Richard House (APSC); Shah Hossain (Westar); Robin Kittle (SPS); Bary Warren (Empire); Tim 
Soles (Occidental); Tracey Hannon (SWPA); Rob Janssen (Boston Pacific); Tom DeBaun 
(KCC); Karen Forbes and Joyce Davidson (OCC); Terry Lane (Ameren); Walter Wolf (Stone 
Pigman); Bob Weishaar (SWICC); and Carl Huslig (Aquila) (Attendance – Attachment 1). 
 
Richard Spring referred to the June 16, 2005 revised teleconference minutes and asked for 
additions or corrections or a motion for approval (Minutes 6/16/05 - Attachment 2).  Michael 
Desselle moved and Mel Perkins seconded approval of the minutes as presented.  The motion 
passed unopposed. 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Update 
Mel Perkins provided an overview of the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) 
activities.  MOPC approved changes in the market implementation schedule, extending the 
timeline to May 2006, and the base market protocols.  Several protocol revisions are pending, 
but will be addressed with an expedited schedule.  The Regional Transmission Working Group 
(RTWG) presented several action items at the MOPC meeting.  MOPC will recommend that 
Schedule AA be extended for an additional year beyond its expiration in October 2005.  A 
significant accomplishment was the approval of the transmission definition, which will go to the 
Board of Directors for approval at their July 26 meeting.  The Reactive Compensation Task 
Force (RCTF) was formed to determine a payment methodology for SPP.   
 
Agenda Item 3 – Market Implementation Update 
Carl Monroe provided an update on the market implementation.  The Staff, vendors and Market 
Implementation Task Force (MITF) have been involved in schedule development.  Additional 
expense is associated with the market delay, mostly due to additional functionality, but also 
testing and market trials level/time, and the personnel – primarily operators – to execute new 
functionality.  Approximately $7.7 million additional monies are needed in 2005/2006 to address 
the delay: $7M for capital expenditures and $.7M for operations.   Harry Skilton asked whether 
this is an issue for the Finance Committee.  A schedule was requested to reflect planned 2005 
capital expenditures as well as an update to reflect revisions.  Bary Warren asked to compare 
this schedule to the information in the cost benefit analysis so members can prepare for filings.  
Jim Eckelberger suggested appointing someone to review the schedule to devise 
contingencies/issues to assure staying on schedule. Jim also suggested reviewing overall 
process and consider any structural changes needed to assure adequate communication 
between working groups.  Mike Palmer asked whether any costs were associated with the 
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Entergy ICT project. Nick Brown assured there were not.  The primary drivers are additional 
functionality, RF calculator changes associated with the MISO JOA, and the CAT – internal IDC 
tool.  Jim Stanton provided insight from the MISO implementation.  Michael Desselle asked if a 
NERC review of the market was built into the schedule; Carl Monroe confirmed that it was.  
Additional discussion resulted in several action items:  1) Jim Eckelberger suggested that 
MOPC focus on readiness at the October meeting – Carl Monroe and Mel Perkins to discuss; 2) 
Carl Monroe is to talk to Michael Desselle regarding whether someone at AEP can assist; 3) 
must assure that the right questions are being asked and in a timely manner; and 4) Richard 
House asked that state regulators remain informed of progress. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – MISO Market Update 
Carl Monroe provided the MISO market update.  Discussion included MISO issues seen in 
starting their market, how these issues are leveling out, and how to use this information to 
enhance the SPP market trials.   
 
Agenda Item 5 – Fee Waiver 
Stacy Duckett reviewed a recommendation regarding the fee waiver for certain membership 
sectors and required revisions for the SPP Bylaws and the SPP Membership Agreement (Fee 
Waiver Report – Attachment 3).  Michael Desselle moved to approve the recommendation as 
presented: 
 

Approval of the Bylaws and Membership Agreement amendments as presented to waive 
those portions of the withdrawal obligation related to long-term commitments and future 
interest for large retail customer Members, small retail customer Members, and 
alternative power/public interest Members so long as the entity is not a market 
participant, effective July 26. 
 
Affirmation that the membership of entities with affiliate relationships as defined in the 
SPP Bylaws will be considered separate for purposes of eligibility for the fee waiver. 

 
David Christiano seconded the motion, which passed unopposed. 
  
Agenda Item 6 – Strategic Plan 
Nick Brown reviewed the draft Strategic Plan (Strategic Plan – Attachment 4).  Jim Eckelberger 
requested: more definition of the administrative processes regarding additional Board meetings, 
specifically one for education/training and one for review of organizational effectiveness; more 
enhanced regulatory planning; SPP needs to be more definitive in regards to assistance to the 
Regional State Committee (RSC); and a need for a long-range plan.  Harry Skilton concurred 
and suggested that SPP needs to be more proactive than in the past.  Following discussion of 
suggested edits, Mel Perkins moved to adopt the Strategic Plan and recommend it to the Board 
of Directors.  Michael Desselle seconded the motion, which passed unopposed. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Entergy ICT Proposal 
Nick Brown provided background and the current status of the Entergy ICT Proposal (Entergy 
ICT Plan – Attachment 5).  Most operational issues have been resolved.  The primary remaining 
issue is the cost structure.  SPP expects a reduction of approximately 2 1/2 cents per MWh in 
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the SPP administration fee, based on the 2005 budget.  Entergy has made the required filings in 
Louisiana and Mississippi; Arkansas and City of New Orleans filings are pending.   
 
Agenda Item 8 – North Carolina LSE’s Project 
Nick Brown reviewed the North Carolina LSE’s Project and SPP’s response to North Carolina’s 
RFP (NC LSE – Attachment 6).  This is a much smaller project than the Entergy ICT; therefore, 
a lesser impact to the SPP organization.   
 
Richard Spring asked if SPC should endorse the Entergy ICT and the NCLSE project to the 
Board of Directors.  Michael Desselle moved to endorse Entergy ICT and the NCLSE project.  
Jim Stanton seconded the motion, which passed unopposed. 
 
Agenda Item 9 – Regulatory Update 
Les Dillahunty provided a regulatory update including:  the regulatory report and reminded the 
committee that the report is posted on the website and updated monthly (SPP Dockets – 
Attachment 7); and an overview of the June MARC conference in Little Rock.  In regards to the 
Cost Benefit Study, the RSC asked for an estimate from Charles River Associates if they were 
to run the study with different natural gas prices.  The RSC also asked transmission owners for 
their reaction to the study and its use in filings. 
 
Agenda Item 10 – NDA Task Force Report 
Michael Desselle provided a current status of the NDA Task Force work.  Comments from the 
City of Springfield are pending review.  The docket for MISO/OMS has progressed, limiting state 
access to data.  The RSC has discussed this as well and are particularly concerned with the 
OMS docket.  Michael recommended moving forward with the current draft, pending revisions 
from the City of Springfield.  The RSC will be discussing the MISO/OMS docket at its July 27 
meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 11 – Evaluation of Organizational Effectiveness 
Richard Spring reviewed Section 6.2 (g), (h), and (i) which gives the SPC the responsibility to 
annually review organizational groups and their charters, as well perform a self-assessment of 
SPC.  Richard recommended between now and the October meeting, the SPC develop criteria 
for these assessments and meet with chairs of the organizational groups via teleconference to 
do the same.  Jim Stanton, Michael Desselle, and Richard Spring volunteered to form the 
Organizational Effectiveness Task Force (OETF).  The task force should include a review of 
integration, communication, and the process among organizational groups. 
 
Jim Eckelberger inquired about the FERC assessments.  Nick Brown responded that the new 
Commission chair is still interested in reviewing/adjusting assessments for FERC to address 
inequities. 
 
Future Meetings 
The next SPC meeting is October 13, 2005 in Dallas.  It was the consensus of the group to 
maintain a schedule of meeting in conjunction with the MOPC meetings.  Mel Perkins and 
Richard Spring are to discuss locations with Lamona Lawrence.   
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Adjournment 
Richard Spring thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 2:30 
 
Respectfully Submitted, Stacy Duckett 



MINUTES NO 41 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Teleconference 
September 9, 2005 

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order  
Chair Richard Spring (KCPL) called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m.  Other SPC members 
participating were Jim Eckelberger (Director), Harry Skilton (Director), Michael Desselle (AEP), 
Josh Martin (Director), Mike Palmer (Empire), Steve Parr (KEPCo), Mel Perkins (OG+E), and 
James Stanton (Calpine).  SPP Staff in attendance included Carl Monroe, Les Dillahunty, 
Charles Yeung and Stacy Duckett.  Guests participating included Mary Cochran (APSC); Bary 
Warren (Empire); Tracey Stewart (SWPA); Tom Stuchlik (Westar); Steve Dottheim 
(MoPSC);Tyler Brown (Boston Pacific); Gerry Burrows (KCPL); Richard Ross (AEP); Arlen 
Fredrick (AmerTransCo.); Adrianne Brandt (PUCT); and Carl Huslig (Aquila).   
 
Agenda Item 2 – Non-Disclosure Agreement Task Force Report 
Michael Desselle presented a recommendation from the Non-Disclosure Agreement Task Force 
(NDATF Recommendation – Attachment 1).  Mr. Desselle moved to adopt the SPP 
Confidentiality Provisions language and refer the provisions to the Regional Tariff Working 
Group (RTWG) for preparation for filing.  Mike Palmer seconded the motion. The committee 
discussed certain aspects of the provisions and various questions were addressed. Mr. Spring 
called for a roll call vote. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Impacts of Energy Policy Act 
Stacy Duckett and Charles Yeung provided an overview of the Energy Policy Act and its 
potential impacts on SPP and its organizational structure (Energy Policy/Impact – Attachment 
2).  SPP will draft comments and seek member review/input.  The comments are to include:  
strengths of the SPP organization; financial benefits of one organization; viable alternatives to 
meet the intent of the legislation; recent restructuring of the organization related to the 
compliance function; and other comments under consideration.   SPP Staff and Richard Spring 
will update the Regional State Committee and discuss state comments/filings. 
 
Other 
Richard Spring provided a status report on the Organizational Effectiveness Task Force.    
A full report and process recommendation will be presented at the October 13, 2005 SPC 
meeting. 
 
Adjournment 
Richard Spring thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 9:30 a.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, Stacy Duckett 



Market Participant
Readiness / 
Connectivity

Testing Status *

Readiness / 
Connectivity

Testing Notes

Participant 
Registration 

Status *

Participant 
Registration 

Notes

Participant 
Training 
Status

Participant 
Training 
Notes

AEP G Completed all testing G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status
Ok. Gas and Electric Co. G Completed all testing G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status
SW Public Service Co. (XCEL) G Completed all testing G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Westar Energy, Inc. G Completed all testing Y

Confirmation needed 
from SPP and 
Westar regarding 
Westar request to 
model 4 units as 
Behind the Meter

Confirmation needed 
to from Westar to 
confirm Market 
Registration Names 
for 2 units See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Kansas City Power and Light Co. Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. Y

Confirmation needed 
from KCPL for EMS 
Modeling related to 1 
Unit See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Aquila (WPEK/MPS) R

Unknown as to MPS 
assets.  Did not 
schedule any testing as 
of 9/30. Y

Confirmation needed 
from Aquila regarding 
the Assets that will 
be Registered for the 
Market for the MPS 
Control Area. See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Coral Power R
Did not schedule any 
testing as of 9/30. R

Need to confirm 
Market Registration 
Status based on 
Coral Power's 
ERCOT Market 
Participation See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Redbud Energy LP Y

No testing scheduled 
during original window. 
Testing scheduled for 
10/31, during the make-
up period. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status



Empire District Electric Company G Completed all testing Y

Confirmation needed 
from EDE for EMS 
Modeling related to 2 
Units See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Grand River Dam Authority R
Did not schedule any 
testing as of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Calpine Energy Service  LP G Completed all testing G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Western Farmers Electric Coop (WFEC) G Completed all testing Y

Confirmation needed 
from EMS 
Engineering 
regarding EMS 
Modeling of WFEC 
SPA Load See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Exelon Gen. Company LLC Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Entergy Power Ventures Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

The Energy Authority G Completed all testing G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

City of Indep. - Power and Light Dept Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Eastman (Tenaska) Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

ONEOK Energy Mktg and Trading Co., L.P. R
Did not schedule any 
testing as of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Arkansas Electric Coop Corp Y
Did not finish testing as 
of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Midwest Energy R
Did not schedule any 
testing as of 9/30. Y

Need SPP and 
Westar to confirm 
Behind the Meter 
Request for MIDW's 
Asset See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

Ok. Municipal Power Authority R
Did not schedule any 
testing as of 9/30. G See Detailed Status See Detailed Status

* Detail available at www.spp.org



Market Participant
P/R

Testing1

ICCP Conn 
Testing (CAs) 1

XML Conn 
Testing1 Status

AEP C C C All required testing completed

Ok. Gas and Electric Co. C C C
PCI is assisting OGE.  ICCP testing to be scheduled with John Heir the week of 9/26/05.  One open XML message connectivity test 
item that is listed as an issue.

SW Public Service Co.
(XCEL) C C C All required testing completed
Westar Energy, Inc. C C C All required testing completed

Empire District Electric Company C C C

Completed some PRT interaction methods, no further testing scheduled for PRT (using API as production method) or for XML 
Message Connectivity Testing as they are still choosing a vendor.  GW to follow-up to find out timeline for vendor 
selection/implementation.

Calpine Energy Service  LP C C All required testing completed
Western Farmers Electric Coop (WFEC) C C C PRT and ICCP and XML Message Connectivity testing scheduled for 9/27/05. 
The Energy Authority C C C All required testing completed

Kansas City Power and Light Co. DNF C DNF
9/29/05 - Per Patricia Denny, KCPL has committed to having their API functionality ready to be tested by the second week of 
November.  XML listener testing has been attempted.

Redbud Energy LP NS NS
Only one resource registered.  SP has been notified that Redbud will be utilizing a third party consulting company to assist.  SP to 
follow-up with Redbud to assertain timeline for implementation.

Exelon Gen. Company LLC DNF NS

Carl Monroe contacted MOPC member from Exelon over the past two weeks.  Conference call was held by DM (Carl Monroe attended) 
and Julie Palin from Exelon on 9/7/05.  DM has facilitated technical conversations between Spencer Stillwell of Exelon and Cody 
Parker from SPP.  
9/26/05 - DM received a message from Eric Olsen from Exelon indicating that they plan on testing prior to 9/30/05.  DM to confirm date 
and time of testing.

Entergy Power Ventures
(as ENKO) DNF NS 9/30/05 - Per James Fife, EPV commits to be ready to test XML Listener functionality by 10/15/05.

City of Indep. - Power and Light Dept C NS NS
9/29/05 - Per Paul Mahlberg, City of Indep is focusing on an upcoming NERC readiness audit and cannot commit to testing until 
11/30/05

Tenaska (as Eastman) DNF NS

There was confusion as to who was going to submit data for Eastman.  After a few discussions, it appears that Tenaska will be acting 
as the DA for Eastman.  Pending registration updates are preventing Tenaska from completing Participant Readiness Testing.  Jim 
Bartoldus is working with Mike Crosby and Areva to repair the Tenaska/Eastman registration relationships.

Arkansas Electric Coop Corp C NS 9/30/05 - Per Mike Hood, AECC commits to be ready to test XML Listener functionality by 10/31/05

% Market Footprint Generation with Testing Completed



Aquila (WPEK/MPS) NS NS NS

Only WPEK resources are registered (5 small resources).  SP working with Aquila to assertain status of implementation.  Recent press 
release indicated that the WPEK resources are being sold to the same Co-op that owns Sunflower.
9/26/05 - SP to complete registration package for MPS resources for Aquila and treat as an unexecuted agreement.  The Aquila 
package will be referred to Pat Bourne for further action.
9/29/05 - Per Mitch Krysa, Aquila has committed to being able to complete Participant Readiness testing by 10/20/05, ICCP testing by 
11/10/05, and XML Message Connectivity Testing completed by 11/30/05.  This still only pertains to the WPEK resources.

Coral Power NS NS

Conference call held between Coral and SPP (with Carl Monroe) to discuss next steps.  Initially, Coral thought they would have to 
install an ICCP circuit, so no action was taken at the time to prepare for market entry.  
9/26/05 - Rick Broussard indicated on 9/26/05 that Coral only has essential staff available and may not be able to support testing by 
end of week.  Coral will only be submitting data manually through the Portal at this time and has not indicated their intended method for 
production.  DM following-up with Rick Broussard to determine schedule for PRT and/or XML message connectivity testing.

Grand River Dam Authority NS NS NS
9/30/05 - Per Mike Stafford, GRDA commits to being ready for ICCP and XML Message Connectivity Testing by mid November, and 
Participant Readiness Testing during the November/December timeframe.

Midwest Energy NS NS
9/29/05 - Per Les Munsch, MWE's resources are to be listed as behind Westar's meters and not included in the Market.  SPP staff is 
evaluating the request.  If the resources are removed from the market, MWE will be removed from the Market Trials Scorecard.

ONEOK Energy Mktg and Trading Co., L.P. NS NS

ONEOK intends on selling their market assets prior to market opening to an undisclosed party and has halted testing until the decision 
on the sale is finalized.
9/26/05 - The ONEOK package will be referred to Pat Bourne for further action.

Ok. Municipal Power Authority DNF NS

Carl Monroe contacted OMPA to assertain Market Status.  Response was that they have no XML listener functionality developed and 
do not have further submission testing scheduled.  DM to follow-up with Todd Ossenkopp to determine timeline for development (and 
scheduling of meeting with Aaron Ralls if necessary).

Note 1:
C - Complete
NS - Not Scheduled
S - Scheduled
IP - In Progress
DNF - Did Not Finish/No Further Testing Planned

% Market Footprint Generation - Testing Attempted/Vendor Selection In Progress

% Market Footprint Generation - Minimal Responsiveness



Market Participant Mkts for IT (2/8/05) Mkts. for IT (2/15/05) XML Specifications Markets 201 Resource Plans A/S Plans Offer Submission Generation Control Settlements
AEP
Aquila (WPEK/MPS)
Arkansas Electric Coop Corp
Calpine Energy Service  LP
City of Indep. - Power and Light Dept
Coral Power
Eastman (Tenaska)
ETEC/Tex-La                  GDS                 GDS
Empire District Electric Company
Entergy Power Ventures
Exelon Gen. Company LLC
Grand River Dam Authority
Kansas City Power and Light Co.
Midwest Energy
Ok. Gas and Electric Co.
Ok. Municipal Power Authority
L.P.
Redbud Energy LP
SW Public Service Co. (XCEL)
The Energy Authority             KCBPU
Westar Energy, Inc.
Western Farmers Electric Coop (WFEC)

Vendor/Other
ACES Power
AECI
Ameren Energy
Boston Pacific
Celeritas
Constellation Commodities
Entegra Power Group
Global Energy
Golden Spread
GPES
Integ Consulting
New Energy Associates
OATI
PCI
PSI
Rainbow
SPA
Sunflower
The Structure Group
City Utilities - Springfield

TOTAL 38 28 45 89 67 67 67 67 34

Indicates at least one person from
market participant company has 

attended the training.

Indicates that no one from the market
participant company has attended the 

training.

Spring 2005 Market Training Courses



Market Participant
Mkts 201

Inter-
change  
Sched

NLS:  
Bus. 
Func.

NLS: 
Prog. 

Inter-face
Gap for 
Rel./Op

Gap for 
IT

NLS: 
User 

Inter-face
Res. 

Plans AS Plans

Offer 
Sub-

mission
Gen. 

Control
Settle-
ments RSS

Mkt. 
Monitor

AEP
Aquila (WPEK/MPS)
Arkansas Electric Coop Corp
Calpine Energy Service  LP
City of Indep. - Power and Light Dept
Coral Power
Eastman (Tenaska)
Empire District Electric Company
Entergy Power Ventures
Exelon Gen. Company LLC
Grand River Dam Authority
Kansas City Power and Light Co.
Midwest Energy
Ok. Gas and Electric Co.
Ok. Municipal Power Authority
L.P.
Redbud Energy LP
SW Public Service Co. (XCEL)
The Energy Authority
Westar Energy, Inc.
Western Farmers Electric Coop (WFEC)

Vendor/Other
Entegra Power Group
Ameren Energy
ACES Power
New Energy Associates
PCI
OATI
PSI
Constellation Commodities
Boston Pacific
The Structure Group

TOTAL 22 16 13 32 14 23

Indicates at least one person from
market participant company has 

attended the training.

Indicates that no one from the MP 
company has attended the training.

Fall 2005 Market Training Courses



Registration Discrepancy Report as of 9/30/05

Count of Status Status
TCNAME Need Participant confirmation
AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER 1
GOLDEN SPREAD ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. 3
KANSAS CITY POWER AND LIGHT, CO 1
WESTAR ENERGY, INC. 6
WESTERN FARMERS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 1
EMPIRE DISTRICT 2
Grand Total 14



S. Duckett 
September 7, 2005 

SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation 
Proposed Approach 

 
SPP Organizational Groups are required to conduct and report a self-assessment annually. The 
Strategic Planning Committee is charged with reviewing these self assessments and the overall 
structure of the Organizational Groups. At this time, there is no formal process/form for 
conducting the self assessment. The following is a proposed approach for addressing this matter. 
 
The assessment period will be August/July (ex: August 05/July 06). The assessment will be 
conducted in August/September each year so that results may be reviewed at a meeting of all 
organizational group chairs, and the October MOPC and SPC meetings, and then reported at the 
December Board of Directors/Members Committee meeting focused on organizational 
effectiveness.  
 
The self assessment will have four components: 1) administrative; and 2) a survey measuring 
effectiveness of the group; 3) review with chairpersons of all organizational groups; 4) 
presentation to the MOPC and Board of Directors/Members Committee (at their respective 
meetings).  
 
Phase 1: Administrative 
The administrative component of the process will be directed to the Chairman and Staff 
Secretary of the group.  
 
The information requested will include: 

• Review of the current roster posted on the SPP website/updates 
• Review the group’s charter/update 
• Report on number of meetings held (live and teleconference) 
• Report on meeting attendance of each member of the group 
• Number of votes taken 
• Average overall attendance at meetings 
• Costs of meetings held 
• Major accomplishments/issues addressed by the group 
• Major pending issues before the group 

 
This phase will be conducted for the first time in 2005. Staff will develop a common format for 
obtaining the information, pre-populating some of the data to expedite the process. 
 
Phase II: Survey 
The survey component of the process will be directed to all members of the specific 
organizational group. This will allow us to review feedback on each working group/committee, 
but still provide an overall assessment for the organization.  
 
The questions will include: 

• The members of this committee/working group represent the diversity of SPP’s 
membership 

• The members of this committee/working group have the necessary expertise/skill to 
address the issues assigned to it 

• Meeting materials are complete and provided sufficiently in advance of a meeting 
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• The members of this committee/working group prepare in advance so that meeting time 
is spent effectively 

• There is a open atmosphere for discussion at meetings 
• The committee/working group has the appropriate number of meetings 
• Meeting agendas are well planned for time and content 
• In what areas do you think the staff secretary to the group is most effective? [check all 

that apply: planning/preparation; facilitation; subject matter expert; meeting follow-up, 
including minutes] 

• In what areas do you think the staff secretary to the group is least effective? [check all 
that apply: planning/preparation; facilitation; subject matter expert; meeting follow-up, 
including minutes] 

• A general comments section 
 
This phase will be conducted for the first time in 2006. Staff will develop a survey for 
review/consideration by the SPC (October) and the Board of Directors/Members Committee 
(December). 
 
Phase III: Review 
A meeting/call will be planned with the chairpersons of all SPP organizational groups. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to review the results of the evalulations, and discuss actions 
needed to address the results.  
 
This phase will be conducted for the first time in 2006. 
 
Phase IV: Presentation 
The results of the evaluations and the outcomes of the meeting of the chairpersons will be 
presented to the MOPC at its October meeting and to the Board of Directors at its December 
meeting (focused on organizational effectives). 
 
This phase will be conducted for the first time in 2006. 



 

Memorandum 
 
To: SPP Organizational Group Chairmen and Staff Secretaries    

From: Stacy Duckett 

Date: September 21, 2005 

Re: Annual Self Assessments 

Pursuant to the SPP Bylaws, Organizational Groups are required to conduct and report a self 

assessment annually. The Strategic Planning Committee is charged with reviewing these self 

assessments and the overall structure of the Organizational Groups to assure that the stakeholder 

groups are working efficiently and effectively.  

 

Attached to this memo is a form for review and completion. SPP Staff has pre-populated some 

components of the form, but please confirm that the information is accurate. You are also asked 

to review the current charter/scope on file for your group (it is attached as well). The assessment 

period is August 2004 through July 2005.  

 

Please return the completed assessment to Keith Dover (kdover@spp.org) by Wednesday, 

October 5.  

 

 

 

Note: The Strategic Planning Committee is developing an expanded process for the annual self 

assessment for use in 2006. The recipients of this memo will also receive materials relevant to 

that effort for review/comment as this process is developed. 

 

Lighting the past … powering the future. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(Returned on 9-23-05) 

 
GROUP NAME: Strategic Planning Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed: NA 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member # Present # Absent 
Spring, Richard  6 1 
Eckelberger, Jim 7 0 
Skilton, Harry I. 6 1 

Bittle, Ricky 3 3 
Christiano, David 6 1 
Desselle, Michael 6 1 

Martin, Josh 7 0 
Palmer, Mike 7 0 

Parr, Steve 6 1 
Perkins, Melvin 7 0 

Stanton, James R. 6 1 
Duckett, Stacy 7 0 

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): _23___ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live __4___ Teleconference __3___ 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  __9___ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $11, 487.30
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Formed Non-Disclosure Agreement Task Force and adopted language regarding 
confidential information  

2. Recommended the compliance function report to the Board of Directors to ensure 
independence 

3. Made a recommendation regarding fee waivers 
4. Adopted a new SPP Strategic Plan 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Implement the SPP Strategic Plan 
2. Work towards meeting the Market Implementation on May 1, 2006 
3. Organizational effectiveness assessment program 

 
* This includes the meeting facilities and meal costs for the working group and any related Task 
Forces. This does not include teleconferences, net conferences, or staff travel expenses. 



DRAFT V3 
 

Integrated Resource Planning White Paper 
 

I. Background 
 

The Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) held a retreat May 12-13, 2005 for the 

purpose of developing a new strategic plan for SPP. The attendees at this planning 

session included SPC members and representatives of the SPP staff, Board of Directors, 

and the Regional State Committee and/or their Staffs.  

One retreat agenda topic was “Enhanced Regional Planning.” The group recognized 

SPP’s unique position as a regional organization and expressed a desire to consider 

expansion of SPP’s current transmission planning function. The SPC asked SPP staff to 

prepare a strawman outlining possible ways that SPP could broaden its role by serving as 

the coordinator/facilitator of regional solutions for regional issues. SPP achieved success 

in its development of a regional transmission plan. RSC representatives at the retreat 

requested more information as to how SPP could, in a role aligned with integrated 

resource planning, offer other regional scale services such as generation planning, the 

impact of alternative energy resources, and demand side management.  

The Mid-America Regulatory Conference (MARC) met in Little Rock, AR on 

June 18-22, 2005 for their annual conference. MARC is a regional organization of 15 

state regulatory bodies, and its principal activity is the dissemination of current regulatory 

issues information to a broad audience. The President of MARC during 2005 is Chairman 

Sandra Hochstetter, APSC, and she was responsible for the meeting agenda. The 

conference theme was “Building a Bridge to Common Ground.” One session was 

advertised as follows: 

General Session                                                                                           
"Regional Resource Planning" ---- Is an "old" idea finally ripe?  What would it 
look like?  How would we do it?  What are the issues and potential solutions?  If 
regional efficiencies and synergies are the goal, what would individual state 
processes look like? What would the "regional" coordination approach look like?  
Are RSCs and non-binding cooperative efforts among the states sufficient, or do 
we need Regional Compacts?  Do we need federal legislation? 
 
Moderator:  Sandy Hochstetter 
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Panel:   Scott Hempling, President, Law Offices of Scott Hempling 
             Ralph Cavanagh, Natural Resources Defense Council 

This session’s presence and description on the agenda reinforce the SPC’s 

aforementioned interest in a broader role for SPP as a regional planner. Mr. Hempling 

suggested that resource optimization requires a commitment to optimize. However, he 

further stated that the MARC and regional state groups may lack consensus on what to, 

how to, and who should optimize. Mr. Hempling later pointed to the legal constraints that 

must be reviewed prior to formal consideration of regional integrated resource planning. 

For example, state laws may require regulators to consider only in-state benefits, not 

multi-state benefits; questions will arise concerning RTO authority to engage in activities 

beyond transmission planning; and further questions could be posed regarding the RSC’s 

ability to legally bind the states to a regional agreement. Mr. Hempling concluded with 

this statement: “Optimization of resources and minimization of costs should, by 

definition, produce benefits for all.” 

 
II. Questions 

 
Should SPP broaden its area of expertise beyond transmission planning to include other 
elements of an integrated resource plan (IRP)? If so, what does SPP envision will be 
required and at what costs? 
 

III. Analysis 
 

 
A. Factors to be considered 
 

1. Market Involvement – SPP is not and will not actually be in the market; i.e., a 

purchaser of fuel, trading SO2 credits, constructing selective catalytic reduction 

devices (SCRs). Hence, SPP’s ability to collect data and formulate opinions from 

this data would be as an indirect participant. Obviously, an indirect approach can 

be successful as evidenced by the large number of parties that already provide this 

type of consulting service. Nonetheless, there is no substitute for hands-on 

experience. 
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2. Cyclical nature of the work – SPP would devote a considerable amount of time 

and expense to broaden its expertise beyond that of its current focus on 

transmission. The participation in industry activities, data gathering, research, etc. 

would be prerequisite at a significant level. While the preparation and education 

would be continuous, the need for the service could be cyclical. SPP members and 

regulators also experience peaks and valleys in their workload; that cyclic nature 

is not unique to SPP. At present, SPP’s high volume workload is maintained by a 

backlog of existing needs. However, expanding the SPP skill set into these new 

areas may not provide the same level of absorption. 

 

3. Independence – SPP staff, members, and state regulators are vigilant regarding 

dependency and maintaining the balance crucial for non-discriminatory, 

independent decision-making. SPP staff must preserve this scale by continuing to 

focus on independence, support, and information. It is the exception rather than 

the rule for SPP staff to actually advocate a Staff position; rather, staff will 

typically carry forward the position achieved through the SPP stakeholder 

process. An expansion of SPP services should provide a more comprehensive 

approach to transmission planning and allow for greater advocacy of the SPP 

stakeholder point of view. However, SPP “the organization” will continue to use 

the stakeholder process to develop independent positions. 

 

4. Skill set – SPP would have to augment the skill set of its existing staff to support 

the broader function of regional resource planning.  Examples of types of 

expertise needed to serve as a resource planner include: 

a. Fuel –cost, quality, transportation, environmental impacts, contracting, 
trading, indexes, etc. for a range of fuels; e.g., lignite, coal, natural gas, 
petroleum coke, fuel oil. 

b. Generation –provide input into the cost and impacts for new generation 
across a spectrum that would include traditional, wind and emerging 
technologies. In addition to an understanding of the approach necessary 
for the addition of resources, also needed is the understanding of 
generating unit repowering, retirement, life cycles, operational and 
maintenance issues, dispatchability, outage planning, etc. 
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c. Policy, environmental, new technology – awareness of national, state and 
local policy issues ranging from a national energy policy to state-
mandated portfolio requirements for the utilization of renewables. Assist 
with the assessment of existing and proposed environmental regulations 
and provide some grasp of developing technologies in generation, 
transmission and DSM.  

 
5. Resources – An expansion of SPP’s role would require not only SPP staff to 

broaden its own manpower commitment and level of understanding, but would 

also involve a commitment of effort on the part of the stakeholders that may 

necessitate additional resource commitments.  

 
 
B. Options 
 

1. Status Quo – some parties may suggest that regional integrated resource planning 

should not be done at all or that it should be done on a state-by-state basis or in 

some footprint other than that of SPP. Others may consider moving forward with 

a regional integrated resource planning only after receiving assurances from the 

regulatory community that there is some need, purpose, support and willingness 

to recognize the associated cost as “just and reasonable.” 

 

The benefits are unknown, and at present, there is no suggestion of a cost-benefit 

analysis on this subject. Clearly, there are costs associated with these additional 

functions that would have to be recovered from consumers. 

 

 

2. A “non-SPP approach” – This option involves moving forward with regional 

integrated resource planning in a forum other than SPP.  Proponents of this option 

likely recognize that SPP does not currently possess the requisite skills to perform 

a broader planning function and may suggest that this task could be performed 

more effectively by some other group; i.e. a regulatory body such as the RSC or a 

service provider that already possesses the skills to perform this function. 
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Some parties may caution against SPP moving beyond transmission planning 

because this may place SPP as a whole in a more politically volatile and sensitive 

arena. Hence, this option would allow SPP to continue its work in transmission 

planning and allow SPP to focus on areas in which it has expertise.  SPP could 

then bring that expertise to the discussion when another group considers and 

develops a regional integrated resource plan. 

 

3. SPP Provision of Services – This option entails SPP providing the regional 

integrated resource planning support. SPP has a long history of evolution, a 

familiarity with the electric system within its footprint, an existing infrastructure, 

and a recognized standing and independence; therefore, SPP may be in the best 

position to take on this new responsibility: SPP is a known quantity and that has 

definite value. SPP’s provision of an integrated resource planning function would 

be an incremental cost while other options may not and SPP already has a 

budgeting, approval, cost recovery mechanism and oversight in place. In all 

practicality, SPP cannot attempt even a minimalist approach to integrated 

resource planning without some additional resource commitments. If the 

presumption is correct that skills in fuels, generation, DSM and policy are needed, 

SPP staff would have to be trained or individuals with this expertise would have 

to be added because these are learned skills not inherent skills. 

 
 

 5



C. Cost 
 
This section estimates the annual cost for SPP to provide support to the membership, 
states, and the region for regional integrated resource planning. 
 
This estimate assumes the addition of a Manager plus three positions described above in 
sections 4A, B, and C: fuel, generation and policy, environmental, new technology. 
 
 
Annual Cost: 
Employee Mid-Point $  87,521 
Benefits @ 40%  $  35,008 
Office Space  $    4,000 
Office Equipment  $    2,000 
Administrative   $  10,500 
Total Annual cost per employee $139,029 
 
A. Employee cost (4 x 139,029 = 556,116) ~ $556,000 
B. Travel expense (4 x 5000)  $  20,000 
C. Misc. expense (e.g. meetings, supplies, cell 
phone, software, training) 

$  55,000 

Estimated annual cost (A + B + C) $631,000 
  
 
 

 
IV. Recommendation 

 
SPP staff senses an emerging interest in regional integrated resource planning among 

regulators. This is coupled with the Regional State Committee’s growing interest for SPP 

to become involved. This is an area where SPP can lead or follow. More so than the other 

options, Option 3 (SPP Provision of Services) allows SPP members and the RSC to exert 

more influence and control within the SPP framework and perhaps beyond. 

 

Conversely, SPP should not undertake this expansion of responsibilities until there is 

specific recognition among regulators, members and stakeholders that the resulting effort 

will be “used and useful,” that efficiencies are to be gained, and that the costs incurred 

are to be considered as a part of the whole for SPP. 

                                                                                                                        LED 
          8/01/05 
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SPP DOCKETS AT FERC/STATE COMMISSIONS 

 

DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

RT04-01and 
ER04-48 

 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

SPP filed a proposal for recognition as an RTO. By order 
issued February 10, the Commission accepted SPP’s 
proposal for recognition as an RTO subject to conditions 
and compliance filing requirements. On October 1, 2004 
FERC issued an Order on SPP’s August 2, 2004 
compliance filing.  The order recognized SPP as an RTO 
and required several additional compliance steps by 
November 1.  FERC then issued a February 11, 2005 
Order addressing SPP’s compliance filings and directing 
SPP to make additional filings.  SPP filed a proposal for  
revisions to SPP’s Bylaws and Membership Agreement 
to provide for independence of SPP’s compliance 
function, clarify a SPP Member’s Withdrawal/ 
Termination Obligations, and, in compliance with the 
Commission’s February 11 Order, provide for a Fee 
Waiver. 

On August 9, 2005 SPP submitted a 
filing providing for revisions to its 
Bylaws and Membership Agreement.  
On August 26, 2005, SPP submitted 
its compliance filing and progress 
report, addressing Grandfathered 
Agreement conversion issues, 
pursuant to FERC’s October 2, 2004 
order in this proceeding and in 
fulfillment of SPP’s August 2, 2004 
commitment.  

ER05-1300 Southwest Power Pool, Inc On August 5, 2005, SPP filed a status report on the 
implementation of Attachment AA of the SPP OATT. 

On September 20, 2005, the FERC 
accepted SPP’s filing and extended 
Attachment AA for one year. 
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-1285 Southwest Power Pool, Inc 

On August 2, 2005, SPP filed at the FERC three sets of 
revisions to its OATT:  (1) to modify the definition of 
Transmission Facilities by adding a new Attachment AI 
and revising the Definitions section; (2) to revise 
Attachment L to provide for the distribution of revenue 
between multiple entities owning transmission facilities 
in a single zone (sometimes referred to as compensation 
for customer-owned transmission facilities); and (3) to 
revise Schedule 1 (Scheduling, System Control and 
Dispatch Service) to eliminate assessment of multiple 
scheduling charges for a single reservation or transaction 
and to revise Attachment L (Treatment of Revenues) to 
provide for the allocation of scheduling revenue under 
the new rate design 

On September 30, 2005, the FERC 
accepted the proposed revisions to the 
Schedule 1 and Attachment L.  The 
FERC also accepted the proposed 
revisions to the Definitions section 
and the new Attachment AI, with 
modifications to the definitions and 
Attachment AI to incorporate 
clarifications provided in its answer to 
protests and other minor clarifications. 

ER05-1151-
000; ER05-

226-001 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

On June 27, 2005, SPP filed of a revision to the PSO-
GRDA interconnection agreement, effective dates of 
December 1, 2004 and May 26, 2005. 

On August 5, 2005 FERC accepted for 
filing, effective 12/01/04 and 5/26/05, 
SPP’s Revised Interchange and 
Interconnection Agreement designated 
as Service Agreement 1135. 
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-1118 Southwest Power Pool, Inc 

On June 15, 2005, SPP submitted proposed revisions to 
its Open Access Transmission Tariff to incorporate 
Energy Imbalance Market and Market Monitoring Plan, 
effective 3/1/06.  On September 6, 2005, SPP filed an 
answer to comments and protests of SPP’s filing of tariff 
revisions to implement an energy imbalance market. 

On September 19, 2005 FERC issued 
an order on proposed tariff revisions 
rejecting SPP’s filing and providing 
guidance on the following issues:  (1) 
reliable and stable market operations; 
(2) market-based rates; and (3) 
mitigation and monitoring provisions.  
SPP needs to submit revised, 
comprehensive energy imbalance and 
market monitoring and mitigation 
plans. 

ER05-1087 Southwest Power Pool, Inc 

SPP made revisions to its Tariff in order to incorporate 
Aquila Networks-L&P ("L&P'), Aquila Networks-MPS 
("MPS"), and Aquila Networks-WPK ("WPK") as 
Transmission Owners participating in the SPP Tariff. 

FERC accepted the filing on June 30, 
2005. 

ER05-1051 
and ER05-

1052 
 

Westar Energy, Inc. 

On May 31, 2005, Westar and SPP separately filed an 
unexecuted service agreement to provide KPP with 
ancillary services.  Under the Agreement, KPP may self-
supply all or a portion of its ancillary services as allowed 
in the SPP OATT. SPP filed to remove the reference to 
the transmission owner from Section 3.0 of the KPP 
Ancillary Services Agreement and there is to be a 
Settlement Conference regarding the unexecuted 
ancillary services agreement between SPP and KPP 

On September 7, 2005, an order was 
issued scheduling a settlement 
conference for Friday, October 7, 
2005. 
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-1012; 
ER05-1072 

Union Electric Co. d/b/a 
Ameren UE 

American Electric Power 
Co. 

Ameren UE & AEP-PSO each submitted a notice of 
cancellation of an amended interchange agreement 
known as the Mo-Kan-Ok agreement. 

On September 2, 2005 Associated 
Electric Cooperative, Inc submitted its 
answer to Xcel Energy Services, Inc.’s 
August 22, 2005 request for 
clarification of the Commission’s July 
22, 2005 order in this proceeding. 
AEC contends that the Commission 
should reject the Request for 
Clarification and affirm the July 22, 
2005 Order under which the 
Commission accepted the notices of 
cancellation of the Mo-Kan-Ok 
Agreement.. No FERC action has been 
taken in this docket. 

ER05-989-001 
Kansas City Power & Light 
Co and the City of Garnett, 
Kansas 

SPP filing of Amendatory Agreement No. 4 to the 
Municipal Participation Agreement between KCPL and 
Garnett, KS 

On September 12, 2005, in 
compliance with FERC’s July 13, 
2005 order, SPP filed Amendatory 
Agreement No. 4 to the Municipal 
Participation Agreement between 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
and the City of Gamett, Kansas. 
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-925; 
ER05-990 

Westar Energy, Inc. 

FERC issued an Order accepting SPP’s May 19, 2005 
filing for revision of the rates for the Westar Zone and 
suspending it for five months, to become effective 
December 1, 2005, subject to refund and subject to the 
outcome of Dockets.  December 1, 2005 is the effective 
date for Westar’s rate increase, subject to refund and 
subject to the outcome of Docket No. ER05-925-000. 

On August 19, 2005 FERC issued an 
order of the Chief Judge adopting a 
protective order, pursuant to Westar’s 
August 15, 2005 motion for adoption 
of a protective order.  On August 29, 
2005, FERC issued an order of the 
Chief Judge continuing settlement 
judge procedures. 

ER05-799 Southwest Power Pool, Inc 

SPP filed an unexecuted Network Integration 
Transmission Service Agreement  between SPP-OG&E-
OMPA to rollover grandfathered transmission from the 
OG&E tariff to the SPP Tariff 

On August 23, 2005 a FERC 
settlement judge issued a report 
recommending continuance of the 
current settlement procedures. 

ER05-666 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

SPP filed certain Tariff modifications providing for 
Generation Imbalance Service (Schedule 4-A), 
Limitation of Liability, refinement of monthly demand 
charge and zone transmission load, modification of 
Schedule 9 to allow a Transmission Owner to avoid 
paying itself for Network Service, redispatch for Short-
Term Firm Transmission Service, and modifications to 
reflect correct Zone name references and clerical errors.   

On July 21, 2005, the FERC issued an 
order in this docket.  In the Order, all 
provisions of the filing were accepted 
with two exceptions.  On August 22, 
2005, SPP submitted its compliance 
filing, providing revisions to its OATT 
pursuant to the Commissioner’s Order 
issued 7/21/05. FERC issued an Order 
Granting Rehearing for Further 
Consideration on September 21, 2005.   
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-652 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

On February 28, 2005, SPP submitted a filing to revise 
its Tariff to implement a regional transmission cost 
allocation proposal with regard to new transmission 
upgrades.  This proposal was developed by the Regional 
State Committee.  FERC issued an Order on Rehearing 
and Compliance Filing on SPP's Cost Allocation 
Proposal.  

On September 20, 2005 FERC issued 
an Order on Rehearing and 
Compliance Filing addressing 
rehearing requests of its April 22, 
2005 order on SPP's proposal for a 
regional transmission cost allocation 
plan and accepting SPP's May 5, 2005 
compliance filing, subject to further 
compliance filings.  FERC denied 
rehearing of most issues, but granted 
rehearing of a limited number of 
issues. FERC ordered SPP to remove 
the fuel diversity provision from the 
non-exhaustive list of waiver criteria, 
upheld the decision that Attachment Z 
does not contain provisions for 
impermissible "and" pricing, and 
granted certain clarifications with 
respect to Attachment Z.   A 
compliance filing is required by 
October 20, 2005.   
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DOCKET 
NUMBER CASE NAME DESCRIPTION CURRENT STATUS 

ER05-651-003 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP filing in compliance with FERC’s August 25, 2005 
Order on the SPP, PSO, FPL Cowboy interconnection 
agreement. 

On September 27, 2005, SPP 
submitted a revised version of the 
Large Generator Interconnection 
Agreement between SPP, FPL Energy 
Cowboy Wind, LLC, and Public 
Service Company of Oklahoma. On 
October 3, 2005 FERC acknowledged 
this filing via its Combined Notice of 
Filings # 1. 

 

ER05-576 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

On February 11, 2005, SPP submitted an Agreement for 
Wholesale Distribution Services Charges between 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative, Inc and the Empire 
District Electric Co. 

On May 12, 2005, SPP submitted a 
compliance filing consistent with a 
4/13/05 unpublished letter order, 
providing SPP’s corrected designation 
to the Agreement for Wholesale 
Distribution Service Charges between 
Electric Power Cooperative, Inc and 
the Empire District Electric Company 
and a refund report. FERC accepted 
SPP’s submittal on August 19, 2005. 
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ER05-562 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

On February 8, 2005, SPP filed a revision to its open 
access transmission tariff to add Schedule 12 in order to 
recover SPP's payments to FERC's Annual Charges. 
 

Interventions and Protests have been 
filed and SPP filed an answer to the 
protests on April 4, 2005.  On April 8, 
2005 FERC accepted the filing and 
suspended it, subject to the outcome of 
Settlement and Hearing Proceedings. 
After initiating settlement 
proceedings, FERC issued an order on 
clarification on June 3, 2005 and 
accepted the tariff revisions as filed. 

ER05-156 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP filed Attachment AD on November 1, 2004 to 
provide an interim agreement between SPP and 
Southwestern Power Administration until a permanent 
agreement can be executed. 

On February 8, 2005, SPP filed a 
supplement to Attachment AD and a 
revised agreement.  On March 31, 
2005, FERC accepted Attachment AD 
and the revised agreement.  The SPA 
coordination agreement was filed on 
May 16, 2005. FERC accepted the 
agreement by letter order on June 30, 
2005. 
 

RM05-5-000 

Standards For Business 
Practices And 
Communications Protocols 
For Public Utilities 

The FERC issued a NOPR with regard to a  proposal to 
include in its regulations by reference certain Standards 
for Business Practices and Communication Protocols for 
Public Utilities. These standards would be those 
promulgated by the North American Energy Standards 
Board’s (“NAESB”) Wholesale Electric Quadrant 
(“WEQ”). 

On July 1, 2005, SPP joined 
comments filed by the ISO/RTO 
Council encouraging FERC to accept 
some standards while allowing review 
of others. 
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ER04-1232 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP filed an amendment to the SPP OATT to implement 
a rate change proposed by Excel for Southwestern Public 
Service in Docket ER04-1174-000. 

FERC accepted the revisions, 
suspended them for five months, to 
become effective June 1, 2005, subject 
to refund, and established hearing and 
settlement judge procedures.  On 
February 14, 2005, FERC granted 
rehearing to allow additional time to 
consider the issues. 

ER04-833 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
SPP filed to provide a 10 month report on the results of 
Attachment AA in compliance with the Commission’s 
October 5, 2004 Order in ER04-833 and requested an 
extension of the program another year  

FERC issued a  
Notice of Filings # 1  
acknowledging the 8/05/05 filing  
of  SPP’s status but has not issued a 
decision in this docket.. 

ER04-699-
000; ER05-

1065 
Entergy Services, Inc. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission proceedings 

concerning Entergy’s ICT proposal. 

Entergy filed its enhanced ICT 
proposal on January 3, 2005.  On 
March 11, 2005 FERC conditionally 
accepted Entergy’s filing. SPP 
intervened on June 7, 2005 and has 
filed testimony in this docket. No 
FERC decision has been made. 
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ER04-434-004 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. SPP filed revised tariff sheets in compliance with Order 
2003-C. 

On August 15, 2005 ,SPP filed revised 
tariff sheets to SPP's OATT 
incorporating the changes to the pro 
forma LGIP and LGIA identified in 
Appendix A to Order No. 2003-C.  On 
September 30, 2005 FERC issued a 
Letter Order accepting SPP’s filing, to 
become effective July 18, 2005, as 
requested. 
 

RM04-12 

Financial Reporting and 
Cost Recovery Practices 
for Regional Transmission 
Organizations and 
Independent System 
Operators 

Comments due NOPR on Accounting and Financial 
Reporting for Public Utilities Including RTOs  

Many entities filed comments in 
response to FERC’s June 2, 2005 
notice of proposed rulemaking. 

ER03-765-001 Calpine Oneta Power, L.P. 

Calpine initiated this proceeding by filing its proposed 
rate schedule on April 22, 2003, seeking to collect from 
SPP its alleged reactive power revenue requirement of 
$2,455,169.96 totaling over $5.5 million dollars to date 
and growing, relating to the alleged provision of reactive 
power services from the Calpine Oneta facility.  
 

On September 16, 2005, SPP filed its 
Reply Brief in response to the Initial 
Brief of Calpine pursuant to Rule 706 
of FERC’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure and the December 22, 2004 
Order Setting Procedural Schedule.  
An initial decision is scheduled by 
November 3, 2005. 
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ER99-4392 East Texas Electric 
Cooperatives, Inc. v. FERC 

SPP filed revisions to its tariff in order to implement 
network integration transmission service. FERC granted a 
rehearing request in accordance with a Court decision to 
remand the case to FERC.  At OG & E’s request, FERC 
decided the major issue in the case was whether redispatch 
is required to sustain non-firm service, and FERC found 
that it was not. 

On February 11, 2005, FERC accepted 
SPP’s past compliance filing and 
directed SPP to make a new 
compliance filing.  SPP filed on 
March 14, 2005.  On June 3, 2005 
FERC issued an order on clarification 
that affirmed its position and accepted 
SPP’s tariff filing. 

Arkansas 
04-137-U 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. SPP’s CCN Filing with APSC for recognition as a public 
utility. 

On October 13, 2004, SPP made a 
CCN Filing with APSC for 
recognition as a public utility and 
asked for disclaimer of regulation. 
SPP filed testimony and the 
Cost/Benefit Study on June 17, 2005.  
The APSC has submitted numerous 
data requests and SPP complying with 
the requests.  On September 29, 2005, 
the APSC issued an order granting 
Staff's motion to consolidate the 
applications of the SPP Transmission 
Owners with SPP's docket. 

Arkansas 
04-050-U Entergy Services, Inc. 

An Investigation regarding Entergy Arkansas, Inc.’s 
participation in an Entergy-only independent 
transmission system administrator structure as compared 
to its participation in the Southwest Power Pool Regional 
Transmission Organization. 

SPP has filed initial and reply 
comments in the proceeding. 
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Kansas 
06-SPPE-202-

COC 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

An application of SPP for a Certificate of Convenience 
and Authority for the limited purpose of managing and 
coordinating the use of certain transmission facilities 
located within Kansas.  

On August 31, 2005 SPP applied for a 
Certificate of Convenience and 
Authority for the limited purpose of 
managing and coordinating the use of 
certain transmission facilities within 
Kansas.  No decision has been issued 
in this docket. 

Louisiana 
U-28155 Entergy Services, Inc. Louisiana Public Service Commission proceedings 

concerning Entergy’s ICT proposal 

SPP filed an intervention on 
September 13, 2004.  Entergy filed its 
enhanced ICT proposal on January 6, 
2005.   SPP has filed both direct 
testimony and cross-answering 
testimony regarding SPP’s capability 
to perform the ICT function.  A 
hearing is set for October 17, 2005. 
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Missouri 
EO-2006-0141 

and  
EO-2006-0142  

In the Matter of the 
Applications of the Empire 
District Electric Company 
and Kansas City Power & 
Light Company for 
Authority to Transfer 
Functional Control of 
Certain Transmission Assets 
to SPP 

Applications with the Missouri Public Service 
Commission requesting approval to transfer the 
functional control of certain transmission assets to the 
SPP, to continue participation in the SPP RTO, and to 
take network integration transmission service from SPP 
to serve each company’s retail load in Missouri.  

On September 28, 2005 the Empire 
District Electric Company and the 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
each filed an application with the 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
requesting approval to transfer the 
functional control of certain 
transmission assets to the SPP, to 
continue participation in the SPP 
RTO, and to take network integration 
transmission service from SPP to 
serve each company’s retail load in 
Missouri.  On September 30, 2005 
SPP filed an Application to Intervene 
in the above-referenced matters, 
submitting in support of its application 
the SPP RSC Cost-Benefit Analysis 
and the testimony of Les Dillahunty; 
Ralph L. Luciani and Ellen Wolfe; and 
Richard A. Wodyka. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

October 13, 2005 
 

Bylaws Revision - Waiver of Annual Membership Fee 
 
 

Background 
In an order issued October 7, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (the Commission) directed 
SPP to amend its Bylaws to include provisions for certain classes of membership to request a waiver of 
annual membership fees associated, specifically public interest groups, including large and small retail 
customer members.  
 
Analysis 
SPP had previously amended its Bylaws to waive withdrawal obligations for these sectors of the 
membership since that obligation had been raised by some prospective members in these categories as 
a deterrent to joining SPP. The requirement of payment of an annual membership fee was retained. 
 
In its October 7 order, the Commission directed SPP again to develop a process whereby a member in 
one of the named sectors could request a waiver of the annual membership fee (emphasis added). The 
Commission also determined that the waiver of withdrawal obligations for some sectors of the 
membership is “unduly discriminatory” and rejected it. 
 
Proposed revisions to the Bylaws are offered for consideration and discussion. 
 
Recommendation 
Approval of Bylaws revisions to be recommended to the Board of Directors for action, following the 
required notice period to the Membership. 
 

Approved: Strategic Planning Committee 

 
Action Requested: Approval 

 



PROPOSED REVISION 
SPP Bylaws 

October 2005 
8.2 Annual Membership Fee 
 

 

All SPP Members will be subject to an annual membership fee to recover the costs 

incurred by SPP related to maintaining reliability criteria and related compliance. 

Members without “Net Energy for Load” within SPP will pay an annual membership fee 

of $6,000, or other amount established by the Board of Directors. The Board of Directors 

shall determine the annual membership fee for the upcoming year in advance of the last 

meeting of Members in a calendar year. Those Members serving load will be subject to a 

fee based on their annual Net Energy for Load within SPP for the preceding year. 

Membership fees are not subject to refund. Members of the Alternative Power/Public 

Interest, Large Retail Customer, and Small Retail Customer sectors of the membership 

may seek waiver of the annual membership fee. The request for waiver must be directed 

to the President in writing 90 days in advance of the start of each fiscal year. Granting of 

waivers must be done in a fair and non-discriminatory manner. 

 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc.   
Bylaws 
July 2005 

 
 
 

REVISIONS PROPOSED RE: FEE WAIVER 
 
 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 

B Y L A W S 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Bylaws 
July 2005 

 

 

1.0 DEFINITIONS 

 

1.5a Existing Obligations 

Certain financial obligations as defined in Section 8.7.1 of these Bylaws. 

 

 

8.0 FISCAL ADMINISTRATION 

 

8.2 Annual Membership Fee 

All SPP Members will be subject to an annual membership fee to recover the costs 

incurred by SPP related to maintaining reliability criteria and related compliance.  Members 

without “Net Energy for Load” within SPP will pay an annual membership fee of $6,000, or 

other amount established by the Board of Directors.  The Board of Directors shall determine the 

annual membership fee for the upcoming year in advance of the last meeting of Members in a 

calendar year.  Those Members serving load will be subject to a fee based on their annual Net 

Energy for Load within SPP for the preceding year.  Membership fees are not subject to refund. 
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Bylaws 

 

8.3 NERC Assessment 

The NERC assessment is to be a direct pass-through and will be charged to Members per 

the assessment formula outlined below at the time SPP is invoiced by NERC: 

A = [0.25(1/N) + 0.75(B/C)] X 

Where:  A = Member’s share of NERC assessment 

N = Total number of Members 

B =  The Member's previous year Net Energy for Load within SPP 

C = Total of factor B for all Members 

X = Actual NERC assessment to SPP 

 

8.4 Monthly Assessments 

SPP will assess certain Members described herein on a monthly basis all costs not 

otherwise collected.  Costs recovered under the assessment will include but are not limited to all 

operating costs, financing costs, debt repayment, and capital expenditures associated with the 

performance of SPP’s functions as assigned by the Board of Directors.  Significant among these 

are costs associated with regional reliability coordination and the provision of transmission 

service.  SPP shall determine the assessment rate based on its annual budgeted net expenditures 

divided by estimated annual Schedule 1 billing units for service sold under SPP’s OATT and 

Member load eligible to take, but not taking, Network Integration Transmission Service under 

SPP’s OATT.  The Board of Directors may review the assumptions used in determining the 

assessment rate at any time and may adjust the assessment rate appropriately should conditions 

warrant.  Each load-serving Member shall then be assessed the monthly assessment rate applied 

to its load eligible to take Network Integration Transmission Service under the SPP OATT.  

Further, each load-serving Member shall receive a credit against the monthly assessment for that 

month’s Schedule 1 fees paid for Network Integration Transmission Service and for Point-to-

Point Transmission Service that had a delivery point within the SPP region, under the SPP 

OATT.



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Bylaws 

 

8.7 Financial Obligation of Withdrawing Members 

8.7.1 Existing Obligations 
 
  “Existing Obligations” are the following: 
 

a.  Member’s unpaid annual membership fee. 

b. Member’s unpaid dues, assessments, and other amounts charged under 

Section 3.8 or otherwise under the Bylaws, plus the Member’s share of 

costs SPP customarily includes in such dues, assessments or other 

charges, but which as of the Termination Date SPP had not included in 

such dues, assessments or other charges. 

c. Member’s share (computed in accordance with the Bylaws) of the entire 

principal amounts of all SPP Financial Obligations outstanding as of the 

Termination Date.  “Financial Obligations” are all long-term (in excess of 

six (6) months) financial obligations of SPP, including but not limited to 

the following:  

i. debts under all loans, loan agreements, borrowings, promissory 

notes, bonds, and credit lines, under which SPP is obligated, 

including principal and interest; 

ii. all payment obligations under equipment leases, financing 

leases, capital leases, real estate and office space leases, 

consulting contracts, and contracts for outsourced services; 

iii. any unfunded liabilities of any SPP employee pension funds, 

whether or not liquidated or demanded; and 

iv. the general and administrative overhead of SPP for a period of 

three (3) months. 

d.  Any costs, expenses or liabilities incurred by SPP directly due to the 

Termination, regardless of when incurred or payable, and including 

without limitation prepayment premiums or penalties arising under SPP 

Financial Obligations. 

e. Member’s share (computed in accordance with the Bylaws) of all interest 

that will become due for payment with respect to all interest bearing 

Financial Obligations after the Termination Date and until the maturity of 
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all Financial Obligations in accordance with their respective terms 

(“Future Interest”).  In the event that a Financial Obligation carries a 

variable interest rate, the interest rate in effect at the Termination Date 

shall be used to calculate the applicable Future Interest.  In determining 

the Member’s share of Future Interest, SPP shall take into account any 

reduction of Financial Obligations due to mitigation under this Section. 

 
The foregoing notwithstanding, the obligations and amounts under Section 

8.7.1(c) and (e) shall not be Existing Obligations with respect to the following 

classes of members: (w) alternative energy members (organizations that advocate 

for producers of alternative energy and that are not themselves market participants 

as defined in the SPP Tariff); (x) large retail customer members (non-residential 

end-use customers with individual or aggregated loads of 1 MW or more and that 

are not themselves market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff); (y) public 

interest members (public interest organizations such as consumer advocates, 

environmental groups or citizen participation groups, and that are not themselves 

market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff); and (z) small retail customer 

members (residential or other customers with individual or aggregated loads of 

less than 1 MW and that are not themselves market participants as defined in the 

SPP Tariff).  In its reasonable discretion and where a prospective or current 

member qualifies for more than one class, from time to time and upon a 

prospective or current member’s request, SPP shall designate the members which 

fall into the foregoing classes. 

 

8.7.2 Computation of a Member’s Existing Obligations 

For purposes of computing the Existing Obligations of any withdrawing or 

terminated Member in accordance with the Membership Agreement, such “Member’s share” is a 

percentage calculated as follows: 

A = 100 [0.25(1/N) + 0.75(B/C)] 

Where: 

A = Member’s share (expressed as a percentage) 
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N = Total number of Members, from which is subtracted the total 
number of Members which are: (w) alternative energy members 
(organizations that advocate for producers of alternative energy and that 
are not themselves market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff); (x) 
large retail customer members (non-residential end-use customers with 
individual or aggregated loads of 1 MW or more and that are not 
themselves market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff); (y) public 
interest members (public interest organizations such as consumer 
advocates, environmental groups or citizen participation groups, and that 
are not themselves market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff); and 
(z) small retail customer members (residential or other customers with 
individual or aggregated loads of less than 1 MW and that are not 
themselves market participants as defined in the SPP Tariff), as designated 
by SPP.  
 
B =  The Member's previous year Net Energy for Load within SPP 

C = Total of factor B for all Members 

The Finance Committee shall have the discretion to reduce the Existing Obligations of 

any withdrawing or terminated Member, to reflect any SPP costs or expenses that may be 

mitigated in connection with such Member’s withdrawal or termination. 
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11.0 EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRANSITION PROVISIONS 

These Bylaws shall become effective July 26, 2005 and remain in force thereafter as may 

be amended.  These Bylaws hereby cancel and supersede SPP Bylaws dated April 26, 2005; 

provided, that these Bylaws do not relieve any Member from any financial obligation incurred 

thereunder.  Binding obligations entered into by authority of Officers or the Board of Directors 

under these Bylaws are hereby assumed and confirmed as obligations of SPP under these 

Bylaws.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Deleted: July 27, 2004

Deleted: May 1, 2004
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Response of  
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

to 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Electric Reliability Organization 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
Comments due October 7, 2005 

 
 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) thanks the Commission for the opportunity to comment on 
this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) and state its intention to apply for Regional Entity 
(RE) status as part of the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) and thus continue to provide 
regional reliability services for its members.  SPP already fulfills the requirements set forth in the 
Energy Policy Act and this NOPR to be approved as an RE.  However, certain questions in the 
NOPR fail to value the unique position of SPP and its success as both a Commission approved 
Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) and its long standing success as a NERC Regional 
Reliability Council (RRC).   
 
SPP performs many important aspects of the NERC functional model services for the SPP bulk 
power system including, Interchange Authority, Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Service 
Provider, Transmission Planner, and Planning Authority.  These functions are subject to the 
NERC compliance program and will be subject to compliance with ERO reliability standards.  
Under the NOPR, enforcement of the ERO reliability standards is to be delegated to the RE. SPP 
has performed these functions with a level of excellence for many years to the full satisfaction of 
the membership, their regulators and the consumers served within SPP’s geographic footprint.  
The result of this rulemaking docket must allow and encourage SPP to continue performing these 
functions and allow SPP to build even greater strength onto this winning base. 
 
A few entities have questioned the ability of a combined RTO/RE to meet the requirements of 
independence in the compliance function of the RE as expressed in the Bilateral Electric 
Reliability Oversight Group principles.  The Edison Electric Institute supports a structure to 
ensure independence that would ultimately require two separate entities to perform these 
functions.   SPP, with its current organization, can continue to administer both its reliability and 
market operations with the independence and integrity it has demonstrated throughout its history. 
It is an absolute necessity the Commission’s rulemaking for the ERO advocate flexibility in 
organizational approaches and allows REs to align in the best way to bring ultimate benefits to 
their populations.  Given such flexibility, SPP expects to coordinate with the electrical providers 
and regulators in this area to assure maximized reliability in a fully open market environment 
built on optimized capacity and at least cost. 
 
In regard to Item 5 of the NOPR, Enforcement of Reliability Standards - Section 38.5, Question 
No. 71 (2); SPP already meets the separation need for the RE eligibility requirements through 
current separation of the compliance function from the other functions within the SPP 
organization. Moreover, NERC has oversight over the outcomes brought forth from the SPP 
compliance function.  If needed SPP has contemplated further separation of governance 
including assigning the RE function to a full representation stakeholder group within the SPP 
organization that could function as an RE Board. SPP believes the benefits gained from the 
single RTO/RE organization should not be forsaken to meet eligibility requirements for the RE.  
Separation of the compliance function from the operation function, as well as governance by an 
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independent Board, are appropriate alternatives to provide the equivalent independence and 
separation sought by the Commission.  
 
Background 
SPP has been a provider of reliability services since its members first organized to support 
military production needs associated with World War II in 1941.  In more recent years, the scope 
of SPP’s contribution to its eight state region has grown markedly.  Since 1997, SPP has been the 
reliability coordinator in the SPP region.  Since 1998, SPP has also administered an open access 
transmission tariff, originally devised under an initiative organized by its members.  Last year, 
the Commission recognized SPP as a Regional Transmission Organization.  SPP will introduce 
an imbalance energy market in May 2006.  Most recently, the Commission encouraged our 
organizational expansion as an Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT), effectively 
recognizing the efficacy of utilizing SPP’s core strengths to serve multiple purposes.   
 
When SPP was approved as an RTO, the Regional State Committee (RSC) for this eight state 
region also became an integral part of the organization.  In concert with the RSC, SPP has 
developed a unique cost allocation model and regional planning structure, both designed to 
encourage expansion of transmission capacity and ensure the region benefits from maximum 
reliability and optimized open market operations.  In addition, the RSC has encouraged SPP to 
explore providing IRP services for our footprint. SPP members and our RSC have endorsed 
managing reliability and market functions within one organization, believing this is the most 
efficient and effective way to address regional issues.  SPP has documented1 five value 
principles that are the foundation for its success.   

 
SPP Values and Principles  
 
a. Relationship based organization  
b. Member driven processes  
c. Independence through diversity of Organizational Group membership  
d. Recognition that reliability and economic/equity issues are inseparable  
e. Deliberate evolutionary, as opposed to revolutionary, implementation of new concepts  

 
Over the years, SPP has had many opportunities to examine the appropriateness for a Regional 
Reliability Council to expand into other functions such as operations, tariff administration and 
market operations.  Within these discussions, SPP members have addressed the very same issue 
about independence and separation of responsibilities each time.  Repeatedly, SPP members have 
found that separation was not necessary and the combined organization was most appropriate to 
maintain the reliability of the regional transmission system and provide additional valuable 
services for its members. 
 
More recently, SPP considered the role and responsibilities of the Regional Reliability Council 
(RRC) in light of SPP’s plan to become an RTO and market administrator. In April 2003, the 
SPP Strategic Planning Task Force (SPTF, later renamed to the Strategic Planning Committee 
(SPC)) recommended, and the SPP Board of Directors approved, that SPP should retain its RRC 
status. The SPTF stated:  
 

                                                 

 2
1 SPP 2003 Strategic Plan 
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“Because of the inextricable links between SPP’s Criteria and its current functions 
as a regional security coordinator and tariff administrator, and the additional links 
necessary with any market facilitation responsibilities, the SPTF recommends that 
SPP retain its own Regional Reliability Organization status… ”  

 
Value of the Combined Organization 
Recent experiences have reasserted the value of the combined organization for the region. SPP’s 
long history has strongly reinforced its commitment to the principle that reliability and 
economics are inseparable.  The first experience was an organizational issue.  For years, SPP had 
separate senior organizational groups staffed by members, one to address operations and 
reliability issues, the other tariff and market issues. Both organizational groups reported to the 
Board of Directors.  Again and again, the membership complained they had to staff two different 
processes and attend parallel meetings dealing with the same subjects, albeit from different 
perspectives.  SPP corrected the organizational deficiency, at the direction of its membership, by 
incorporating the two processes into one.  Today, a single, balanced, full-representation 
stakeholder committee reporting to the Board addresses market and reliability issues.  The expert 
participation we need from our member companies has continued at a superb level in response to 
this elimination of redundancy.  Two other examples re-emphasize the core values of the 
combined organization. 
 
The second experience supporting the benefits of housing the reliability and operations functions 
in the same organization is a lesson in coordination.  SPP was to implement its imbalance energy 
market in October 2005.  In the final months of preparation a review of coordinated protocols 
resulted in issues raised with the final market design by the working group charged with 
assessing the operations and reliability of the SPP system.  Following a review at the combined 
stakeholder committee and with the Board, the indisputable importance of reliability to the 
region was affirmed.  At a direct implementation cost of several million dollars, and tens of 
millions of dollars of projected opportunity savings across the footprint, the implementation was 
delayed for seven months while the software was re-written to address the concerns related to 
operations and reliability.  As costly as this delay in the market start up is, it would have been 
significantly more costly to the members had it required member participation and review among 
separate organizations, each seeking to impose their constructs on the other.  The membership, 
the customers, the communities and our states would have been ill served with the added delays 
and participation costs if such a dual process was required.   
 
Lastly, SPP determined it would be difficult to fully comply with new NERC planning standards. 
The membership quickly focused on the reliability requirement, agreed to a cost effective 
solution for the footprint, and also agreed to regionalize the cost of the corrective action.  With 
respect to requests for new service, the membership advanced the proposition that submissions 
be jointly studied; combining optimized cost effectiveness with reliability requirements under a 
cost sharing protocol.  Such cooperative efforts are clearly a product of the efficient management 
of market and reliability issues in the combined RTO/RRC structure.    
 
SPP members have also seen the efficiency of the combined organization from a financial 
perspective.  On a continuing basis, the organizational methods employed in SPP have resulted 
in a favorable cost structure and continued reliability than any RTO/ISO.  SPP’s total budget for 
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2005 is $55 million translating to a cost of $0.215 per MW-hr.2  It is important to note that SPP’s 
annual cost to members includes both RTO costs and regional reliability council dues. These 
costs also include NERC and FERC assessments. When alternative sources of income are 
deleted, the SPP administrative fees are $0.160 per MWH. The communities in the region, 
customers, the membership, the RSC and the Board are very cost conscious.  Separate 
organizations would not serve this purpose in the SPP region. 
 
It is important to note that SPP has upheld the need to maintain a reliable transmission system 
even in light of its expansion into other transmission related functions and services. The fear of a 
combined organization that may place a lower priority on reliability needs has not played out. 
SPP members through the SPP organization have performed exceptionally in coordinated 
multiple experiences that have forestalled loss of firm load or drastic other measures.  In 1999, 
when all other areas of the country were struggling with meeting their load to the point of 
leaning on the interconnection for load service, SPP members supported each other and other 
members for Reserve Sharing even as those reserves were exhausted.  
 
SPP has experienced many other successes serving as a combined organization:  

• When presented with a situation where the transmission system would not support the 
amount of firm transmission service granted, the SPP members were able to agree not 
just on the most cost effective solution, but actually shared in the cost of the solution.   

• SPP members have made multiple changes to reliability criteria that required the 
weighing of the cost of implementation with its associated reliability benefits.  These 
have resulted in innovative solutions to meet the requirements of the NERC standards.  
These solutions have proven to protect the reliability of the transmission system and 
enhance the capability of the members and customers to “do business”.   

• SPP members have agreed to business practices which enhance the administration of the 
tariff and protect the reliability of the transmission system.   

 
The success of SPP hinges on the ability of SPP members to participate in one discussion that 
seeks the best reliability for the region and at the least possible cost.  A number of SPP’s 
members are smaller entities. The inefficiencies created by operating as two organizations (and 
the inevitable third effort of resolving issues between them) would greatly limit their ability to 
fully participate in the organizations. A separation of these functions would add to the 
administrative and cost burden of all SPP stakeholders. 
 
With reliability challenging our operating priorities on an everyday basis, SPP has consistently 
re-committed to our tenet that reliability and economic/equity issues are inseparable. Now, on 
the threshold of implementing market operations, SPP continues to support a philosophy and 
practice of operating an RTO market and an ERO managed RE under a single organization, 
replete with safeguards for independent compliance administration in both sectors. 
 
Because of the single process to address reliability and operational issues in a combined 
RTO/RRC organization, SPP is able to open discussions to a wide variety of parties, large and 
small.  The ability for any large entity in the region to impede change has been thwarted due to 

 
2 Total budget of $55 million includes NERC assessments and FERC assessments.  Estimated billing units in 2005 
are 253,488,000 MW-hr; dividing achieves the $0.215 rate.  The administrative fee rate of $0.16/MWh is calculated 
by subtracting other revenues (i.e. schedule 12, system impact study, annual member fees, etc.) from the total budget 
to arrive at a net revenue requirement.   
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the single process.  Large entities have greater ability to expend manpower to attend multiple 
standards and regulatory forums and are more capable of  playing the needs of an operational 
entity against the needs of a reliability organization. Our experience is political power can be 
used to defeat operating improvements by obfuscating or delaying tactics.  With two separate 
organizations, one responsible for operations and one for reliability in one footprint, this ability 
to exercise political power is promoted.   
 
With the Energy Policy Act, Congress granted the Commission responsibility for both operations 
and reliability as they provide for the organizational authority necessary to provide the nation 
with reliable and inexpensive electricity.  SPP believes its responsibilities to the population in its 
region requires that same combined authority for both the RTO and the RE functions.  The 
independent governance structure of the SPP Board of Directors ensures that authorities over 
both areas are managed fairly. 
 
Independence Aspects of the Combined Organization 
SPP recognizes the concerns surrounding a combined RTO and RE organization. SPP 
stakeholders have a strong interest in the independence of SPP in administrating compliance and 
reliability standards to its members.  SPP supports the NERC reliability standards and the NERC 
Compliance and Enforcement program as the means to ensure the needed independence.  It also 
supports the formation of the ERO and the mandatory compliance and financial sanctions 
associated with non-compliance.   
 
It is important to note here too that SPP’s Compliance Monitoring staff performs no other job 
functions other than those related to the compliance and enforcement of reliability standards. 
These full time staff employees are not involved with the day to day activities of operating or 
planning the SPP system. The Compliance Monitoring staff at SPP reports directly to the 
independent Board of Directors (rather than to the CEO).  Three independent Directors 
comprising the Compliance Committee adjudicate the assessments of penalties to participants.  
SPP operating and tariff protocols are submitted by the various working groups to a broad and 
balanced stakeholder committee which has final authority to approve those protocols.  The 
OATT tariff language and reliability criteria are approved by the independent Board.  The 
compliance staff’s actions, which serve to ensure providers execute SPP policy, are then 
affirmed by the Compliance Committee, which is overseen by the entire Board.  Only the 
Compliance Committee can impose penalties and the Board reviews those.  SPP Board meetings 
are open meetings where all in attendance can voice concerns.  Any inadequacies regarding the 
compliance reviews and audits of the SPP operations and/or planning functions would be 
surfaced here. The state commissioners on the RSC, assure equity for all parties through 
attendance and active participation at the Board meetings.  SPP is structured to assure there is 
neither manipulation of the market nor the ability to re-prioritize approved reliability standards.   
 
How then is independence of the compliance function assured when SPP is under review for 
compliance as a system operator?  There is a completely separate process expected to monitor 
SPP as an operator.  The ERO is anticipated to reserve for itself both the monitoring and the 
assessment of penalties related to any compliance shortfall of SPP as an operating entity.  The 
SPP compliance staff would not participate in audit and review efforts of the SPP system 
operator.  To satisfy independence and transparency objectives, ERO auditing procedures are 
anticipated to measure the effectiveness of SPP staff and the level of equity managed by the SPP 
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Board of Directors.  By design, the SPP structure maximizes reliability and eliminates any 
conflict between reliability and daily operations. 
 
The SPP RSC have been vocal and the membership is nearly unanimous in supporting the 
commitment to managing the RTO and the ER in one organization.  This single organization is a 
very cost effective and superbly reliable way to make energy a strong asset in the economic 
development of the SPP region 
 
Conclusion 
SPP asks the Commission to provide a final rule on the ERO that allows for regional differences 
in the approach to providing reliability services as long as that approach meets the overall intent 
and goal of the ERO the Commission envisions. SPP can serve as an RTO to provide market and 
NERC functional model services and serve as the RE for its members so that the most efficient 
and cost effective solutions for the region can continue to be realized.  SPP asserts that the 
benefits and efficiencies of the combined organization be maintained and that the independence 
of the reliability compliance function is satisfactory for SPP to go forward with mandatory 
reliability standards with monetary penalties.   
 
 
Specific Responses to Sections of the NOPR 
 
3. ERO Certification – Sec 38.3 
 

40. Section 38.3(b)(2) provides that the applicant must document that it has established rules that assure its 
independence of the users, owners and operators of the Bulk-Power System while assuring stakeholder 
representation in the selection of its directors and balanced decisionmaking in any ERO committee or 
subordinate organizational structure. Pursuant to section 215(c)(2)(B) of the FPA, section 38.3(b)(2)also 
provides that such ERO rules allocate equitably reasonable dues, fees and charges among end users for all 
activities under this new reliability regulation. Section 38.3(b)(2)further provides that such ERO rules are 
to be fair and impartial procedures for enforcement of Reliability Standards through the imposition of 
penalties, including limitations on activities, functions or operations, or other appropriate sanctions.  

 
SPP is unique in its governance structure.  It is the only NERC RRC that is governed by an 
independent Board of Directors.  As is required in the SPP Bylaws, the Directors must divest 
themselves of any financial interest from a SPP member or market participant.  SPP members 
ratify nominations for the Board. In addition, SPP’s Bylaws require that every SPP Staff member 
execute the SPP Standards of Conduct upon employment and annually thereafter (Attach as 
Appendix A - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Bylaws, Section 3.11 Staff Independence and Support, 
filed to comply with order of the FERC, Docket Nos. RT4-1-002 and ER04-48-002, issued July 
2, 2004.). All SPP employees are prohibited from involvement in the sale of electricity except for 
any provisions that would be under the SPP OATT. In addition, employees are prohibited from 
disclosing customer information and transmission information to third parties. Standards of 
Conduct Item 7.3 states, “SPP employees shall not put themselves in a position in which their 
personal interest might conflict with SPP's ability to administer the SPP Transmission Tariff or 
to perform its other obligations on a fair and impartial basis”. This is critical to SPP’s operation 
not only as an RRC and RC, but as an RTO as well. During the SPP application for RTO status, 
FERC opined that the SPP procedures meet their requirements for independence.  SPP’s Director 
of Compliance, who reports directly to the SPP independent Board of Directors, evaluates SPP 
adherence to NERC standards through the NERC Compliance and Enforcement Program. The 
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Program includes a multi-party review team in which the Director participates for all SPP 
member entity, or “external” reviews. Since SPP itself may be reviewed for compliance,  the 
Director (and/or SPP compliance staff) may be excused from participation in any review teams 
evaluating SPP (an “internal review”) adherence to NERC standards as a further measure to 
ensure independence.  
 
Since SPP also operates the Bulk-Power System, the operations staff must be independent of the 
RE functions. These RE functions are primarily the monitoring and enforcement of reliability 
standards.  As noted earlier, the SPP compliance staff do not perform any functions other than 
reliability standards compliance and enforcement. The RE function may also include the 
development of any region specific reliability standards.  SPP’s organizational charts show the 
separation of reporting responsibilities that ensure the compliance staff cannot be influenced by 
the operations staff. SPP can also provide sections of the SPP Bylaws that preclude SPP staff 
from implementing any region specific reliability requirements without the full review and 
approval of its members. 
 
4. Approval of Reliability Standards - Section 38.4 
 

48. Proposed Section 38.4(b)(3) provides that the Commission will not defer to the  
ERO or a Regional Entity with respect to the effect of a Reliability Standard or  
modification to a Reliability Standard on competition. How should the Commission  
define “competition” in this context? Commenters are asked to provide examples  
regarding the effect of a Reliability Standard on competition. 

 
SPP believes reliability issues and market issues are inseparable, meaning every aspect of 
reliability has a market consequence and every aspect of the market has a reliability 
consequence. Therefore, the Commission should define “competition” as a business environment 
in which more than one supplier can potentially serve a market with like products and services 
and the customer has the ability to choose the supplier that best serves its needs.  This does not 
necessarily require a formalized market structure or the existence of market-based pricing 
mechanisms for energy or transportation.  An example of a reliability requirement impacting 
competition is the present NERC TLR process.  As has been shown by other RTOs there are a 
number of market based solutions to relieve congestion but each has different results in 
reliability and market outcomes. 
 
A key benefit to the combined RTO and RE is the ability for members to address both market 
needs and reliability needs within the same organization and standards development process.  
Although the Commission should not defer to the ERO on standards that impact competition, we 
believe the Commission should take into consideration the degree of stakeholder input and 
debate put into reliability requirements that have been developed in a process where both 
reliability and market needs have been considered.  The SPP Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee must approve all operating criteria and market rules. This committee is comprised of 
a representative from each member entity of SPP, each having a vote on issues before it. It is a 
full-representation stakeholder committee where members can debate the needs of both market 
and reliability operations. The working group charged with overseeing the reliable operations of 
SPP reports to the MOPC thus giving a wide-body of the membership to have a voice in the 
performance of SPP operations. As further assurance to the SPP members that reliability 
standards are not intended to favor one group of participants over another, all SPP operating 
criteria require review and approval by SPP’s independent Board of Directors.   
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56. We note that the bilateral principles specify that membership in the ERO should  
not be a condition for participation in the ERO’s reliability development process. We  
seek comments on whether membership in the ERO or a Regional Entity should not be a  
condition for participation in the ERO’s or a Regional Entity’s standards development  
processes. 

 
SPP meetings are open and can be attended by any interested party.  All participants are provided 
an opportunity to review and comment on any proposed SPP standard.  The SPP Bylaws do 
require that only members of SPP can vote on final proposed actions.  This is consistent with the 
ANSI-accredited NERC Reliability Standards Process. 
 
5. Enforcement of Reliability Standards- Section 38.5 
 

71. With the above discussion in mind, the Commission invites public comment on  
the following questions regarding penalties or sanctions for violations of reliability rules:  
 

1) What is the appropriate appeals process, if any, of an ERO or Regional Entity decision to impose 
a penalty? Would it be appropriate for the ERO or a Regional Entity with delegated enforcement 
authority to adopt enforcement, penalty and appeals processes similar to the SRO processes 
discussed above? Should appeals within the ERO be allowed before appeal to the Commission; 
should appeal of a penalty imposed by a Regional Entity be taken through the Regional Entity 
itself, with further appeal to the Commission; or should the appeal be through the ERO in the first 
instance, then to the Commission?  

 
SPP believes that aggrieved parties should first appeal any disputed RE findings within 
an established RE appeals process.  The ERO Delegation Agreements should provide any 
appeals mechanisms necessary for further appeals to the NERC independent Board.  
FERC should be the final backstop for all disputes that cannot be resolved in each of 
these processes. 
 

2) The Commission notes that the bilateral principles provide that RTOs and ISOs should not 
become Regional Entities, and that the Regional Entities should be distinct from the operators of 
the system, such as RTOs and ISOs. Should the proposed rule mandate this? What are the 
enforcement implications of an RTO or ISO that is a Regional Entity? Are there ways for an RTO 
or ISO to adequately separate its enforcement function from its ownership, use or operation of the 
Bulk-Power System to fully ensure the independence of the enforcement unit? What process should 
such an enforcement unit follow to insulate itself from its RTO or ISO organization so that it may 
undertake any enforcement actions that become necessary against the RTO or ISO? How would 
this comport with the requirements of section 215 of the FPA?  

 
The ERO proposed rule should not mandate the bilateral principle that RTOs and ISOs 
should not become Regional Entities.  If such a mandate exists, SPP members will face 
irreparable harm by having to pay a third party to provide RE services and expend 
manpower and finances to participate in a separate entity/organization to address regional 
reliability standards.  
 
SPP believes that the bilateral principle is likely drawn from concerns that an RTO is not 
independent enough to perform the compliance and enforcement of reliability standards 
as its operations staff are subject to compliance with those same standards. SPP members 
too, are concerned about the independence of the reliability compliance activities from 
market and RTO operations.  To address this concern, in April 2005 the SPP Board of 
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Directors approved an organization change to separate the staff of the SPP reliability 
compliance function from the President and CEO of SPP.  The reliability compliance 
director and staff now report directly to the independent SPP Board of Directors.  SPP 
believes that this ensures to all parties that the monitoring and compliance of reliability 
standards will not be inappropriately influenced by either operations or market needs.   
 

6. Enforcement of Commission Rules and Orders – Section 38.6 
 

78. Section 215(e)(5) of the FPA provides that, “[t]he Commission may take such action as is necessary or 
appropriate against the ERO or a Regional Entity to ensure compliance with a Reliability Standard or any 
Commission order affecting the ERO or Regional Entity.” Since the ERO and Regional Entity provisions of 
the Electricity Modernization Act of 2005 are modeled on the SRO provisions of the securities law, and 
under those provisions, the Securities and Exchange Commission can impose monetary and nonmonetary 
penalties on SRO board members, should the Commission adopt the same approach with respect to the 
board members of the ERO and Regional Entities? 
 

As is required in the SPP Bylaws, the independent Directors must divest themselves of any 
financial interest from any SPP member or market participant.  Therefore, any concerns 
regarding the use of inside information by the Directors to their financial advantage are moot.  
The Commission need not act on this concern if the Board members meet the independence 
criteria. 
 
7. Delegation of Certain Electric Reliability Organization Authority to Regional Entities - 
Section 38.7 
 

83. Paragraph (e) provides that, if an entity seeking to enter into a delegation agreement is unable within 
180 days after proposing a delegation agreement to the ERO  
to reach an agreement with the ERO, and it can demonstrate that continued negotiations  
with the ERO would not likely result in a delegation agreement within a reasonable  
amount of time, such entity may request that the Commission assign the ERO’s authority to enforce 
Reliability Standards within a region to such entity. Paragraph (f) requires that an approved Regional 
Entity shall periodically submit to the Commission an application to be re-approved as a Regional Entity. 

SPP endorses such Commission action to allow the ERO to enforce its ANSI approved reliability 
standards.  There are regional reliability requirements, although reviewed and approved by the 
ERO, which may be excluded from the ERO enforcement activity and the RE should be allowed 
to continue to monitor and enforce those. 
 

84. In addition to seeking comments on the rules relating to the delegation of ERO  
authority to Regional Entities discussed above, the Commission seeks comment on the  
following related issues:  
 

(1) Should the Commission prescribe a size, scope, or configuration requirement for the Regional 
Entities? And, if so, what should it be?  
 

Since SPP believes that reliability issues and economic issues are inextricably linked and are 
most efficiently addressed and managed together, it is important for both the market and for 
regional reliability that the RE configuration complement the market configuration. This does 
not preclude an RE from encompassing more than one RTO or market area, but a market area 
should not be separated by more than one RE. 
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(2) What is the role of the Regional Entities in relationship to the ERO? 
 
(3) Beyond enforcement and the proposal of Reliability Standards to the ERO, what, if any, 
additional authority should the Regional Entities be given? 
 
(4) Should the ERO be required to submit a standardized form of delegation agreement 
concurrently with the ERO application that would delineate a uniform relationship between the 
ERO and all Regional Entities or should delegation agreements be tailored to the individual needs 
and circumstances of each region and the ERO and submitted for approval as they are executed 
by the parties? 
 

Since there are various configurations and scope of activities of the entities applying for RE 
status, each RE must be able to develop a delegation agreement suitable to its structure.  For 
example, since SPP also serves as the RTO to its members, there may be some requirements in 
the agreement with the ERO concerning the independence of the SPP RTO compliance audits.  
Such requirements would not be applicable for an RE that is not an RTO. The RE requirements 
specified in the final order should allow for flexibility when those differences do not jeopardize 
the objective of the ERO, which the Commission identifies is to “…promote(s) effective and 
efficient administration of Bulk-Power System reliability.”  

 
(11) Section 215(e)(4) of the FPA and proposed regulation section 38.7(c)(3) require that the 
ERO, when filing a delegation agreement, include a statement demonstrating that the agreement 
promotes effective and efficient administration of Bulk-Power System reliability. What standards, 
guidelines, measures or criteria should the Commission apply in determining whether a 
delegation agreement promotes effective and efficient administration of Bulk-Power System 
reliability? If the primary function of a Regional Entity is enforcement of Reliability Standards, in 
what ways will Regional Entities bring effective and efficient administration in the enforcement 
function? 
 

SPP filed a delegation document at FERC in its RTO compliance order.  The SPP Membership 
Agreement Attachment A outlines the functional responsibilities of SPP and its members.  SPP 
believes this document provides adequate information to the Commission for this purpose.  
NERC is also presently developing guidelines for a “Regional Reliability Plan” that each 
Regional Reliability Council will be required to complete and have on file at NERC to explain 
the functional responsibilities and authorities of entities. The Regional Reliability Plan will 
provide a “map” for the ERO and RE to assess whether all aspects of the NERC functional 
model are adequately provided for in the region.  The Plan also specifies which entity has what 
authority to take corrective actions to maintain system reliability.  SPP supports such a document 
becoming a part of the Delegation Agreement to ensure the RE has full compliance and 
enforcement authority over all responsible entities. 
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The ISO/RTO Council (“IRC”)1 respectfully submits its comments on the 

regulations proposed by the Commission to implement section 215 of the Federal Power 

Act (“FPA”), as added by the Electricity Modernization Act of 2005, concerning 

mandatory reliability standards.   

                                                 
1  The nine functioning Independent System Operators (“ISOs”) and Regional 
Transmission Organization (“RTOs”) in North America formed the IRC in April 2003. 
The IRC’s mission is to work collaboratively to develop effective processes, tools and 
standard methods for improving competitive electricity markets across North America.  
In fulfilling this mission, it is the IRC’s goal to provide a perspective that balances 
reliability standards with market practices so that each complements the other.  The IRC 
is comprised of the Alberta Electric System Operator (“AESO”), California Independent 
System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”), the Independent Electricity System Operator 
of Ontario (“IESO”), ISO New England, Inc. (“ISO-NE”), Midwest Independent 
Transmission System Operator, Inc. (Midwest ISO”), New York Independent System 
Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”), PJM Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”), the Electric Reliability 
Council of Texas (“ERCOT”), and the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”).  The AESO and 
IESO are not subject to this Commission’s jurisdiction.  While the AESO and IESO 
concur with these joint comments of the ISO/RTO Council, this concurrence should not 
be construed as agreement or acknowledgement that their organizations are subject to this 
Commission’s jurisdiction.  ERCOT is submitting separate comments under this docket 
and has elected not to be a signatory to these joint comments of the ISO/RTO Council. 
 
 Certain of the members of the IRC may submit individual comments as well 
addressing additional issues specific to their respective regions.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The IRC supports the development of clear and enforceable international 

reliability standards.  The lack of clear standards in the past has helped contribute to 

concerns with enforceability, and consistency among regions.  Moreover, a lack of 

clearly defined roles between the electric reliability organization (“ERO”), regional 

entities, RTOs/ISOs, and other control area operators can only work to further confuse an 

already crowded playing field.  The IRC’s comments will help the Commission ensure 

clearly defined roles for all entities charged with ensuring reliability as well as provide an 

analytical tool for resolving the tension in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“NOPR”) 

concerning issues associated with North American vs. regional standards and the 

interplay between approved tariff provisions and new reliability standards. 

The key to assuring a workable regime for managing the reliability of the North 

American bulk power system lies in certain key principles:  

1. Ensure Clear, Internationally Applicable Standards---To ensure that 

reliability standards are truly international in scope and capable of enforcement across 

three countries, they should clearly reflect the “what” not the “how” of reliability. In 

short, the ERO’s role should be to promulgate standards and impose appropriate 

sanctions for violations.  Implementation of the standards should be left to control area 

operators and system planners, including RTOs and ISOs, in accordance with their 

approved tariffs and detailed operating procedures.   

2. Develop Non-Discriminatory Standards Adaptable to All Regions---Clear 

North American standards also should be neutral in their impact on areas with organized 

markets and areas without such markets.  If standards are neutral in their market impact, 
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and do not attempt to mandate the manner of implementation, then concerns about 

regional standard-setting, and how to ensure consistency, will largely disappear. 

3. Clearly Define Roles by Differentiating between the ERO’s or Regional 

Entities’ Promulgation vs. System Operators/Planners’ Implementation of Standards 

Pursuant to Tariffs---The Commission also should ensure that roles are clearly defined 

to avoid creating confusing and potentially overlapping layers of regulation.  The ERO’s 

and regional entities’ role should be to promulgate clear standards and administer 

consistent sanctions for violations of the standards.  The RTO’s and ISO’s role is to 

implement2 the standards in accordance with their approved tariffs and operating 

procedures.3  RTO and ISO implementation of such standards takes into due 

consideration the specific characteristics of the bulk power system subject to their 

operation, the unique issues requiring coordination with abutting areas of the bulk power 

system (whether in Canada, the United States or Mexico), and the advice of affected 

stakeholders through the RTOs’ and ISOs’ inclusive processes.  This proposed 

delineation of roles is comparable to the appropriate division of responsibilities today 

                                                 
2  An analogy may be appropriate here. Legislatures set speed limits, and police 

departments and courts enforce those speed limits.  However, the actual details of 
driving (e.g., whether or not one uses “cruise control” to drive on an interstate 
highway) are left to vehicle operators.  By the same token, the ISOs/RTOs and 
other control area operators are the vehicle operators who must operate within 
those parameters.  

 
3  FPA section 215 clearly envisions an important implementation role for ISOs and 

RTOs, as it provides a special procedure to resolve conflicts between reliability 
standards and any ISO/RTO function, rule, or tariff provisions, affirming that 
such function, rule, or tariff provision must remain in place until the Commission 
finds that a conflict exists and that it should be resolved by a change to such 
RTO/ISO provision, rather than by a change to the standard.  See FPA section 
215(d)(6).  
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among the North American Electric Reliability Council (“NERC”), the regional 

reliability councils (or their delegates) (“RRCs”), and the ISO/RTOs, as follows: 

 

 CURRENT DIVISION OF RELIABILITY REPONSIBILITIES 
 

NERC (What) RRC RTO/ISO (HOW) 
·          Develops consensus 

standards for all of 
North America 

·          Delegates to RRC 
the responsibility and 
authority for monitoring 
Compliance to the 
NERC standards 

·          Delegates to the 
RRC the responsibility 
and authority for 
enforcing the penalties 
and sanctions for non-
compliance to NERC 
standards 

·          Conducts audits of 
its Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission Operators, 
and Reliability 
Coordinators to ensure 
that they have the 
necessary tools to be 
compliant with the 
NERC standards 

·          Monitors its entities 
for compliance with 
standards 

·          Enforces the 
penalties and sanctions on 
entities within its area for 
non-compliance 
⋅          Develops regional 

input to standards and 
policies 

·          Implements 
practices, rules, markets, 
and procedures to 
ensure compliance with 
the standards 

·          Enforces its own 
rules and implements 
penalties or sanctions 
(such as non-market 
participation) when its 
members to not follow 
the RTO/ISO rules 

  
4. Provide Definitive Criteria for Determining Whether a Standard Is Just 

and Reasonable ---The Commission should set forth clear criteria as to how it will judge 

the justness and reasonableness of a proposed standard. The IRC sets forth eight specific 

criteria (at pages [13-14] of these comments) that the Commission should review in 

applying the just and reasonable standard.   
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5. Where Justified, Individual Regions Should Be Authorized to Have 

Reliability Rules that Are More Stringent than, but Consistent with, ERO Standards.  

Finally, the Commission should not interpret the Electricity Modernization Act as 

requiring it to prohibit individual regions from having rules that are more stringent than, 

but also consistent with, ERO standards.  To do so would be to construe the Act, which 

was intended to enhance reliability, as forcing some regions to have weaker standards 

than they do today.  Conversely, it would be no solution to require, in the name of 

standardization, that all regions must adopt more rigorous requirements that were 

designed for some other regions, whether or not those stricter standards are needed in all 

regions.   

Accordingly, where clearly justified to support specific, identifiable regional 

needs, regional standards (including more stringent standards) should be allowed.  But 

regional standards should not become a ready substitute for properly formulated 

international standards. 

II. Comments on Specific Provisions 

B. Section 38.3 – How Should the Commission Define “End-Users” for 
Purposes of the Statutory Requirement that The ERO Must Establish 
Rules that “Allocate Equitably” its Charges “Among End-Users?” 
NOPR at P 43. 

 

The IRC supports use of net energy for load as the appropriate measure for 

allocating the costs of the ERO.  Loads are the ultimate beneficiaries of system reliability, 

and therefore are properly allocated the costs of the reliability organization.  Moreover, 

load should be assessed for purposes of the statute whether that load is in a bundled state 

rather than an unbundled state, or in a traditional vertically integrated utility service 
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territory rather than an ISO/RTO region.  Congress provided the Commission with 

authority over “all users . . .  of the bulk-power system.”  FPA section 215(b)(1).  

Exempting some bundled loads based on location would impose a disproportionate share 

of ERO costs on ISO/RTO regions, and thus effectively penalize entities that choose to 

participate in ISOs/RTOs.   

This concern stems from the ISO/RTOs’ experience with the Commission’s 

existing rules for allocating the annual fees that fund its regulatory programs under Order 

No. 641.4  Under this regime, market participants in ISO/RTO regions pay higher 

assessments than those in non-ISO/RTO regions.  In Order No. 641, the Commission 

eliminated the requirement that wholesale market sales be subject to the annual charges; 

instead, Order No. 641 mandated that electric program costs be allocated entirely on the 

basis of reported transmission service volumes.  The Commission concluded that nearly 

all retail sales within ISO/RTO regions would be reflected in the unbundled transmission 

volumes reported.  Meanwhile, only unbundled retail sales would count in the formula 

for loads outside of ISO/RTO regions.  In the IRC’s view, this rule meant that ISO/RTO 

members subject to the annual electric program charges would be allocated a 

disproportionate share of the costs.  The Commission here has an opportunity to develop 

a funding mechanism that fairly and rationally allocates costs among all affected entities, 

and the IRC urges it to do so in the final rule. 

Moreover, transmission facility owners and operators should not be allocated a 

share of ERO costs, except to the extent they also act as load-serving entities.  Facilities 

                                                 
4  Revision of Annual Charges Assessed to Public Utilities, Order No. 641, 1996-

2000 FERC Stats. & Regs., Regs. Preambles ¶ 31,109 (2000), reh’g denied, Order 
No. 641-A, 94 FERC ¶ 61,290 (2001). 
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do not exist for their own right, but to serve loads.  If transmission owners and operators 

were to also be assessed, end users could face paying twice for the reliability functions of 

the ERO and the regional entities—once through charges assessed against an RTO/ISO, 

an ITC, or the transmission function of a vertically integrated company, and a second 

time through an assessment against their load serving entity.  To avoid this potential 

double count, end users should be assessed through their load serving entity.  This would 

not preclude, however, an ISO or RTO acting as a billing agent for ERO charges, to take 

advantage of existing settlement systems.  Such settlement logistics should be left to the 

involved parties to arrange as appropriate. 

C. Section 38.4 – Approval of Reliability Standards 

1. Deference to Regional Standards  
 

FPA section 215(d)(2) provides that the Commission is to give “due weight” to 

the technical expertise of the ERO with respect to the content of North American 

reliability standards, and to the technical expertise of a regional entity formed on an 

interconnection-wide basis as to the content of reliability standards applicable within that 

interconnection.5  Section 215(d)(3) provides that the ERO shall rebuttably presume that 

a reliability standard proposal from a regional entity formed on an interconnection-wide 

basis is just, reasonable, not unduly discriminatory or preferential, and in the public 

interest.  The statute is silent on the deference to be afforded regional entities that 

comprise less than an entire interconnection.  Moreover, the statute does not require the 

Commission, in its review of a reliability standard, to afford either the ERO or a regional 

                                                 
5  As discussed in the following section of these Comments, the statute provides that 

the Commission “shall not defer” with respect to a reliability standard’s effect on 
competition. 
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entity formed on an interconnection-wide basis the benefit of any presumption that a 

proposed reliability standard meets the statutory standards. 

The Commission must be careful that its implementation of these provisions 

promotes strong and clear  reliability standards for the North American power grid, and 

does not lead to balkanization of that grid on reliability matters.  The ERO’s clear 

continent-wide reliability standards should be both strong and broad—designed in the 

first place with awareness of such regional implementation issues as local grid 

topography and reliance on organized markets.  Regional variances in standards can then 

be targeted to legitimate regional needs, leaving any further regional or local concerns to 

be addressed through implementation, and thus not end up swallowing Congress’ overall 

intent that there be a single international electric reliability organization promulgating 

reliability standards.  Neither the Commission nor the ERO should “over-read” the 

rebuttable presumption language (which is only an evidentiary procedure) as carte 

blanche for creating a vastly different system of standards development and regulatory 

oversight between the western and eastern interconnections.  The Commission also 

should make clear that it will respect the technical expertise of a regional entity organized 

on less than an interconnection-wide basis6 and the fact that some such regions may need 

to have more stringent reliability rules.   

                                                 
6  The existing regional reliability councils, whether or not formed on an 

interconnection-wide basis, have considerable expertise in the specific 
characteristics of the portions of the bulk power system in their regions; and with 
coordinating how operations in their region impact other operators in such region, 
or impact other regions in the relevant interconnection.  For example, the existing 
regional reliability councils in the Eastern Interconnection often comprise tightly 
interconnected regions–sometimes across national borders–and therefore offer a 
deep repository of knowledge on the operation, planning, and coordination of 
those regions.  The existing regional reliability councils also provide valuable 
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As explained below, however, the Commission appears to have started off on the 

wrong foot on this topic by over-reading Congress’s intent both as to the deference 

required for the regional entity in part of the country and the deference due to regional 

entities in other parts of the country. 

a. The Commission Should Correct any Misimpression that a 
Rebuttable Presumption Applies to the Commission’s 
Review of Interconnection-Wide Regional Entity 
Reliability Standards. 

 
The NOPR (at P 45) mischaracterizes the statute as attaching a rebuttable 

presumption to proposals by an interconnection-wide regional entity.  Rather, by design 

the statute provides only that the ERO is to afford such a presumption in its consideration 

of proposals from such an entity.  No such presumption is provided for the Commission’s 

consideration of such proposals.  Accordingly, the IRC requests that the Commission 

make clear that it will not adopt a rebuttable presumption in favor of such proposals in its 

review proceedings. 

b. The Commission Should Clarify How the Rebuttable 
Presumption Applies in the ERO’s Review of  
Interconnection-Wide Regional Entity Reliability Standards  

 
The Commission also should make clear that the rebuttable presumption to be 

afforded by the ERO is an evidentiary presumption, not a requirement to merely accept 

any proposal.  Given the importance of reliability, the ERO cannot be a passive recipient 

of proposed reliability standards.  Just as the Commission’s staff still investigates the 

facts and develops evidence in cases where the applicant enjoys a rebuttable presumption 

                                                                                                                                                 
assistance to RTOs and ISOs as they work with their stakeholders to implement 
North American-wide reliability standards, by advising and ensuring that 
implementation measures adopted by individual system operators do not 
inadvertently impact other operators of the bulk power system. 
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on a given issue, the staff of the North American ERO still should have a duty to collect 

or develop information on the advantages and disadvantages of proposals from an 

interconnection-wide regional entity.  In carrying out this duty, the ERO should comply 

with basic due process requirements, such as public notice and a reasonable opportunity 

to be heard.7  Following such due diligence, however, if no information rebutting the 

presumption is presented, then the ERO would accept the standard. 

c. The Commission Should Clarify the “Due Weight” It Will 
Afford ERO and Interconnection-Wide Regional Entity 
Reliability Standards; and Acknowledge that It will Afford 
Appropriate Weight to Standards Proposed by Regional 
Entities Organized on Less than an Interconnection-Wide 
Basis. 

 
At the Commission level, the statute provides only that the Commission is to give 

“due weight” to the technical expertise of the ERO or an interconnection-wide regional 

entity.  The statute does not prescribe what amount of weight is “due.”  Congress 

provided similar direction to the Commission in 1986 amendments to the FPA8 to give 

due weight to the recommendations, expertise, and statutory responsibilities of resource 

agencies in its consideration of hydroelectric applications; however, it is recognized that 

the Commission nonetheless may conclude that such recommendations are inconsistent 

with the FPA and decline to adopt such recommendations, providing only a statement of 

                                                 
7  In addition to adopting guidelines to assure such due process, the Commission 

also should pay close attention to the efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability 
of the proposed ERO’s reliability standard development and review process. 

 
8  Electric Consumers Protection Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-495, §3(c). 
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reasons for such action.  See FPA section 10(j)(2), 16 U.S.C. § 803(j)(2).  In fact, the 

Commission often declines to adopt such recommendations.9   

Conversely, the Commission may afford due weight to technical expertise even 

absent such Congressional guidance, and it particularly has done so in the area of 

operations and reliability.  For example, the Commission “afforded considerable weight 

to the expertise of the pipeline” when evaluating the operational mechanisms proposed 

for providing restructured services under Order No. 636.10  More broadly, the 

Commission has discretion to determine the probative weight of expert testimony in the 

record of its proceedings,11 and will give it “such weight as the trier of fact thinks it 

deserves.”12 

Therefore, the final rule should make clear the limits on the “due weight” it will 

afford proposals by the ERO or interconnection-wide reliability entities.  Equally 

important, the Commission should disavow any suggestion in the NOPR (e.g., at P 46) 

that it will afford no (or lesser) weight to the expertise of regional entities that comprise 

less than an interconnection.  The regional entities under development that comprise one 

                                                 
9  See, e.g., Black River Limited Partnership, 97 FERC ¶ 62,194, at 64,298 (2001);  

Cameron Gas & Electric Co., 96 FERC ¶ 62,182, at 64,356-57 (2001); Consumers 
Energy Co., 95 FERC ¶ 62,246, at 64,369-70 (2001). 

 
10  Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co., 81 FERC ¶ 61,013, at 61,084 (1997); Texas 

Eastern Transmission Corp., 63 FERC ¶ 61,100, at 61,472 (1993).  
 
11  Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Co., 68 FERC ¶ 61,357, at 62,432 (1994), 

citing Market St. Ry. Co. v. Railroad Comm. Of the State of Calif., 324 U.S. 548. 
560 (1945). 

 
12  Kansas Gas & Electric Co., 7 FERC ¶ 63,051, at 65,253 (1979), citing Duke 

Laboratories, Inc. v. U.S., 222 F.Supp 400 (D.Conn. 1963), aff’d 337 F.2d 280 
(2d Cir. 1964). 
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or more of the existing regional reliability councils will draw on the invaluable 

experience and resources of those councils on reliability matters.13  The Commission 

should acknowledge that it will afford the views and proposals of such entities the weight 

they are due, taking into account their collective experience, as well as the value added 

by their stakeholder procedures and governance. 

If the Commission does not provide strong guidance on this issue, there is a great 

risk that the process could lead to divergent standards in the western interconnection 

(which is served by the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”)) and 

eastern interconnection (which has been served for many decades by multiple regional 

reliability councils).  The Commission should make clear its expectation that the ERO 

will not become a mere pass-through for reliability standards proposed in the west, and 

devote its time and attention solely to standards proposed for the east.14 

The Commission can best avoid this undesirable outcome by emphasizing in the 

final rule that the ERO should promulgate strong and clear North American  reliability 

standards that are broad enough to protect reliability in both the east and the west, and in 

areas with or without organized markets.  By ensuring that the ERO standards 

appropriately focus on the “what” and not the “how” associated with implementation, the 

Commission can greatly reduce the impetus behind regional variations in reliability 

standards.  In the main, all regions would adhere to common North American reliability 
                                                 
13  As explained above (in footnote [6]), the existing regional reliability councils 

have considerable expertise concerning the bulk power system in their regions, to 
which appropriate deference is due. 

 
14  The Commission may appropriately consider a more deferential approach to the 

Texas Regional Entity. However, the Commission should do this in recognition 
that the entity is subject to the complete oversight at both the wholesale and retail 
level by the Texas Public Utilities Commission, rather than solely on the basis 
that the entity is organized on an interconnection-wide basis.  

Deleted: ’s

Deleted: role in 

Deleted: ing

Deleted: national

Deleted: national 

Deleted: T

Deleted: in the specific characteristics 
of the portions of

Deleted: ; and with coordinating how 
operations in their region impact other 
operators in such region, or impact other 
regions in the relevant interconnection.  
For example, the existing regional 
reliability councils in the Eastern 
Interconnection often comprise tightly 
interconnected regions–sometimes across 
national borders–and therefore offer a 
deep repository of knowledge on the 
operation, planning, and coordination of 
those regions.  The existing regional 
reliability councils also provide valuable 
assistance to RTOs and ISOs as they 
work with their stakeholders to 
implement North American-wide 
reliability standards, by advising and 
ensuring that implementation measures 
adopted by individual system operators 
do not inadvertently impact other 
operators of the bulk power system



 13

standards, accommodating their differing regional practices and concerns (particularly 

with respect to operation of markets) through their implementation of practices designed 

to satisfy such standards.   

To the extent, however,  that the ERO standards fail to address a unique situation 

requiring more stringent rules,  regional entities would be allowed to implement such 

rules as supplements to the national standards, not as deviations from them.   These 

additional region-specific requirements would only take effect after they were filed by the 

ERO and approved by the Commission.   As with proposed standards from the West, the 

ERO would not merely act as a pass-through of regional rules.  With these checks and 

balances, regional standards should become the exception, rather than the norm; the ERO 

will promulgate appropriate and meaningful standards for broad international application, 

and not simply “least common denominator” standards. 

2. Definition, and Examples, of “Competition” for Purposes of the 
Statutory Requirement that the Commission “Shall Not Defer” to 
the ERO or a Regional Entity “With Respect to the Effect of a 
Standard on Competition.”  NOPR at P 48. 

 
Broadly speaking, a reliability standard can adversely affect competition if it 

creates an undue preference for one market participant (or one class of market 

participants) at the expense of another or drives an outcome that eliminates the ability of 

the market to respond with market-oriented solutions that meet reliability needs.  As 

noted below, the standards development process should consider whether the standard is 

in fact market neutral and capable of being implemented both in market and non-market 

areas with non-discriminatory results.  

Reliability requirements necessarily define the field within which market players 

compete, but must not unreasonably tilt that field in favor of some players.  Some 
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differences are unavoidable; for example, a generation operating parameter will not affect 

a transmission owner the same way it affects a generation owner.  But if market 

participants are affected differently in ways that are not needed to preserve reliability, or 

if alternatives are identified that mitigate market participant impacts without adversely 

affecting reliability, then the proposed standard has an “effect  . . . on competition.  

Whenever such unwarranted differential impacts are alleged, the statute requires that the 

Commission “shall not defer” to the ERO (or regional entity) and instead must evaluate 

such impacts de novo. 

Moreover, at a minimum, impact on competition includes any impact on an 

RTO’s market rules.  Any effect on market rules, even short of an outright conflict, is by 

definition an impact on competition which the Commission should review de novo.   

Therefore, the Commission should make clear that it shall not defer to the ERO or 

a regional entity on any question of whether a proposed standard creates an undue 

preference for one market participant (or one class of market participants) at the expense 

of another.  Similarly, the Commission should confirm that it shall not defer on any 

question of the impact of a standard on tariffed market rules or the significance of that 

impact to the effective functioning of the wholesale market. 

3. How Should the Statutory Standard of “Just, Reasonable, Not 
Unduly Discriminatory or Preferential, and in the Public Interest” 
Be Applied in the Context of Reviewing Proposed Reliability 
Standards?  NOPR at P 55. 

 
The IRC proposes that the Commission recognize the following as considerations 

that will guide its evaluation of whether proposed standards are just, reasonable, not 

unduly discriminatory or preferential, and in the public interest: 
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• Will compliance with the standard sufficiently enhance or protect 
reliability so as to make adoption of the standard appropriate? 

 
• Is the particular standard the best way to define and measure the 

intended reliability objective?  Will adoption of the standard lead to any 
unintended consequences and, if so, have those consequences and their 
impact been appropriately evaluated in the standard development 
process? 

 
• Is the standard clear and unambiguous such that a balancing authority 

or other entity, applying reasonable judgment and in keeping with good 
utility practice, can understand and implement the standard in a manner 
that will accomplish its intended result? 

 
• Is the standard sufficiently clear and unambiguous such that an entity 

subject to the standard can reasonably understand the standard and 
conform its conduct to the standard? 

 
• Have conflicts between the standard and approved tariffs been 

appropriately resolved? 
 
 
• Is the standard designed to be neutral in its impacts on similarly situated 

entities and to not unduly favor or disfavor areas with organized markets 
or areas without such markets? 

 
•  
 
• Will entities to which the standard is applicable be able to implement the 

standard in a relatively uniform manner and without violating their 
tariffs on file with the Commission or their obligations under state law? 

 
• Is the standard capable of being implemented and enforced in other 

affected countries as well as the United States? 
 

4. What are the Implications of One Jurisdiction’s Remand of a 
Multi-jurisdiction Reliability Standard?  NOPR at P 57. 

 
On August 9, 2005, the U. S. Department of Energy and the Federal-Provincial-

Territorial (“FPT”) Working Group in Canada jointly submitted to the Commission 

“Principles for an Electric Reliability Organization that Can Function on an International 

Basis” (“Bilateral Principles”).  In soliciting comments on its proposed regulations 
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concerning the review of reliability standards, the Commission notes that the Bilateral 

Principles include a provision that if a standard is remanded by a regulatory authority, the 

ERO should notify all relevant regulatory authorities, and should work to ensure that the 

concerns of all such authorities are addressed prior to resubmission of the standard.  

NOPR at P 57.  The Commission asks whether this principle should be incorporated into 

the final rule.  Id.  The Commission also asks parties to comment on the implications of 

the remand by a Canadian authority of a reliability standard approved by this 

Commission.  Id. 

The IRC supports the Commission’s incorporation in the final rule of this aspect 

of the Bilateral Principles.  Effective communication and coordination will be key to 

ensuring a standard development process that is, in the first instance, acceptable to both 

nations.  As to the Commission’s second question, if the scenario posited by the 

Commission were to arise, it would represent a troubling failure of the process.  As 

recommended in the previous section, the Commission should consider, when first 

evaluating a standard, if the parties have satisfactorily resolved whether the standard can 

be appropriately implemented in all other affected jurisdictions.  Moreover, preventing 

such conflicts should be an integral, high-priority element of the procedures and 

stakeholder processes of the ERO and any cross-border regional entities. 

In the unfortunate event that such a conflict nevertheless were to arise, the parties 

in the non-remanding jurisdiction would not be relieved of the obligation to comply with 

the affected standard, but parties in the remanding jurisdiction would be so relieved.  

Cross-border regional entities would take this into account in considering any 

enforcement actions. 
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 D. Section 38.5 -- Enforcement of Reliability Standards. 
 

1. Can an ISO or RTO serve as a regional entity, and if so, pursuant 
to what measures to ensure the independence of the enforcement 
unit?  NOPR at P 71(9). 

  
Although certain of the IRC members have indicated their intent at this time not 

to serve as regional entities assessing penalties for violations of standards, others 

(including some that currently perform those functions in their regions and some that may 

wish to do so in the future)  wish to present their case to the Commission for serving as a 

regional entity.  Rather than generically proscribing ISO/RTOs from serving in this rule 

in the final rule, each such entity should be permitted to present its arguments and plans 

to address any necessary separation requirements, in the Commission proceedings on the 

delegation agreement (or upon a complaint for failure of the ERO to enter into such an 

agreement). 

Importantly, although the policy issues will inevitably be debated in this docket, it 

is worth noting that the statutory criteria for regional entities do not bar RTOs or ISOs 

from serving in this role.15  Consequently, the Commission’s citation to an external 

document—the “Bilateral Principles”—as the sole basis for a complete bar on RTOs or 

ISOs serving as regional entities does not satisfy basic standards of reasoned decision-

making.16 

                                                 
15  Subject to the proponent of this function within a larger RTO/ISO organization 

including “rules that assure its independence of the  . . . operators of the bulk 
power system.”  FPA § 215(c)(2). 

 
16  See, e.g., Electric Consumers Resource Council v. FERC, 747 F.2d 1511, 1513 

(D.C. Cir. 1984); Greater Boston Television Corp. v. FCC, 444 F.2d 841, 851 
(D.C. Cir. 1970). 
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2. Should the Final Rule Allow the Imposition of Penalties on 
Individual Board Members of the ERO and Regional Entities?  
NOPR at  P 77. 

 
The Commission should not adopt this approach.  The ERO and regional entities 

must have the opportunity to attract the best talent to serve as board members.  Imposing 

personal liability for penalties on board members will only work to discourage candidates 

for board membership, or require exorbitant expenses for insurance to cover the 

potentially quite large civil penalties such board members could face.17  Moreover, 

imposing such penalties is not necessary to achieve the Commission’s objective of 

assuring compliance with reliability standards and Commission orders.  The Commission 

maintains the powerful tool of potentially decertifying an entity that has failed to carry 

out its responsibilities, and has complete control over the regional entities’ and ERO’s 

by-laws, budget and enforcement programs.  All of these tools are far more effective 

levers that will not discourage service on the ERO or regional entity boards, or unduly 

drive up the costs of director’s insurance. 

3. Should the monetary penalties collected by the ERO or a regional 
entity be used to defray the cost of their enforcement programs, or 
should those funds be allocated to some other use?  NOPR at P 
71(7). 

 
The Commission raises a valid concern that allowing the ERO or a regional entity 

to fund its enforcement program with penalty money would “create an appearance of 

impropriety.”  NOPR at P 71(7).  To eliminate the appearance of any improper incentive 

                                                 
17  The amended FPA allows the Commission to impose civil penalties of up to one 

million dollars per day for violations of Commission rules or orders, which the 
Commission interprets to include reliability standards.  See FPA § 316A, 16 USC 
§ 825o-1 
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to penalize, penalty money should not accrue to any of the ERO’s or regional entities’ 

standards-setting or enforcement functions. 

E. Section 38.7 -- Delegations to a Regional Entity 
 

1. Status of Regional Entity Reliability Proposals.  NOPR at P 80. 
 

FPA section 215(e)(4) requires the Commission to issue regulations authorizing 

the ERO to enter into agreements “delegating authority to a regional entity for the 

purpose of proposing reliability standards to the ERO and enforcing reliability 

standards.”  In the NOPR, the Commission proposes to implement this requirement 

through new section 38.7 of its regulations.  As the Commission interprets the statute, the 

only delegated authority the regional entity would possess would be the power to enforce 

Commission-approved reliability standards in its region, since any reliability standards 

developed by the regional entity must be proposed to the ERO for its consideration before 

submission to the Commission.  NOPR at P 80.  The Commission also states that 

standards proposed by a regional entity would not be reliability standards, but instead 

would be “ERO variances,” adding that “any such regional variances would supplement 

ERO Reliability Standards, not substitute for them.”  Id.  The Commission seeks 

comments on these interpretations. 

As noted above, the guiding principle for the ERO’s North American reliability 

standards should be clear standards that are broad enough to be capable of 

implementation, without discriminatory impact, in all interconnections and in areas with 

or without organized markets.  The NOPR’s discussion of whether proposals by a 

regional entity are or are not “reliability standards” is not productive, and is contrary to 

the repeated references in the statute to “regional entities” in connection with the 
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proposal or development of “reliability standards.”18    Rather than debating generically 

whether regional entity proposals are standards or variations, the Commission should 

apply the same principles to evaluating regional entity proposals as it applies to ERO 

proposals, i.e., the focus should be on “what” the standard requires, and not “how” the 

standard should be implemented by system operators and planners.   Moreover, the ERO 

should undertake a threshold review of whether the standard can in fact be implemented 

across North America or, by contrast, whether it will drive a plethora of regional 

variances.  Such a threshold review will go further to drive the North American standards 

that Congress intended than a detailed delineation by the Commission which 

inadvertently invites a host of regional variances and regional standards.   

2. Should There Be a 180-Day Waiting Period for Recourse to the 
Commission If Delegation Agreement Negotiations Reach an 
Impasse?  NOPR at P 83. 

 
The Commission does not explain or justify the proposed requirement that 

prospective regional entities must wait until 180 days after proposing a delegation 

agreement to the ERO before seeking Commission action.  The parties could reach an 

impasse well before 180 days have elapsed.  In that event, the prospective regional entity 

should not be barred from access to the Commission until the end of the waiting period.  

If such an entity can make a convincing showing under the proposed regulatory standard, 

i.e., that “continued negotiations with the ERO would not likely result in a delegation 

agreement within a reasonable amount of time,” then it should be permitted to make its 

                                                 
18  See FPA §§ 215(d)(2), (d)(3), (e)(4), and (e)(4)(1)(B) (incorporating for regional 

entities the certification requirements of section (c)(1) relating to the “ability to 
develop . . . reliability standards”). 
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case to the Commission without further delay.19  Accordingly, the IRC requests that the 

Commission delete from proposed section 38.7(e) the words “within 180 days.” 

3Should the Commission prescribe “a size, scope, or configuration 
requirement” for regional entities?  NOPR at P 84(1). 
 

While size, scope or configuration will be relevant considerations for the 

Commission in determining whether a proposed delegation “promotes effective and 

efficient administration of bulk-power system reliability,” FPA section 215(e)(4)(C), the 

Commission should not attempt to codify generic requirements in its regulations on this 

topic.  Such issues will be intensely fact-specific, and will vary from region to region.  

Moreover, the Commission has not developed a record in this rulemaking that would 

provide adequate notice or justification for any generic prescriptions on size, scope or 

configuration.  Whether a proposed regional entity conforms precisely to one or more 

existing regional reliability councils, RTOs, ISOs, balancing authorities, control areas, 

states, or provinces should be left in the first instance to the proponents of a regional 

entity, as developed through their stakeholder processes.  The Commission has ample 

authority under the statutory standard for delegations to address any particular size or 

configuration issues raised on a case-by-case basis. 

4. Should the ERO require regional entities to adhere to uniform 
processes in such matters as governance, collection of dues and 
fees, or compliance monitoring?  NOPR at P 84(5). 

 
While the Commission (and the ERO) generally should permit delegation 

agreements to develop based on the needs of particular regions, additional guidance is 

                                                 
19  The proposed 180-day delay also is inconsistent with the urgency Congress 

attached to implementation of electric reliability rules (see FPA section 
215(b)(2)), and with the urgency reflected in the Commission’s proposal to 
consider both ERO certification and proposed reliability standards in a single 
proceeding. NOPR at P 104. 
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warranted on crucial questions of regional entity governance.  In particular, the 

Commission should clarify that that each vital stakeholder group, such as RTOs and 

ISOs, should be represented on “balanced stakeholder boards”20 and should have a 

separate voting sector for “an independent board.”21  Given the very limited number of 

RTOs or ISOs in any region, including them in any large group of entities (such as 

transmission owners) whose interests are not aligned with theirs means that they will be 

easily outvoted in any one-person, one-vote structure.  This could lead to ISOs/RTOs not 

being adequately represented on reliability matters, despite their very significant 

reliability role. 

By Commission design, the RTO/ISO role in implementing reliability standards 

exceeds that of any other single stakeholder.  Within its region, an RTO must have 

“exclusive authority for maintaining the short-term reliability of the grid,”22 is 

responsible for planning transmission system upgrades,23 and is responsible for 

interregional coordination with other regions.24  Moreover, many ISOs and RTOs are 

charged with the dual responsibility of maintaining a reliable electric system and 

operating competitive markets under fair rules.  As Congress recognized,25 there 

inevitably will be interactions between reliability rules and market rules, and changes to 
                                                 
20  See FPA § 215(e)(4)(A)(ii). 
 
21  Id. 
 
22  18 C.F.R. § 35.34(j)(4). 
 
23  18 C.F.R. § 35.34(k)(7). 
 
24  18 C.F.R. § 35.34(k)(8). 
 
25  Congress directed the Commission to assess the effects of reliability standards on 

competition, and established special rules to resolve conflicts between reliability 
standards and RTO/ISO tariffs.  FPA §§ 215(d)(2), (6). Deleted: _____
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one could affect the other.  Because reliability rules must “work” in a market paradigm, 

RTOs and ISOs must have a significant voice in the development and ratification of 

reliability standards. 

Accordingly, regional entity governance should allow a significant role for 

ISOs/RTOs.  Moreover, to assure that authority rests with the properly constituted board 

(whether independent or balanced stakeholder), the staff of the regional entity (and, for 

that matter, of the ERO) should report to the board, and not to stakeholder committees.   

   

5. What role, if any, should the ERO should play in the approval or 
appeal of an enforcement action undertaken by a regional entity?  
NOPR at P 84(6). 

 
The IRC supports direct appeal to the Commission of regional entity enforcement 

actions.  The statute permits delegation of enforcement authority to regional entities,26 

and includes a mechanism for Commission review of all enforcement actions.27  The 

statute therefore allows direct appeal, and that is the most efficient course.  The regional 

entity will have the full record on any enforcement action it undertakes, full knowledge 

of the particulars, and presumably sufficient expertise to address the matter (in order to 

obtain delegated enforcement authority in the first place).  Under those circumstances, it 

is not clear that ERO review would add sufficient value to the process, or materially aid 

development of the record, to warrant the added time and expense of  an additional layer 

of review.  Therefore, to promote timely final resolution of enforcement matters, the 

                                                 
26  FPA section 215(e)(4). 
 
27  FPA section 215(e)(2). 
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affected parties should have direct recourse to the Commission after the regional entity 

has completed its process. 

This is not to say that there is no role for the ERO, however.  The Commission’s 

rules should state that the ERO may participate both in the regional entity enforcement 

actions, and in the Commission’s review proceeding, as of right. 

6. Should a Higher Standard Apply to Regional Entities that Are Not 
Organized on an Interconnection-wide Basis?  NOPR at P 84(9). 

 
Citing the statute’s rebuttable presumption for regional entities formed on an 

interconnection-wide basis, the Commission asks whether “a higher standard [should] 

apply to Regional Entities that are not organized on an Interconnection-wide basis.”  

NOPR at P 84 (9). 

The IRC disagree with the Commission’s suggestion that the rebuttable 

presumption that regional entities formed on an interconnection-wide basis meet one 

element of the statutory approval standard requires a higher substantive standard for 

regional entities not formed on such a basis.  The statute sets multiple detailed criteria for 

approval of all regional entities, regardless of whether they are organized on an 

interconnection-wide basis.  See FPA §§ 215(e)(4) and 215(c)(1),(2).  The only 

difference for interconnection-wide regional entities is that the statute establishes a 

rebuttable presumption that they meet one of these criteria.  Moreover, the rebuttable 

presumption is only an evidentiary presumption; as discussed below, it relates only to the 

evidentiary procedures used to determine whether the particular substantive criterion is 

satisfied.   

Rather than creating new substantive hurdles to regional entity approval that are 

not in the statute, the Commission should focus on the procedures it will use to 
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implement the rebuttable presumption.  Consistent with its standard approach to similar 

presumptions, the Commission should clarify that the presumption shifts to opponents of 

an interconnection-wide proposal the burden of coming forward with evidence raising a 

serious doubt that the proposal does not promote the effective and efficient administration 

of bulk-power system reliability.  If that burden of coming forward is met, then the 

burden should shift to the proponents of the proposal to show, by a preponderance of the 

evidence, that the proposal satisfies this criterion.28 

F. Section 38.9 – Examples of Areas in Which Conflicts between 
Reliability Standards and ISO/RTO Tariffs May Arise.  NOPR at P 
91. 

 
The Commission has, through its proposed rules, developed appropriate 

provisions to implement section 215(d)(6) of the legislation. Through that provision, 

Congress foresaw the potential for conflicts between approved ISO/RTO tariffs, 

including the ISO/RTO existing market rules embodied in those tariffs and either the 

application or the interpretation and enforcement of a reliability standard.  The provision 

provides a prompt opportunity for Commission review and provides that the ISO/RTO 

tariff remains in effect pending resolution of the conflict. 

Issues have arisen in the past concerning interactions between market rules and 

reliability standards, and therefore similar issues may occur in the future if they are not 

                                                 
28  See, e.g., Union Electric Co., Opinion No. 279, 40 FERC ¶ 61,046, at 61,126 

(1987) (although Commission policy establishes a presumption that utility 
investments are prudent, “[g]iven the questions raised by the evidence presented, 
[the Commission] finds that Union has not sustained its burden of proving that 
these costs were prudently incurred”); Minnesota Power & Light Co., Opinion 
No. 86, 11 FERC ¶ 61,312, at 61,644-45 (1980) (where “participant in the 
proceeding creates a serious doubt as to the prudence of an expenditure, then the 
applicant has the burden of dispelling these doubts and proving the questioned 
expenditure to have been prudent”). 
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anticipated and addressed in the standards-setting process.  As noted previously, if 

standards are designed to be successfully implemented in any region, whether or not it is 

served by an ISO/RTO, and whether or not it has an organized market, the opportunity 

for problems will be reduced.  Problems will arise, however, if the standards cross the 

line from defining the level of reliability (the “what”) to instead dictating implementation 

(the “how”), which is the area most likely already addressed in the tariffs and operating 

manuals of each RTO/ISO. 

Moreover, conflicts can arise not just in the language of the standard itself but in 

the interpretation and enforcement of reliability standards.  It is likely that the conflict 

resolution mechanism set forth in Section 215(d)(6) may be invoked more in resolving 

conflicts with interpretation and enforcement, since conflicts with the standard itself 

should be identified, to the extent known, in the standards development and Commission 

approval process.  However, the interpretation and enforcement process, if not carefully 

handled, is an area where such conflicts may inevitably need to be brought to the 

Commission for resolution. 

By way of example, conflicts have arisen in the past between market rules and 

reliability standards in areas such as transmission line loading relief (“TLR”), NERC 

tagging rules, and voltage support.  Although the NERC TLR standard was recently 

amended to allow for redispatch under a congestion management system, TLRs for years 

were recognized as the chief tool to meet compliance with NERC standards.  Moreover, 

the TLR standard itself is highly proscriptive and forces ISOs/RTOs to curtail more 

transactions than their operating procedures and market information would reveal is the 

most economically efficient to solve the particular overload.  By the same token, NERC 
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tagging rules, although presently workable, are an area where future conflicts may arise.  

Such rules are based on a physical world of individual generators matched to individual 

transactions, which does not correspond well to an ISO/RTO with organized markets, 

where virtually all transmission service is considered network service and not tied to 

particular generators.  

Reliability-based ancillary services, such as voltage support, also are an area of 

potential conflict.  An ISO/RTO’s market-based system allows suppliers to bid to provide 

needed reliability-based services such as black start, spinning reserve and reactive power 

for voltage support.  The market encourages an entity to provide these services at a 

competitive rate, since a supra-competitive bid will not be accepted in the marketplace.  

Moreover, in a market-based system, an entity that fails to self-supply these services can, 

absent shortage, obtain them from the market at the established clearing price.  These 

mechanisms are market-based “enforcement” mechanisms that work to ensure an 

adequate level of these necessary ancillary services without requiring individual 

generators or load serving entities to supply these resources individually or face monetary 

penalties for failing to do so.  Accordingly, reliability standards and enforcement actions 

should complement the market-based identification of the most efficient resource, rather 

than provoke inefficient responses by market participants solely to avoid penalties.The 

Commission should be cognizant of these areas which, more than likely, will be 

presented in the context of enforcement proceedings when an entity being penalized 

invokes an ISO/RTO tariff as a defense to its actions.   

Moreover, assuring that  ISOs/RTOs have a strong level of representation at both the 

ERO and the regional entity, as proposed in section II.E.4 of these Comments, will allow 
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them to better assist in separating legitimate tariff-based defenses of market participants 

from defenses which inappropriately invoke the tariff.  The ISO/RTO Council stands 

ready to serve as a resource to both the ERO and the Commission as they address such 

issues in the development, interpretation and enforcement of reliability 

standards.CONCLUSION 

The IRC ask that the Commission reflect these comments in adopting the final 

rule in these proceedings.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
/s/ Craig Glazer     
Craig Glazer 
Vice President – Federal Government Policy 
Steven R. Pincus – Senior Counsel, Regulatory 
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 
1200 G Street, NW, Suite 600 
Washington, D.C., 20005 
 
 

 
/s/ Stephen G. Kozey    
Stephen G. Kozey 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Midwest Independent Transmission System 
     Operator, Inc. 
701 City Center Drive 
Carmel, Indiana, 46032 

 
/s/ Matthew F. Goldberg    
Matthew F. Goldberg 
Senior Regulatory Counsel 
ISO New England Inc. 
One Sullivan Road 
Holyoke, MA 01040 

 
/s/ Charles Robinson    
Charles Robinson 
Vice President and General Counsel 
California Independent System Operator 
     Corporation 
151 Blue Ravine Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 
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/s/ Kim Warren     
Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
Independent Electricity System Operator of 
Ontario 
655 Bay Street, Suite 410 
Toronto, Ontario, M5G-2K4  Canada 
 
 

 
/s/Robert E. Fernandez   
Robert E. Fernandez 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Elaine Robinson 
Director of Regulatory Affairs 
New York Independent System Operator, 
Inc.  
290 Washington Avenue Extension 
Albany, N.Y. 12203 
 

 
/s/Larry Kram     
Larry Kram 
Senior Legal Counsel 
Alberta Electric System Operator 
Calgary Place 
2500 330 - 5th Avenue SW 
Calgary, AB T2P 0L4 
 
 
 
 

 
/s/Stacy Duckett    
Stacy Duckett 
General Counsel & Corporate Secretary 
Southwest Power Pool 
415 North McKinley 
#140, Plaza West 
Little Rock, AR  72205-3020 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Staff Recommendation to the Board of Directors/Members Committee 

October 13, 2005 
 

Strategic Planning Committee Meetings/2006 
 
 
 
Background 
The Strategic Planning Committee needs to set its 2006 meeting schedule. 
 

Analysis 
In 2005, the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) scheduled its meetings for the day following the 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) meetings. Many members participate in both groups, 
and many issues discussed at MOPC warranted some consideration by SPC. The committee members 
previously determined that they would like to continue this schedule format in 2006. 
 

Based upon the MOPC schedule for 2006, the following is recommended for SPC: 

 
2006 
January 19  Dallas, TX 

April 13   Oklahoma City, OK 

July 13   Kansas City, KS 

October 12  Tulsa, OK 
 
 
Recommendation 
Approve the meeting schedule and locations as presented. 

 
Action Requested: Approval 
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