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  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

COMPETITIVE TRANSMISSION PROCESS TASK FORCE MEETING 

August 11, 2016 

•  M E E T I N G  M I N U T E S  •  

1. Call to Order 

Bill Grant chair of CTPTF, called the meeting to order at 9:00AM.   

2. Preliminary Matters 

Eleven task force members either attended or provided a proxy which was enough for a quorum.  Trent 

Carlson had the proxy for Noman Williams, Don Le had the proxy for Brian Gedrich, and Paul Malone 

did not attend or provide a proxy.  Please see attached attendance list for meeting participants. 

 

The Minutes for the June 15, 2016, June 27, 2016, and July 20, 2016 meetings were approved 

unanimously without modifications. 

 

3. Welcome and Overview 

Mr. Grant welcomed participants to the meeting and explained that the topic of the meeting would be 

to discuss the Action Items that the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) provided to the CTPTF.  A 

report and recommendations are due back to the SPC in October 2016. 

 

4. Discuss CTPTF Action Items from Strategic Planning Committee 

 The CTPTF met to discuss and develop recommendations on five action items from the SPC and one 

from the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC). 

 

The first topic discussed was whether or not there should be a Competitive Project Minimal Threshold 

and if so what the threshold should be.  The current approved Cost Allocation in SPP sets a $100,000 

threshold for any Highway-Byway projects.  This limit currently acts as a minimal threshold although 

the low amount essentially ensures all Competitive Projects would exceed this amount.  While some 

task force members felt this item would be self-correcting over time, ultimately the task force passed a 

motion that a new higher minimal threshold should be considered.  The task force then began 

determining what the threshold should be. A motion to consider $2.5 million as the minimal failed.  

Following the failure, due to some believing it was still too low and others not sure exactly what the 

amount should be, Staff was tasked with bringing back analysis on the evaluation cost and when the 

cost are incurred.  This item will be further discussed at the September 8, 2016 meeting. 

 

Secondly, the task force discussed what type of cost should be used by a respondent in their RFP 

Proposals.  The question was, should cost included be incremental only (specific to the project) or be 

an average based cost that includes impacts from the respondent’s entire portfolio/formula rate.  The 

task force gained consensus that for the purpose of evaluations and determining the best economical 

cost, incremental cost figures would provide the best cost comparisons for evaluations.  It was noted 

that the IEP used this approach through its request for information in the Walkemeyer RFP evaluation.  
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The next steps will be to better define what incremental costs are and how they should be reflected in 

a proposal. 

 

The next topic discussed was on a Region Wide Formula Rate.  SPP has not been able to achieve a 

single Region Wide Formula Rate used by all members in the past and generally the task force felt this 

still was not achievable at this time.  The task force felt that through the on-going work of improving and 

adding more details and rules to the Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (ATRR) template that 

is used in all proposals, the purpose of having consistent and comparable cost figures was being met.  

The task force will report back to the SPC that they are improving the cost included in proposals by 

further developing and defining the ATRR template and there is not a need to develop an entire Region 

Wide Formula Rate with all the extra information that is part of a true Formula Rate.   

 

The MOPC added one action item to the list during their July 2016 meeting requesting the CTPTF 

review when transmission project re-studies can be requested and performed.  Currently a project 

cannot be requested to be re-studied until a Notice to Construct (NTC) has been issued.  The task force 

agreed there should be a provision allowing for a competitive project to be re-studied during the process 

if needed.  This re-study would essential place a pause in progress of the competitive process while 

the re-study was performed.  Staff will bring back proposed tariff language to the CTPTF in September 

allowing for a re-study request during the competitive process.  A second issue dealt with the recovery 

of cost associated with a competitive project proposal in which the RFP is withdrawn.  There was 

discussion that a participant should be allowed to recover third party cost that had been incurred even 

if the RFP is withdrawn.  Currently the majority of task force does not support this but more discussion 

will occur in September. 

 

The final item discussed was the timing and earlier seating of the Industry Expert Panel (IEP).  The 

task force would like to have the IEP seated as soon as possible after the release of the RFP so that 

they may begin their work in developing scoring methodologies and matrices for their evaluations.  This 

is work they already will have to perform, but will require the work at the start of the process instead of 

after the RFP Response Window closure.  The task force would then request that these items be made 

public by at least the half-way point of the RFP Response Window.  The task force will focus on the 

benefits and value that this modification to the timing of the process could bring when reporting back to 

the SPC in October.   

 

The meeting ran out of time prior to discussing Competitive Models vs Sponsorship Models when 

implementing FERC Order 1000 requirements.  This will be discussed at the next meeting in 

September. 

 

 

5. Continued ATRR Template and Comment Discussion 

This item was not discussed.  Meeting on August 17, 2016 is dedicated to the ATRR Template 

improvements. 

 

6. RFP Response Word Form 

This item was not discussed. 
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7. Next Steps 

August 17, 2016 Teleconference/WebEx, 1pm-3pm 

September 8, 2016 In Person meeting - Dallas, TX from 9am-3pm (Dial-in only; no WebEx for other 

participants) 

 

8. Announcements and Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00pm. 
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CTPTF Attendance Roster 

8/11/2016 

Task Force Members: 

Bill Grant, Xcel 
Marguerite Wagner, ITC 
Dannie Buelt, OPPD 
John Olsen, Westar 
Tom Hesterman, Sunflower 
Robert Burner, Duke Energy 
Jake Langthorn, OG&E 
Brian Johnson, AEP 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Trent Carlson proxy for Noman Williams, SCMCN 
Don Le proxy for Brian Gedrich, NextEra 
 
Other Attendees: 

Chris Matthes, AEP 
Dennis Reed, Consultant 
Chris Matos, GSEC 
Gerald Deaver, Xcel 
Jarred Miland, Xcel 
Pat Hayes, Ameren 
Joe Richardson, Xcel 
Bruce Cude, Xcel 
Jamie Hajek, NEW 
Mounika Kurra, Quanta 
Aaron Pupa, LS Power 
Brian Buffington, Xcel 
Brian Rounds, AESL Consulting 
David Burnham, Eversource Energy 
Gregory Player, PSEG 
Jim Corboy, Calvert Advisors, LLC 
Jerrod Nelson, Xcel 
John Bell, KCC 
Robert Safuto, Customized Energy Solutions 
Michael Wegner, ITC 
Sam Giordano, PSEG 
Tom Kleckner, RTO Insider 
David Binkley, ITC 
Chad Little, Xcel 
Davis Rooney, Sunflower 
Ed Pfeiffer, Quanta 
Aaron Shipley, SPP 
Ben Bright, SPP 
Dawn-Marie Coggins, SPP 


