
 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

COMPETITIVE TRANSMISSION PROCESS TASK FORCE MEETING 

September 8, 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 9:10AM. 

2. Preliminary Matters 

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

McAuley had the proxy for Jake Langthorn until he joined the call.  Paul Malone did not attend or provide 

a proxy.  Please see attached attendance list for meeting participants.  The phone system experienced 

technical difficulties until 10:30AM.  Due to these issues, a full attendance was not taken except for 

task force members and those that spoke during the call. 

 

The Minutes for the August 9, 2016, August 11, 2016, and August 17, 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 continue discussing action items from the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) to the CTPTF.  A 

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

 

4. Continued Discussion on SPC Action Items 

The task force continued discussion from August 11, 2016 on what would be an appropriate competitive 

project minimal threshold for SPP.  The task force continued to support that there should be a minimal 

threshold, but prefer to not adjust the current approved cost allocation.  The task force discussed the 

recent order from FERC in PJM’s docket ER16-1335, but felt this ruling should not keep SPP from filing 

for a threshold that would not impact the current cost allocation.  Todd Fridley (Transource Energy) 

made a motion seconded by Bill Grant (SPS) to set the minimal threshold for a competitive project at 

$3,000,000.  The motion passed unanimously.  Greg McAuley (OGE) and Dannie Buelt (OPPD) 

abstained due to missing a majority of the conversation because of issues with the phone systems.   

 

SPP staff has an action item to discuss internally with the Legal Department implications of a project 

that would have been competitive but for a cost estimate below the minimal threshold that ultimately 

ends up costing more than the threshold.  What repercussions, if any, could this cause?  South Central 

MCN and ITC expressed concern that projects should be reviewed appropriately during the planning 

process.  Potential competitive projects should be reviewed appropriately for cost estimate purposes 

and not be planned in a manner that would cause larger projects to be split into smaller pieces that end 

up under the minimal threshold.  The task force acknowledged this concern but also that the planning 

process is not under the purview of this task force.  It is the responsibility of both participants and Staff 

to monitor these items during the planning process. 
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To begin discussion on the Transmission Project Re-study topic, Staff reported its research into where 

and what current language exist in SPP Governing Documents.  The Re-Study process is not in the 

SPP Tariff but in Business Practice (BP) 7060 and 7160.  Staff reported that the current Attachment Y 

language does not allow the Transmission Owner Selection Process (TOSP) to be placed on hold while 

a re-study was performed.  Staff presented a modification to the language in BP 7060 that would allow 

for a project to be requested for re-study prior to a Notice to Construct (NTC) being issued. 

 

BP7060 Section 6.1 proposed language: “In the event that changes occur that could cause an 

NTC/NTC-C for a Project to be modified, or a Competitive Project Approved for Construction, SPP 

may re-study the need for the Project.” 

 

The task force discussed the language proposed and felt it accomplished the goal to allow for a re-

study request earlier in the process than previously has been allowed.  Marguerite Wagner (ITC) made 

a motion seconded by Noman Williams (SCMCN) to: 

 

(1) approve the proposed language but add “material” in front of the word changes and remove 

the word “Competitive” from the new language. 

(2) Staff to present Tariff language allowing for the suspension of the TOSP during a re-study 

(3) Whatever category determination Competitive or Non-Competitive a project had prior to a re-

study, if the project is still needed following a re-study the category designation of the project 

cannot be changed from Competitive to Non-Competitive or vice versa. 

 

The motion passed unanimously. 

 

The next agenda item discussed was the type of model SPP uses to implement Order 1000 

requirements.  The task force discussed the type of model that PJM, MISO, and CAISO use and how 

it compares to what is in place at SPP.  A list of pros and cons for each type of model was made that 

will be used in discussion with the SPC in October.  The task force did not determine that any changes 

should be made in this area at this time, but are simply reporting back to the SPC on model choices 

and the inherent advantages/disadvantages of each. 

 

The task force briefly discussed the earlier seating of the IEP, only to say this is still a topic they want 

to pursue with the SPC.  The October presentation will focus on the benefits and value this modification 

to the TOSP timeline will bring to the process and customers. 

 

The Incremental vs Average Cost basis topic was not discussed due to time constraints and previous 

meeting time dedicated to this topic. 

 

5. Minimum Design Standards Task Force (MDSTF) Update 

Aaron Shipley provided an update on the status of the Revision 2 Minimum Transmission Design 

Standards for Competitive Upgrades Document (MTDS).  The MDSTF is surveying the SPP 

membership on what design parameters they use when designing and building projects in their territory.  

There were not enough responses provided to the first survey, therefore the MDSTF extended the 

deadline to September 12, 2016 in an effort to receive more responses.  The goal of the survey is to 

compile the results and allow SPP staff to prescribe certain design standards in the RFP based on the 
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location of the project.  The MDSTF will review the MTDS Revision 2 with the Project Cost Working 

Group in October 2016. 

 

6. Continued ATRR Template and Comment Discussion 

This agenda item was not discussed.  This item will be discussed during the September 20, 2016 

meeting. 

 

7. Next Steps 

September 20, 2016 WebEx – Focus on ATRR Template Improvements 

 

8. Announcements and Adjournment 

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

9/08/2016 

Task Force Members: 

Bill Grant, SPS 
Marguerite Wagner, ITC 
Steve Rowley proxy for John Olsen, Westar 
Brian Johnson, AEP 
Noman Williams, SCMCN 
Tom Hesterman, Sunflower 
Brian Gedrich, NextEra 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Dannie Buelt, OPPD 
Robert Burner, Duke Energy 
 
Other Attendees: 

Davis Rooney, Sunflower 
Greg McAuley, OGE 
Sharon Segner, LS Power 
Trent Carlson, SCMCN 
Aaron Shipley, SPP 
Ben Bright, SPP 
Dawn-Marie Coggins, SPP 


