
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

April 20th, 2017 

8th Floor AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 
1. Approved the consent agenda 
2. Approved standard percentages for the Renewable Policy Review 
3. Approved the recommended public policy needs assessment methodology 
4. Approved the recommended public policy project development methodology that will assess each 

project’s ability to aid in meeting a public policy requirement and rank competing projects based 
on their APC benefit. 

5. Approved the following methodology for modeling must run unit status in the economic model 
a. Must run statuses will be removed from all units at the start of the study 
b. Criteria to allow exceptions for must run status will be approved by the ESWG with each 

study scope 
c. Requests for exceptions will be approved by the ESWG during the generation review 

milestone 
6. Approved the recommended economic and public policy staging methodologies that involve a 

linear interpolation of appropriate data between study years (APC benefit to cost ratio or progress 
toward public policy requirements) 
  



 
Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

April 20th, 2017 

8th Floor AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) 
to order at 8:00a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 18 in-person participants and 42 web conference participants, representing 14 of 15 ESWG 
members. (Attachment 1 – April 20th, 2017 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) asked for any proxy statements; one proxy was identified. Jody Holland 
(SCMCN) named Eric Burkey (SCMCN) as his proxy. (Attachment 2 – Proxy Statements) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections.  SPP staff requested that item 4h, covering the constraint assessment methodology, be 
removed from the agenda.  (Attachment 3 – April 20th, 2017 ESWG Agenda). 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Pat McCool (KCPL) to adopt the agenda as 
modified. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) reviewed the list of past action items and asked for any comments or questions. 
Juliano Freitas (SPP Staff) gave an update on the siting whitepaper.  SPP staff is currently working 
towards posting a draft two weeks prior to the May 17th-18th meeting in St. Louis. (Attachment 4 – Past 
Action Items) 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda included the following items: 

Meeting Minutes – March 8th, 2017 (Attachment 5 – March 8th, 2017 ESWG.TWG Minutes) 

Meeting Minutes – March 16th, 2017 (Attachment 6 – March 16th, 2017 ESWG Minutes) 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) asked if any items should be removed from the consent agenda.  

The consent agenda was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – ITP Scope Standardization 

Agenda Item 4a – Policy Survey Standard Percentages 

Liz Gephardt (SPP Staff) updated the group on the investigation performed by Steve Gaw (Wind 
Coalition) and Walt Cecil (MOPSC) on their outstanding issues.  Stakeholders have now come to 
consensus on the table of percentages, as presented.  (Attachment 7 – Renewable Policy Review) 

Tim Owens (NPPD) made a motion; seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES) to approve the standard 
percentages [by state and generation type] for use in the ITP renewable policy review. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4b – Public Policy Needs Assessment 



 
Clayton Mayfield (SPP Staff) reviewed the current methodology for defining public policy needs in the ITP 
assessment.  SPP staff is proposing that this process remain a determination of deliverability by entity 
and state for needs driven by renewable public policy requirements that will now be defined in the 
renewable policy review.  For any potential needs driven by other public policy requirements that may be 
considered in future ITP studies, SPP staff recommends that the needs determination be detailed in the 
study scope.  (Attachment 8 – Public Policy Needs Assessment) 

Pat McCool (KCPL) made a motion; seconded Tim Owens (NPPD) to accept SPP staff’s 
recommendation to approve the methodology for Public Policy Needs Assessment as 
presented. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4c – Public Policy Project Selection 

Liz Gephardt (SPP Staff) reviewed the current methodology for evaluating potential public policy projects 
by their ability to mitigate curtailments hindering an entity to meet its renewable policy goals.  SPP staff 
recognizes the need to consider a methodology for evaluating projects to address potential non-
renewable public policy in the future.  SPP staff recommended that any projects selected to resolve a 
public policy need would be removed if that need could also be resolved by the selected reliability or 
economic portfolio.  The group discussed the need to document consideration of co-optimization of 
reliability, policy, and economic projects and requested the presupposition that reliability and economic 
projects would be selected over a public policy project be removed from the manual language.  Chair 
Alan Myers requested that the ITP Manual Task Force work with SPP staff to develop a general 
philosophical co-optimization statement for the manual.  (Attachment 9 – Public Policy Project Selection) 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD) to accept SPP staff’s 
recommendation for policy project selection, as modified, for language to be written by the 
ITP Manual Task Force. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4d – Economic Must Run Criteria 

Clayton Mayfield (SPP Staff) staff reviewed the usage of must run designation in the production cost 
simulations and previous approaches to economic must run modeling.  Clayton also reviewed the 
implementation detail of what the group previously approved, the usage of vendor data as a starting point. 
The group was not comfortable with the vendor approach to designating units as must run and leaned 
toward the 2017 ITP10 approach of not allowing any must run designations.  With the changing outlook of 
generator operation including self-committing and seasonal operation, the group wanted the flexibility to 
develop criteria for allowing exceptions with each study scope.  (Attachment 10 – Economic Must Run) 

Bethany King (EDE) made a motion; seconded by Natasha Henderson (GSEC) to adopt the 
following methodology for designation of economic must run unit status: 

• Must run statuses will be removed from all units at the start of the study 
• Criteria to allow exceptions for must run status will be reviewed by the group with 

each study scope 

Leon Howell (OGE) made a friendly amendment to change “reviewed” to “approved” for the 
exception criteria.  Gayle Nansel (WAPA) made a friendly amendment to change “exceptions” 
to “criteria to allow exceptions”.  Tim Owens (NPPD) made a friendly amendment to change 
“group” to “ESWG” and add a third bullet regarding ESWG approval of any requests for 
exceptions. 

• Must run statuses will be removed from all units at the start of the study 
• Criteria to allow exceptions for must run status will be approved by the ESWG with 

each study scope 
• Requests for exceptions will be approved by the ESWG during the generation review 

milestone 

The amended motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4e – Economic Project Selection 



 
Clayton Mayfield (SPP Staff) reviewed SPP staff’s proposal for evaluation and selection of projects for the 
economic portfolio(s).  The proposed methodology builds on previous approaches to project evaluation 
but considers some improvements based on previous lessons learned, feedback received, as well as 
requirements and opportunities given by the new ITP process.  SPP staff proposed raising the 1-year B/C 
ratio screening threshold to 0.9 coupled with calculations to estimate a 40-year B/C afforded by the 
additional years being assessed in the new process.  This suggested criteria change was met with some 
concern by the stakeholders and a request to rethink the purpose.  Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) 
expressed some concern regarding the potential seams project cost sharing assumptions and stated it 
should be in line with previous coordinated system planning studies and placed at equal to the projected 
benefit share between SPP and the seams entity.  The group requested that the proposed methodology 
be refined and presented visually at the next meeting.  Natasha Henderson (GSEC) commented on the 1-
year cost calculations used by SPP and requested that the group hold a more in-depth discussion in a 
future meeting.  (Attachment 11 – Economic Project Selection) 

ACTION ITEM:  ESWG to have a future agenda item for education and discussion of the derivation and 
use of the net plant carrying charge (NPCC) value used in the ITP process for project cost calculations. 

Agenda Item 4f – Project Staging 

James Bailey (SPP Staff) reviewed the proposed methodology for staging (need date) of economic and 
public policy projects.  (Attachment 12 – Project Staging) 

Bennie Weeks (SPS) made a motion; seconded by Kurt Stradley (LES) to approve SPP staff’s 
recommendation for staging of economic and public policy projects. The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4g – Resource Siting Update and Issues Discussion 

Chris Jamieson (SPP Staff) gave a progress update on development of the Resource Siting White Paper 
and reviewed some key issues being addressed in the document.  Chris focused on questions related to 
allowable exceptions to the general approach, including siting conventional generation outside the 
assigned owner’s zone and consideration of wind sites that have more potential that may not be reflective 
of the SPP GI queue.  (Attachment 13 – Resource Siting Update and Issues Discussion) 

Agenda Item 8 – 2016 Organizational Effectiveness Survey Analysis 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) reviewed the results of the 2016 Organizational Group Effectiveness survey, 
covering the company-wide results, results specific to the ESWG, and highlighted the highs and lows of 
the group.  (Attachment 14 – 2016 Organizational Group Effectiveness Survey) (Attachment 15 – 2016 
Organizational Effectiveness Survey Analysis) 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC) requested other items meriting discussion. 

List of action items from the meeting: 

1. ESWG to have a future agenda item for education and discussion of the derivation and use of the 
net plant carrying charge (NPCC) value used in the ITP process for project cost calculations. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kelsey Allen 

ESWG Secretary 





Name Email Company Attendance
Antonio Barber abarber@spp.org Webex
Adam Bell abell@spp.org Webex
Adrienne Blaine adrienne.blaine@wfec.com Webex
Alan Myers ITC In Person
Amber Greb SPP In Person
Anita asharma@aep.com Webex
Aruna Ranaweeera aruna.ranaweera@eon.com Webex
Ashley Swain aswain@spp.org Webex
Bennie Weeks Xcel/SPS In Person
Bethany King EDE In Person
Bill Leung (NPRB) bleung@bjleung.com Webex
Bret Toplyn (ABB) bret.toplyn@us.abb.com Webex
Kelsey Allen kallen@spp.org SPP In Person
Chris Jamieson - SPP cjamieson@spp.org Webex
Chris Matthes camatthes@aep.com Webex
Clayton Mayfield cmayfield@spp.org Webex
ed pfeiffer epfeiffer@quanta-technology.com Webex
Eric Burkey SCMCN In Person
Fred Von Pinho frederico.vonpinho@nexteraenergy.com Webex
Gayle Nansel WAPA In Person
Gimod Olapurayil golapurayil@itctransco.com Webex
James Bailey jbailey@spp.org Webex
Jamie Hajek jamie.hajek@northwestern.com Webex
Jarrod Wolford NTEC In Person
Jason Davis SPP In Person
Jason Mazigian jmazigian@bepc.com Webex
Jason Schmidt (NextEra) jason.schmidt@nee.com Webex
Jason Shook (GDS/ETEC) jason.shook@gdsassociates.com Webex
Jeremy Harris (WERE) jeremy.harris@westarenergy.com Webex
Jeremy Severson (BEPC) jseverson@bepc.com Webex
Jerry Bradshaw (SPRM) jerry.bradshaw@cityutilities.net Webex
Joe Fultz jfultz@grda.com Webex
Joe Staszowski jstaszowski@iso-ne.com Webex
John Boshears john.boshears@cityutilities.net Webex
Jon Iverson jiverson@oppd.com Webex
Jordan Schmick jordan.h.schmick@xcelenergy.com Webex
Josie Daggett daggett@wapa.gov Webex
Juliano Freitas SPP In Person
Kevin Foflygen (SPRM) kevin.foflygen@cityutilities.net Webex
Kirk Hall khall@spp.org Webex
Kurt Stradley LES In Person
Leon Howell howelllc@oge.com Webex
Liz Gephardt lgephardt@spp.org Webex
Marisa Choate mchoate@spp.org Webex
Matt Waldron mwaldron@atcllc.com Webex
Maureen Ochola maureen.ochola@eon.com Webex

mailto:kallen@spp.org#


Michael Stebbins michael.stebbins@xcelenergy.com Webex
Michael Watt (OMPA) mwatt@ompa.com Webex
Michael Wegner ITC In Person
Mounika Kurra (Quanta) mkurra@quanta-technology.com Webex
Natasha Henderson GSEC In Person
Pat McCool KCPL In Person
Raju Brahmandhabheri(ITC) rbrahmandhabheri@itctransco.com Webex
Randy Collier (CUS) randy.collier@cityutilities.net Webex
Rodica Donaldson rodica.donaldson@edf-re.com Webex
Ryan Yokley ryokley@sunflower.net Webex
Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto PUCT In Person
Steve Gaw rsgaw1@gmail.com Wind CoalitionIn Person
Steve Hohman shohman@oppd.com Webex
Tim Owens NPPD In Person
Yohan Sutjandra (TEA) ysutjandra@teainc.org Webex
Zac Hager OGE In Person



1. Jody Holland proxy to Eric Burkey 
 
From: Holland, Jody  
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2017 9:47 AM 
To: Alan Myers (amyers@itcgreatplains.com); Kelsey Allen 
Cc: Eric Burkey 
Subject: **External Email** ESWG proxy for 4/20/17 meeting 
 
Alan/Kelsey, 
Please record my proxy for Eric Burkey for the 4/20/17 ESWG meeting.  Thanks. 
 
Jody Holland 
Vice President, Planning 
South Central MCN, LLC 
Midcontinent MCN, LLC 
MidAtlantic MCN, LLC 
Gridliance West Transco, LLC 
Cell:  501-681-5950 
jholland@gridliance.com 
 
GridLiance, a Blackstone Portfolio Company 
2 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 420 
Chicago, IL 60602 
www.gridliance.com 
 

 
 

 

mailto:jholland@gridliance.com
http://www.gridliance.com/


 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

April 20th, 2017 

8th Floor AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

•  A G E N D A  •  

8:00am – 3:00pm 

1. Administrative Items 

a. Call to Order, Introductions ..................................................................... Alan Myers (5 minutes) 

b. Receipt of Proxies .................................................................................. Kelsey Allen (1 minute) 

c. Review of Agenda1 ................................................................................... Alan Myers (1 minute) 

2. Review of Past Action Items1 ............................................................................ Kelsey Allen (5 minutes) 

3. Consent Agenda (Approval Item) ........................................................................ Alan Myers (1 minutes) 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes1 – March 8th, 2017 

b. Approval of Meeting Minutes – March 16th, 2017 

4. ITP Scope Standardization ................................................................................ SPP Staff (330 minutes) 

a. Policy Survey Standard Percentages1 (Approval Item) (Liz Gephardt) 

b. Public Policy Needs Assessment1 (Approval Item) (Clayton Mayfield) 

c. Public Policy Project Selection1 (Approval Item) (Liz Gephardt) 

d. Economic Must Run Criteria1 (Approval Item) (Clayton Mayfield) 

e. Economic Project Selection1 (Approval Item) (Clayton Mayfield) 

f. Project Staging1 (Approval Item) (James Bailey) 

g. Resource Siting Update and Issues Discussion (Chris Jamieson) 

5. 2016 Organizational Effectiveness Survey Analysis1 ...................................................... All (15 minutes) 

6. Closing Items ..................................................................................................................... All (5 minutes) 

a. Summary of Action Items (Kelsey Allen) 

b. Future Meetings 

i. May 17th-18th  2017:  Hilton at the Ballpark, St. Louis, MO 

ii. June 15th, 2017:  8th Floor AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

iii. July 20th, 2017:  8th Floor AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

                                                 
1 Background Material Included 



 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

iv. August 16th, 2017:  Grand Hyatt, Denver, CO 

v. September 14th, 2017:  8th Floor AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

vi. October 12th, 2017:  8th Floor AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 

vii. November 15th-16th, 2017:  SPP Corporate Offices, Little Rock, AR 

viii. December 14th, 2017:  8th Floor AEP Offices, Dallas, TX 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

May 17th-18th, 2017 

 

 Action Item Date 
Originated Status Comments 

057 SPP staff will write a straw-man 
procedure or portion of the ITP 
manual that deals with conventional 
and wind generation planning and 
siting within the ITP process. The 
process should be in place by the 
Spring of 2015. 

August 23rd, 
2012 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

A draft resource siting 
whitepaper will be 
developed for review mid-
2016. 
April 2017: currently 
targeting 2 weeks first 
week in May 2017 for 
draft. 

151 SPP staff to look into optional 
software tools for use in ITP studies. 

May 20th, 
2015 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

Staff is meeting with 
software vendors and 
users and expects to have 
a recommendation on any 
potential resource 
planning software changes 
by 4th quarter 2016. 
February, 2017: 
Presentation on EGEAS.  
Hold on investigation of 
alternatives until EGEAS 
and ABB’s new Capacity 
Expansion tool are able to 
be fully tested and 
compared. 

160 SPP staff and the ESWG are to 
formalize standard procedures for 
data requests and member review of 
information related to ITP studies. 

January 21st, 
2016 

In Progress 

SPP 
Staff/ESWG 

Combined item 
representative of AI148 
and AI149. 

163 SPP staff and members to prepare 
for discussion on scope 
standardization and prioritization of 
discussion items. 

April 21st, 
2016 

In Progress 

SPP 
Staff/Members 

Ongoing. 

165 ESWG to review the assumed 
benefit of mandated reliability 
projects 

May 13th, 
2016 RARTF 

In Progress 

ESWG 

 

166  ESWG to review the impacts of 
using the system reconfiguration 
hybrid approach for the Assumed 
Benefit of Mandated Reliability 
Projects 

May 13th, 
2016 RARTF 

In Progress 

ESWG 

 

167 ESWG to review the classification of May 13th, In Progress  



projects in the ITP process 2016 RARTF ESWG 

168 SPP staff and the ESWG to evaluate 
the issues seen in the DC to AC 
model conversion process. 

May 18th-19th, 
2016 

In Progress 

SPP 
Staff/ESWG 

February, 2017:  Provided 
an update on issues and 
potential solutions. 

172 SPP staff to develop examples and 
language for tackling synergies of 
powerflow and economic generation 
data. 

June 16th, 
2016 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

October 20th: ESWG 
approved a methodology 
for the ITP standard 
scope.  Discussions 
should continue with 
SAWG for coordination of 
methodology, as 
appropriate. 

173 SPP staff to develop a process for 
annual update of the economic 
model with vendor data. 

June 16th, 
2016 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

 

183 SPP staff to perform transmission 
outage analysis in the first part of 
2017 to determine the appropriate 
APC benefit percentage to utilize for 
the mitigation of transmission 
outages benefit metric. 

September 
15th, 2016 

In Progress 

SPP Staff 

 

184 ESWG to have a future agenda item 
for education and discussion of the 
derivation and use of the net plant 
carrying charge (NPCC) value used 
in the ITP process for project cost 
calculations.  

April 20th, 
2017 

In Progress 

ESWG 

 

 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP / TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP 

March 8th, 2017 

Net Conference 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 
1. Approved the Resource Inclusion Process and Criteria for the ITP manual. 
2. Approved the Transmission Topology Modeling methodology for the ITP manual. 

  



 
Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP / TRANSMISSION WORKING GROUP 

March 8th, 2017 

Net Conference 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Chairs Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) and Travis Hyde (OGE) called the joint meeting of the Economic 
Studies Working Group (ESWG) and Transmission Working Group (TWG) to order at 2:00p.m., 
welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 59 participants, representing 13 of 17 ESWG members and 18 of 24 TWG members. 
(Attachment 1 – March 8th, 2017 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) asked for any ESWG proxy statements; three proxies were identified. Jody 
Holland (SCMCN) named Eric Burkey (SCMCN) as his proxy, Kurt Stradley (LES) named Tim Owens 
(NPPD) as his proxy, and Leon Howell (OGE) named Zac Hager (OGE) as his proxy.  (Attachment 2 – 
ESWG Proxy Statements) 

Travis Hyde (OGE) asked for any TWG proxy statements; four proxies were identified.  Scott Benson 
(LES) named Alan Burbach (LES) as his proxy, Noman Williams (SCMCN) named Eric Burkey (SCMCN) 
as his proxy, John Fulton (SPS) named Rene Miranda (SPS) as his proxy and Dan Lenihan (OPPD) 
named Josh Verzal (OPPD) as his proxy.  (Attachment 3 – ESWG Proxy Statements) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chairs Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) and Travis Hyde (OGE) presented the agenda for review and asked 
for any additions or corrections. (Attachment 4 – March 8th, 2017 ESWG.TWG Agenda). 

Natasha Henderson (GSEC) made a motion; seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD) to adopt the 
agenda for ESWG. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Richard Dahl (MRES) made a motion; seconded by Alan Myers (ITC) to adopt the agenda for 
TWG. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda included the following items: 

ITP Scope Standardization – Resource Inclusion Process and Criteria 

(Attachment 5 – Resource Inclusion Process and Criteria) 

ITP Scope Standardization – Transmission Topology Modeling 

(Attachment 6 – Transmission Topology Modeling) 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) and Travis Hyde (OGE) asked if any items should be removed from the 
consent agenda. 

The consent agenda was approved unanimously by ESWG and TWG. 

Agenda Item 3 – Potter-Tolk 345kV Additional Analysis Scope Discussion 

Chris Jamieson (SPP Staff) reviewed the proposed analysis to further evaluate the proposed Potter to 
Tolk 345 kV line.  The suggested sensitivities involve adjustments to load and gas price forecasts, 



 
resource expansion and siting plan assumptions and a review of the project cost estimate and potential 
avoided reliability project costs.  These were developed by SPP staff with support of those directly 
impacted load serving stakeholders in the West Texas/New Mexico area.  The group was generally 
supportive of the intended direction and asked that additional details be provided moving forward.  SPP 
staff requested that stakeholders review the proposed scope and provide feedback leading up to the 
ESWG meeting on the 16th.  (Attachment 7 – 2017 ITP10 Potter-Tolk 345 kV Additional Analysis) 

Closing Items 

Chairs Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) and Travis Hyde (OGE) requested other items meriting discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 PM. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kelsey Allen 

ESWG Secretary 

Kirk Hall 

TWG Secretary 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

March 16th, 2017 

8th Floor AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

• SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN • 

 
1. Approved RR208. 
2. Approved the Seams Project Policy Paper. 
3. Accepted SPP staff’s recommendation to utilize a terminal value (escalated at the rate of inflation) 

beginning no later than 5 years after the final data point for 40-year financial analysis in the new 
ITP process. 

4. Accepted SPP staff’s recommendation to utilize the year 2 study assessment model to validate 
economic modeling parameters by comparison to SPP operational data and previous study 
models in the new ITP process. 

5. Accepted SPP staff’s recommendation for defining economic needs in the new ITP process.  



 
Southwest Power Pool 

ECONOMIC STUDIES WORKING GROUP 

March 16th, 2017 

8th Floor AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

• MINUTES • 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Agenda Item 1a - Call to Order, Introductions 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) called the meeting of the Economic Studies Working Group (ESWG) 
to order at 8:00a.m., welcomed those in attendance, and asked for introductions. 

There were 14 in-person participants and 50 web conference participants, representing 16 of 17 ESWG 
members. (Attachment 1 – March 16th, 2017 Attendance List) 

Agenda Item 1b – Receipt of Proxies 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) asked for any proxy statements; five proxies were identified. Gayle Nansel 
(WAPA) named Chris Colson (WAPA) as her proxy, Jody Holland (SCMCN) named Eric Burkey 
(SCMCN) as his proxy, Leon Howell (OGE) named Zac Hager (OGE) as his proxy, Natasha Henderson 
(GSEC) named Evan Racine-Johnson (GSEC) as her proxy, and Pat McCool (KCPL) named Bethany 
King (EDE) as his proxy. (Attachment 2 – Proxy Statements) 

Agenda Item 1c – Review of Agenda 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) presented the agenda for review and asked for any additions or 
corrections. (Attachment 3 – March 16th, 2017 ESWG Agenda). 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Zac Hager (OGE) to adopt the agenda. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review of Past Action Items 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) reviewed the list of past action items and asked for any comments or questions.  
(Attachment 4 – Past Action Items) 

Agenda Item 3 – Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda included the following items: 

Meeting Minutes – February 15th, 2017 

Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) asked if any items should be removed from the consent agenda.  The 
February 15th, 2017 minutes were removed for review of comments on the Renewable Pricing vote. 
(Attachment 5 – February 15th, 2017 ESWG Minutes) 

Jon Iverson (OPPD) made a motion; seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD) to approve the February 
15th, 2017 meeting minutes as modified. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 4 – 2017 ITP10 Potter-Tolk 345 kV Additional Analysis 

Agenda Item 4a – Scope 

Chris Jamieson (SPP Staff) reviewed the proposed analysis to further evaluate the proposed Potter to 
Tolk 345 kV line.  SPP staff received minor comments on the scope of work since it was reviewed on 
March 8th and has proceeded with analysis as proposed.  Bennie Weeks (Xcel Energy/SPS) expressed 
concern with the wind sensitivities and stated that SPS would not support any changes/additions to the 
2017 ITP10 approved wind assumptions unless backed by a signed PPA or bilateral contract.  Jon 
Iverson (OPPD) expressed concern with including additional metrics in the analysis that were not applied 



 
uniformly across the entire study process.  The group requested additional clarification of new analysis 
versus refined analysis and the specifics of each of the sensitivities as SPP staff moves forward with the 
analysis.  Jon Iverson (OPPD) also requested that the original 115 kV rebuild alternative project be 
referenced as a part of future presentations.  The group requested additional time to review the proposed 
scope.  (Attachment 6 – 2017 ITP10 Potter-Tolk 345 kV Additional Analysis) 

Agenda Item 4b – Preliminary Results 

No preliminary results were reviewed. 

Agenda Item 5 – RR208-TPITF Tariff Changes 

Marisa Choate (SPP Staff) reviewed the proposed SPP Tariff changes to reflect the new ITP process.  
(Attachment 7 – RR 208 Overview) (Attachment 8 – RR 208 Recommendation Report) 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Evan Racine-Johnson (GSEC) to approve 
revision request 208. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 6 – Seams Project Policy Paper 

Clint Savoy (SPP Staff) reviewed the Seams Project Policy Paper with the group.  This paper was 
previously approved and is being updated to include the recently approved seams project cost allocation 
methodology.  (Attachment 9 – Seams Policy Paper _APPROVED by SSC 20170104) 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Zac Hager (OGE) to approve the updates to 
the Seams Project Policy Paper. The motion was approved with two abstentions, Alan Myers 
(ITC) and Bennie Weeks (SPS). 

 Alan Myers abstained for the following reasons:  “ITC has concerns that the Seams Policy 
Paper undermines incentives for neighboring regions to participate in Order 1000 
processes and therefore abstained from the vote on this issue.” 

 Bennie Weeks abstained for the following reasons:  “My abstention was due to the cost 
allocation methodology, in particular the automatic regionalization of costs with some 
exceptions.” 

Agenda Item 7 – ITP Scope Standardization 

Agenda Item 7a – 40-Year Financial Analysis 

Amber Greb (SPP Staff) reviewed the current 40-year financial analysis methodology, some options for 
improvement of the methodology and example comparisons.  The main cause for concern is the impact 
that the slope created by using two data points extrapolated out to a 20-year value has on the overall 
estimated 40-year benefits.  SPP staff is proposing to minimize this impact by extrapolating for a shorter 
time frame or introducing and additional data point to the calculation.  (Attachment 10 – 40-Year Financial 
Analysis) 

Zac Hager (OGE) made a motion; seconded by Bethany King (EDE) to accept SPP staff’s 
recommendation to utilize a terminal value (escalated at the rate of inflation) beginning no 
later than 5 years after the final data point for 40-year financial analysis in the new ITP 
process. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 7b – Benchmarking 

Nikki Roberts (SPP Staff) reviewed different approaches to benchmarking the economic model and some 
considerations for the benchmarking methodology moving forward into the new ITP process.  SPP staff is 
recommending to leverage models that will be built for use in the study process and to compare certain 
key data items to historical and previous study data.  Zac Hager (OGE) pointed out the differences that 
OGE has seen in the actual and simulated values and stated that some of those differences cannot be 
reconciled.  He suggested that SPP staff and members begin to document those differences and the 
causes, namely the modeling and software limitations.  (Attachment 11 – Benchmarking) 



 
Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded Tim Owens (NPPD) to accept SPP staff’s 
recommendation to utilize the year 2 study assessment model to validate economic modeling 
parameters by comparison to SPP operational data and previous study models in the new ITP 
process. The motion was approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 7c – Policy Survey Standard Percentages 

Liz Gephardt (SPP Staff) reviewed the standard percentages proposed for use in the renewable policy 
requirement calculations.  Steve Gaw (Wind Coalition) and Walt Cecil (MoPSC) questioned the removal 
of the North Dakota requirement and the treatment of the Missouri solar requirement, respectively. The 
group was not ready to vote for approval.  (Attachment 12 – Policy Survey) 

Agenda Item 7d – Economic Needs Assessment 

Kelsey Allen (SPP Staff) reviewed the proposed economic needs definition and assessment 
methodology.  SPP staff is proposing to incorporate both the defined criteria and lessons learned from the 
additional analysis performed in the 2017 ITP10 to create a more comprehensive approach for the 
assessment.  In addition to defining the top congested flowgates by traditional criteria, this approach 
would include additional categorization of needs, relation to other needs and focus areas, information of 
potential equipment limits, grouping of needs to indicate a potential for comprehensive analysis, as well 
as identification of those needs or groups of needs that will receive the most investigation by SPP staff.  
(Attachment 13 – Economic Needs Assessment) 

Kurt Stradley (LES) made a motion; seconded by Tim Owens (NPPD) to accept SPP staff’s 
recommendation for defining economic needs in the new ITP process. The motion was 
approved unanimously. 

Agenda Item 7e – Economic Project Selection 

[This item was not covered] 

Agenda Item 8 – TPITF Staff/Stakeholder Accountability 

English Cook (SPP Staff) reviewed the approach to SPP Staff and Stakeholder accountability outlined by 
the TPITF whitepaper.  The new process will require enhanced adherence to the defined schedule, a 
single point of contact for interaction between SPP staff and stakeholders, a waiver process for late data 
submissions of material impact to the study schedule, and a periodic report to MOPC on progress and 
issues requiring mitigation.  (Attachment 14 – TPITF Staff_Stakeholder Accountability) (Attachment 15 – 
SPP Staff and Stakeholder Accountability_02162017_ECRev1) 

Closing Items 

Chair Alan Myers (ITC Great Plains) requested other items meriting discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kelsey Allen 

ESWG Secretary 



ITP Scope 
Standardization –
Renewable Policy 
Review
Liz Gephardt
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Methodology Approval
• SPP staff recommended to standardize percentages of 

load and/or generation for each utility by state to 
calculate Mandates and Goals, where applicable.  These 
percentages would be based on historical values used 
and member feedback, and would be used as a standard 
proxy for future renewable energy standards.

• ESWG approved January 2017

• CAWG approved February 2017

• Standard values discussed between ESWG and CAWG 

• CAWG finalized review

• Request ESWG approval today

2



Proposed Standard Values
• SPP Staff recommends the standard values in the table 

below be approved for use in the ITP renewable policy 
review.

• States not included in the table would have no standard 
percentage
 North Dakota recently removed

3

State RPS Type Generation 
Type

Capacity- or 
Energy- Based

Year 
2 %

Year 
5 %

Year
10 %

Kansas Goal Both Capacity 20 20 20

Minnesota Mandate Both Energy 20 20 25

Missouri Mandate Both Energy 15 15 15

Montana Mandate Both Energy 15 15 15

New Mexico Mandate Wind Energy 15 15 15

New Mexico Mandate Solar Energy 4 4 4

South Dakota Goal Both Energy 10 10 10

Texas Mandate Both Capacity 5 5 5





Scope 
Standardization –
Public Policy Needs 
Assessment
April 20,2017

2



Current Policy 
Needs 
Assessment 
Process

3



Process Overview
• Evaluate utilities on an individual state by state basis 

such as AEP OK, AEP TX, etc.
 Assess deliverability of all renewable units by company and 

state as defined in the Policy Survey
 Assess if company is meeting their renewable mandate or 

goal requirement type (capacity or energy) according to the 
Policy Survey on a state level

 Utilize all utility renewable resources to help meet mandate or 
goal if needed

 Utilize 3% curtailment buffer

4



TPITF 
Standardization 
Proposal

5



Public Policy Process
• For existing public policy requirements utilize current 

process for the Renewable Policy Review (previously 
known as Policy Survey)

• Evaluation and definition of Needs driven by other 
public policy requirements will be determined during 
the ITP scope development process

6



Staff Recommendation
SPP Staff recommends that the ESWG approve the 
methodology for Policy Needs Assessment as presented
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Public Policy 
Project Selection 
and Portfolio 
Development
ITP Scope Standardization

April 20, 2017

Liz Gephardt

2



Current Methodology
• 2017 ITP10 Scope: “Policy projects will be developed and 

evaluated based upon how well they mitigate curtailment 
of renewable energy required by the 
regulatory/statutory mandates and goals as defined by 
the 2017 ITP10 Policy Survey.  Any policy project that 
helps to mitigate curtailment of renewable requirements 
will be included for further evaluation.”

• Need to consider methodology for non-RPS Public Policy 
in the future

3



Project Selection Process
• Evaluate each project’s performance with respect to the 

policy needs

• Identify solutions that resolve policy needs as eligible for 
the grouping phase

• For the projects identified during project selection, 
projects for each Future will be ranked based on APC 
benefit in relation to project cost

• The selected policy projects will be evaluated for 
redundancy within the public policy portfolio

4



Staff Recommendation
SPP Staff recommends that the ESWG approve the 
methodology for policy project selection as modified for 
language to be written by the ITP Manual Task Force

5





Scope 
Standardization –
Economic Must Run
April 20,2017
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Must-Run Status
• Must-run units will be forced to run at their minimum 

capacity states during non-economic times while the 
remainder of the capacity will be dispatched when 
economical

• October 20th, 2016 ESWG approved to utilize ABB 
Simulation Ready Data as starting point
 Units that generally run to meet a base level of load and have 

physical constraints that prevent it from shutting down easily.
 Coal and Gas (CC) above 100MW

• Optional classification criteria
 Units expected to be offered into the SPP Integrated 

Marketplace should not be specified as must-run regardless of 
current obligations.

 Units expected to not be offered into the SPP Integrated 
Marketplace may be specified as must-run as determined by 
each generator owner.

3



Motion
• Must run statuses will be removed from all units at the 

start of each study

• Criteria to allow exceptions for must run status will be 
approved by the ESWG with each study scope

• Requests for exceptions will be approved by the ESWG 
during the generation review milestone

4





Scope 
Standardization –
Economic Solution 
Evaluation
April 20,2017
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Project Screening

3



Project Screening Criteria
• SPP-derived conceptual estimates will be used for 

screening

• For a project to be eligible for an economic grouping, it 
must meet one of the following:
 1-year individual project B/C threshold

 Project performance will be assessed for each future and year

 ≥ 0.9 to pass screening

 SPP average NPCC percentage at the time of project screening will 
be used

 40-year NPV individual project B/C threshold
 Projects performance will be assessed for each future 

 NPV year will be the ITP study completion year

 SPP average NPCC percentage at the time of project screening will 
be used for NPV cost

 All projects will assume the 5 year model year as ISD

 ≥ 1.0 to pass screening

4



Project Screening Criteria
• If at least one of the following is true for a project, it will 

be flagged for Seams potential
 Interconnects to a non-SPP TO
 APC benefit to a neighbor is at least 20% of total benefit of SPP 

and neighbor

• Apply a minimum of 20% cost sharing ratio to 
neighboring region for Seams projects

5



Grouping
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ITP Groups
• Cost-Effective*

 Total project cost / total flowgate congestion cost relief
 Project selection based on each economic need

 Avoids the issue of determining which flowgates should be included or 
excluded from the total congestion cost relief

• Highest net APC benefit*
 APC Benefit – Project Cost
 Project selection based on SPP net APC benefit

 Avoids the issue of potentially excluding candidate projects that may 
have minor relief on multiple flowgates

• Multi-Variable*
 Allow Staff to layer projects from other two groupings or 

additional analysis to develop portfolio

* The final portfolio for each future will be selected by SPP 
Staff and approved by SPP Stakeholders

7



Grouping Phase I
Project Ranking
• Create a ranked list of best performing projects by Need 

or set of Needs for each group by year

8



Grouping Phase II
Project Selection Considerations
• 1-year project cost, APC benefit, B/C ratio

• 40-year NPV cost, APC benefit, and B/C ratio

• The congestion relief that a project provides for the 
economic needs of that Future and year

• Project overlap – two projects that relieve the same 
congestion are not both included in a portfolio

• The potential for a project to mitigate multiple economic 
needs 

• Any potential routing or environmental concerns with 
projects

• Any long-term concerns about the viability of projects

9



Grouping Phase II
Project Selection Considerations
• Identify Seam and Non-Seam project overlaps

• Individual project robustness, which includes but is not 
limited to event file modification

• The potential for a project to mitigate reliability, policy and 
operational needs, which covers current market congestion

• The potential for a project to address non-thermal issues

• The need for new infrastructure versus leveraging existing 
infrastructure

• Consideration of larger-scale solutions that provide more 
robustness and multiple values

10



Grouping Phase III
Portfolio Determination 
• Request Study level (+30%) cost estimates for top 

performing and alternative projects

• Re-rank only projects that have Study level estimates to 
create a new list of best performing projects by Need or 
set of Needs for each group by year

• Apply 0.9 1 Year B/C or 1.0 40 year NPV B/C as 
appropriate when removing projects to refine groupings

• Consolidate 2, 5, and 10 year project ranking results for 
each group

• Use project screening 40 year NPV methodology to 
select winning group

11



Staff Recommendation
SPP Staff recommends that the ESWG approve the 
methodology Project Selection as presented

12





Project Staging
ITP Scope Standardization

April 20, 2017

SPP Staff

2



Staging of Economic Projects
• Driven by solution performance

• Incremental benefit of each economic project calculated 
for the study years

• Interpolation between the study year results performed 
to determine first year (need date) when B/C ratio 
exceeds 1.0

• Other considerations may be taken into account
 Results from various futures
 Current market conditions
 Significant assumption changes between study years

3



4

• Driven by public policy need

• Progress toward public policy target determined for the 
study years

• Interpolation between the study year results performed 
to determine first year (need date) when public policy 
target is met

• Other considerations may be taken into account
 Results from various futures
 Current market conditions
 Significant assumption changes between study years

Staging of Public Policy Projects





ITP Scope 
Standardization –
Siting Plan Process
April 20,2017

2



Overview
• ESWG Action Item – SPP ITP Siting Plan Process 

Whitepaper

• SPP staff draft - expediently in progress

• Overall theme – Leverage existing ITP manual philosophies and 2017 
ITP10 siting plan process with improvements from lessons learned

• Next steps
 Post draft for stakeholder feedback
 Incorporate stakeholder feedback
 Post draft for final review and approval
 Approve whitepaper and recommendations for scope 

standardization
 Draft language and approve language for standardized scope
 Implement recommended process

3



Siting Focus Today
• Conventional

 What are allowable exceptions to siting conventional 
generation within the assigned owner’s zone?

• Wind
 When is it appropriate to consider sites with higher than 

average potential that have a lower GI queue position or no GI 
queue position at all?

4



Conventional Siting Concepts
• ITP manual conventional generation siting 

philosophy - Site proxy generation by region: Site 
expansion of conventional model generation in zone with 
highest capacity needs.

• SPP Planning Criteria 4.4 Generation Planning 4.4.1 
Design Futures a) In order to maintain a balanced 
design of the electric system, excessive concentration of 
generating capacity in one unit, at one location, or in one 
area shall be avoided.

• Allowable exceptions to siting conventional generation 
in zone with highest capacity needs
 Load pocket concerns
 Fuel delivery concerns
 Others on a case-by-case basis
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Wind Siting Concepts
• Leverage Generation Interconnection (GI) queue

• First, sites ranked by GI queue status 
 IA commercial operation not fully on-line (~900 MW)
 IA on-schedule
 IA on-suspension
 IA Pending
 Facility Study
 DISIS Stage

• Second, sites ranked by highest capacity factor and 
transmission interconnection costs

• Skip GI queue positions with higher than average 
interconnection costs

• Supplement and augment GI queue as needed to avoid a 
“chicken-and-egg” dilemma
 For example, include potential sites with higher than 

average capacity factors and limit generator outlet facility 
assumptions

6





2016 Organizational 
Group Survey
April 20, 2017

2



Overall Results
• General observations

 Group responses rates up this year
 Overall average effectiveness is 4.2, the same as 2015

3

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010

Overall 
effectiveness 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2

Response 
rate 71% 70% 63% 71% 71% 74% 74%



ESWG Results
• General observations

 Higher than average response rate and overall effectiveness 
score

 Highest ESWG response rate and effectiveness score (with the 
exception of 2014)

4

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of 
members 19 15 16 16 16 15 17
Number of 
responses 16 11 9 10 13 10 12

Response rate 84% 73% 56% 63% 81% 67% 71%
Overall 
effectiveness 
score 4.3 3.8 4.4 4.1 4.2 3.5 3.9



ESWG Results
• Highest scores

 4.9:  The chair seeks input, and organizational group members 
are able to influence key decisions and plans

 4.8:  The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual 
needs and differences of group members

 4.7:  The chair ensures follow-through on questions and 
commitments

• Lowest scores
 3.6:  Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner
 4.1:  Members are engaged during the meeting
 4.0:  Members come prepared to meetings

• General Observation
 Overall effectiveness score reflects average of individual 

scores (4.3 vs. 4.4)
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Summary 1

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 *2009
Balancing Authority Operating Committee 50% 36% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.9 4.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Business Practices Working Group 57% 73% 55% 71% 60% 64% 82% N/A 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.6 3.8
Change Working Group 61% 50% 52% 63% 61% 44% 65% 38% 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.3 4.2 3.3
Corporate Governance Committee 80% 80% 88% 100% 88% 88% 75% 43% 4.6 4.5 4.9 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 3.2
Cost Allocation Working Group 82% 88% 25% 67% 67% 50% 33% 27% 4.0 3.9 5.0 4.7 4.3 3.8 4.0 3.3
Credit Practices Working Group 44% 67% 78% 75% 80% 67% N/A N/A 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.5 4.0 n/a n/a
Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 35% 47% 65% 53% 71% 75% 69% 27% 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.3
Economic Studies Working Group 84% 73% 56% 63% 81% 67% 71% 38% 4.3 3.8 4.4 4.1 4.2 3.5 3.9 4.3
Event Analysis Working Group 71% 67% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.5 3.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Finance Committee 86% 86% 57% 86% 86% 86% 86% 30% 4.7 4.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.2 3.7
Generation Working Group 44% 50% 56% 50% 60% 22% 50% 38% 4.0 3.8 3.0 4.3 4.4 3.5 4.2 2.8
Human Resources Committee 86% 100% 86% 86% 71% 100% 86% 40% 4.8 4.8 4.5 3.8 3.6 3.7 4.3 3.3
Market Working Group 72% 68% 47% 74% 41% 63% 81% 38% 4.2 4.0 4.7 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.2 3.2
Markets and Operations Policy Committee 42% 39% 30% 37% 46% 48% 47% 33% 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.2
Model Development Working Group 87% 69% 92% 100% 77% 100% 92% 48% 4.0 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 2.8
Project  Cost Working Group 87% 86% 59% 65% 63% N/A N/A N/A 4.2 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 N/A N/A N/A
Operating Reliabilty Working Group 84% 67% 80% 67% 94% 87% 77% 38% 4.3 4.0 4.5 3.7 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.6
Operations Training Working Group 88% 83% 58% 70% 92% 83% 92% 45% 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 3.7
Oversight Committee 80% 100% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 3.5
Project Cost Working Group 87% 86% 65% 65% 63% N/A N/A N/A 4.2 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 N/A N/A N/A
Regional Compliance Working Group 77% 75% 65% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.3 4.0 4.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Regional Tariff Working Group 67% 61% 77% 67% 52% 71% 67% 43% 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.7 3.7 4.2 4.2 3.5
Seams Steering Committee 79% 67% 64% 70% 40% N/A N/A N/A 3.8 3.7 4.0 4.0 4.3 N/A N/A N/A
Strategic Planning Committee 93% 83% 67% 83% 92% 100% 92% 43% 3.9 4.5 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 3.1
Supply Adequacy Working Group 76% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Systems Protection and Control Working Group 67% 62% 58% 62% 69% 77% 77% 38% 4.8 3.5 3.7 4.5 3.9 4.5 3.5 3.6
Transmission Working Group 64% 54% 67% 54% 82% 79% 67% 41% 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.7 4.0 3.4

Average 71% 70% 63% 71% 71% 74% 74% 42% 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2 3.5

Every score across all groups and questions was 3.3 or higher.

2016 Organizational Group Survey Analysis

 Group

* Note: Overall effectiveness was measured in a different way in 2009

Overview
Respondents were asked to select a score from 1 - 5 with 1 being a strong disagreement to the statement and 5 being a strong agreement with statement.

The table below shows overall response rates and overall effectiveness scores by Organizational Group in alphabetical order. Response rates were up this year: The overall 
Three groups had the highest overall effectiveness rating (4.8): the Human Resources Committee, Oversight Committee and System Protection and Control Working Group. 
The Event Analysis Working Group had the lowest overall effectiveness score: 3.5.

Overall average effectiveness is 4.2, the same as in 2015.
The System Protection and Control Working Group saw the biggest increase in overall effectiveness ratings, increasing from 3.5 in 2015 to 4.8 in 2016. The Strategic Planning 

Response rate Overall effectiveness

Overall effectiveness scores reflect the average response to the question, "Please rate the overall effectiveness of this group," not the average responses to all questions for 
a given group.



Summary 2

 



BAOC 3

Balancing Authority Operating Committee 2016 2015
Number of members 18 33

Number of responses 9 12
Response rate 50% 36%

Overall effectiveness score 3.9 4.2
Lowest score 4
Highest score 4.5

Question
2016 2015

The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.2 4.3
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.2 4.1
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.4 4.3
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.2 4.3
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.4 4.2

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.5
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.5 4.6
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.3 4.2
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.4 4.4

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.5

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.3 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.4 4.3
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.1 4.4
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.1 4.3
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.0 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.3 4.3

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.1 4.4
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.1 4.2
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.125 4.3

Additional comments:
-

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall 
organizational group structure.

Other comments

Meetings are necessary and run in a very professional manner.  SPP does a very good job of having SME's available to answer questions 
or present information and provide guidance. 

Average Score

Presentations are generally not provided before the meetings and there have been a number of times it would have been helpful to 
have the presentations in advance.

Most members are former BAs.

-

Really don't have anything, the format having some face to face and some web meetings works great.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:



BPWG 4

Business Practices Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 14 11 11 7 10 11 11

Number of responses 8 8 6 5 6 7 9
Response rate 57% 73% 55% 71% 60% 64% 82%

Overall effectiveness score 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.6
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.1 4.2
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.6 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.1
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.2 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.2

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.1
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.1
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.0 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.2 3.4 3.8
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.1 4.6 4.5 4.0 4.3 3.9 4.3
Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.3 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.3 4.3

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.0 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.1 4.1
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.1 3.9
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.2 4.0 3.9
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.9 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.2

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.4 4.8 4.4 4.3

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.2
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.5 4.1 4.1
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.2

Additional comments:
-

This group does not have sufficiently full agendas and should be merged with another group.

Additional comments:

-

-

There does not seem to be much for this group to do lately, perhaps it should be assimilated into the MWG.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Other comments

Question

-

-
Additional comments:

Average score



BPWG 5

 



CAWG 6

Cost Allocation Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 11 8 8 9 9 10 12

Number of responses 9 7 2 6 6 5 4
Response rate 82% 88% 25% 67% 67% 50% 33%

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 3.9 5.0 4.7 4.3 3.8 4.0
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.9 4.7 5.0 4.8 4.9 4.2 3.8
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.1 4.1 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.2 2.5
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.8 4.7 5.0 4.8 4.9 4.0 3.5
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.4 4.7 5.0 4.5 4.1 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.9 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.6 2.6 3.3

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.8 4.3 4.5 5.0 4.3 4.2 3.0
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.0 4.0 3.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.6 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.6 3.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.6 4.6 4.5 5.0 4.4 4.0 3.5
Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members.

4.6 4.4 4.0 5.0 4.7 4.4 3.3

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.6 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.3 3.8 3.8
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 5.0 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.7 4.2 3.5
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.8 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.3 3.8 3.8
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.4 4.1 3.0 4.2 4.3 3.8 3.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.4 4.1 4.0 4.7 4.1 4.2 2.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.8 3.8 3.3

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.6 3.8 3.0
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.7 3.8 3.0
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.6 3.6 3.3

I have enjoyed working with each member of the Cost Allocation Working Group, and I look forward to continuing the work of the group in the future. 

Question

-

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Additional comments:

-

Additional comments:
-

Dallas has done a great job.

-

Average score

Additional comments:

Other comments
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Corporate Governance Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 10 10 8 8 8 8 8

Number of responses 8 8 7 8 7 7 6
Response rate 80% 80% 88% 100% 88% 88% 75%

Overall effectiveness score 4.6 4.5 4.9 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 5.0 4.8 4.7 4.3 4.7 4.4 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.3
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.9 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.5
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.4 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.6 4.1 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.9 4.5

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.7 4.7 4.4 4.5
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals.

4.8 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 5.0 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.2
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 5.0 4.5 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.3
Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members.

4.9 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5

Members are engaged during meetings. 5.0 4.5 4.9 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.0
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.8 4.4 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.3
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.8 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.5
Dissenting voices are heard. 5.0 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.7
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 5.0 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.2

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.9 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.6

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.6
The chair keeps the group on task. 4.9 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.3 4.6
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.9 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.2 4.4

Additional comments:

1.)  Provide the CGC short, periodic training sessions on relevant organizational documents, such as the Bylaws or Membership Agreements.  
2.)  The extremely short turn-around time for some of the recent conference calls can be problematic.  If I don't happen to check my email, it would be very easy for me 
to not even realize that we are having a call.  
3.)  I really appreciate that CGC makes an effort to schedule its meetings in locations that are generally easy to make travel arrangements to.  

I have one item.  Meeting minutes properly reflect final votes on action items.  Several of the issues we have worked on have been complex and have evolved over 
multiple meetings.  Whether there is an opportunity to more formally document the substance of these discussions would be an interesting subject for the group to 
consider.  I see merit in the current approach which essentially limits the minutes to final action items and I also see benefit to having a more robust record of the 
evolution of the particular issue, but that also adds certain complexity.  One suggestion is when we propose a change to a fundamental governing document, that we 
have a brief template describing what change has been proposed and why it is being proposed.  This might be more trouble than it is worth, but I would be interested in 
whether the group sees any merit in discussing.  For example, NPPD's Board takes certain actions on simple matters by motion only, but more substantive actions are 
taken by resolution which is prepared beforehand and generally provides background and context for a particular official action.  This can be helpful in the future, 
especially when the passage of time results in significant staff and board turnover and the resultant loss of institutional memory.

Question

This is a good group of quality people.  I'm thankful to be able to participate.  

SPP Staff do a thorough job of being available and prepared for the meetings.  They also follow up to action items in a consistent manner.  

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:
-

Average score

Get companies to ensure rep is from their C suite of officer.  Ensure members realize their purpose is to move into what is good for SPP even if their sector has to 
compromise.    Explore carefully how to manage the RE and MMU.

Please share any additional comments about the organizational group's effectiveness:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Nick does a nice job of keeping us on track, even when the issues are challenging.  

Board succession and leadership

The CGC has consistently accomplished the tasks that are required, such as hiring Board members or making committee recommendations.  We have an outspoken 
group that is willing to share ideas and concerns.  We could consider discussing the gaps and overlaps between the CGC and the SPC, as sometimes it appears they may 
have an interest in common issues.
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Current membership is very good and actively engaged.  Members should be encouraged to identify and nominate reps with higher level management and executive 
experience for future vacancies as current group may be a little bit "light" in terms of higher level strategic planning and management experience.   
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Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 17 17 17 17 17 16 16

Number of responses 6 8 11 9 12 12 11
Response rate 35% 47% 65% 53% 71% 75% 69%

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.6
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.6
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.2 4.7 4.6 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.4
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.5
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.3 4.6 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.5

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.3
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.3 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.2
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.5

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.0 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.3
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.5
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.6

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.9

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.8 4.9
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.7 4.7
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.6

-

-

Additional comments:

Question

-

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Average score

I'm glad to be associated wit the group.

-

Honestly, I don't have any improvement recommendations.  This seems to be a well run group!!!

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

This working group is a source for useful information.
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Credit Practices Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 9 9 9 8 10 6 N/a

Number of responses 4 6 7 6 8 4 N/a
Response rate 44% 67% 78% 75% 80% 67% N/a

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.5 4.0 N/a
Lowest score N/a
Highest score N/a

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.8 4.7 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 N/a
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.8 4.3 4.9 4.2 4.4 3.8 N/a
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.3 4.4 4.3 N/a
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.3 4.0 4.6 4.0 4.3 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.4 4.3 N/a

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.2 4.3 3.5 3.9 4.0 N/a
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.5 4.2 4.6 3.7 4.0 3.5 N/a
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.8 3.8 4.0 3.3 3.9 3.5 N/a
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 4.0 4.3 3.7 4.0 3.5 N/a

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.0 4.2 4.7 4.3 4.1 4.0 N/a

Members are engaged during the meeting 3.5 3.8 4.4 3.5 4.0 3.8 N/a
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.0 4.2 4.4 3.8 4.3 4.0 N/a
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 3.8 4.0 4.7 4.0 4.3 4.0 N/a
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.5 4.0 4.4 3.7 4.0 4.0 N/a
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.5 4.2 4.3 3.7 4.3 4.0 N/a

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.0 N/a

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.0 N/a
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.0 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.6 3.8 N/a
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.3 N/a

Additional comments:
-

Additional comments:
-

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Incorporate training sessions on certain Credit processes.    
Incorporate more transmission related credit discussions.    
Definitely have a Face-to-Face meeting in the 2017 calendar year.

Member's perspectives tend to be focused on their business

Additional comments:

Question

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Some meetings are cancelled due to "lack of information on the agenda" without soliciting agenda items from the CPWG groupl

Member's perspectives tend to be focused on their business

Average score
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Change Working Group  2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 31 30 33 35 41 41 20

Number of responses 19 15 17 22 25 18 13
Response rate 61% 50% 52% 63% 61% 44% 65%

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.3 4.5
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.4 4.4 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.7 4.2
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.1
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.1 3.9 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.0 3.9 4.4

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.1 3.8
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.1 3.6 3.8
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.9
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.1 3.7 3.5 4.1

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.4

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.6 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.7 4.5
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.4
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.1 4.3 4.2 3.7 4.1 3.8 4.3
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.9 4.2 3.8 4.5 3.7 3.4 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.5

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.6
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.5
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.6

 

Average score

1. Let the audience know when action is required.  
2. Make sure everyone understands what is expected of them.  
3. Maybe have more than one meeting a month and have some training materials for newcomers.

I feel like we have the same meeting over and over and I'm not sure how efficient it is to have the meeting monthly.  I would like to see CWG go to a every other 
month schedule, or even quarterly.

Additional comments:

-

Question

The CWG's SPP support does a great job of keeping us on schedule and preparing for the meetings.
Additional comments:

Efficiently run group. 

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

-

Meetings for the last couple of years have been 1/2 day which results in non-MWG members of the CWG not having face time in a very long time. Schedule a CWG 
meeting for an afternoon and the next morning at 1-2 times per year.

This is a good group of folks to work with on issues.

I don't have any suggestions for improvement.  The new schedule of meeting face-to-face on a quarterly basis seems to be working well.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

We could always use more involvement and input, but overall this group is effective and accomplishes its goals.
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Event Analysis Working Group 2016 2015
Number of members 7 6

Number of responses 5 4
Response rate 71% 67%

Overall effectiveness score 3.5 3.75
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 3.3 4.0
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.3 3.8
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 3.8 4.0
The information presented in meetings is clear. 3.7 4.0
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 3.3 3.5

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 3.3 4.0
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 3.5 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.3 3.8
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 3.3 3.5

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 3.3 4.0

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.3 3.8
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 3.3 3.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 3.3 3.8
Dissenting voices are heard. 3.3 4.0
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.3 3.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 3.3 3.8

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 3.3 4.0
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 3.3 4.0
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 3.3 4.0

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall 
organizational group structure

-

The EAWG is made up of Chairs from other working groups TWG, SPCWG, ORWG, GWG, CIPWG, RCWG

Question

No regular meetings

Additional comments:

-

-
Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group 
structure.

-

Average Score

The EAWG only meets when there is a event on the system, this year there has been no events

In the last year there have been no meetings.

This group has not been overly active and I just took over as chair.  I believe we are trying to determine the best use and participation 
for the group to ensure effectiveness.  Thus really have no rating, perspective or comments at this time.  
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Economic Studies Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 19 15 16 16 16 15 17

Number of responses 16 11 9 10 13 10 12
Response rate 84% 73% 56% 63% 81% 67% 71%

Overall effectiveness score 4.3 3.8 4.4 4.1 4.2 3.5 3.9
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.9
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.6 3.9 3.8 3.5 3.5 2.5 3.2
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.1 4.5 4.3 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.1 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.2 3.8 4.0 4.2

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.3
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.1 4.2 3.9 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.0 4.1 4.2 3.7 3.5 3.2 3.7
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.0 3.9 4.1 4.0

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.3 3.9 3.9 3.9

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.8
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.0
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.4 3.9 4.3
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.9 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.1

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.1
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.1 4.2 3.9 3.7
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.2 3.5 3.8

Making more interim, meaningful, study results publically available would be helpful for members and followers of the ESWG who are classified as competitive duty 
personnel.    The ESWG may want to review the need for benefit calculations that are time consuming to achieve and/or have methods of calculation (including 
educated, broad, assumptions) that bring into question confidence in the bottom line result.    I know staff and working group members have put much time and 
thought in methods of grouping and consolidation to create portfolios, it is important to keep the ideas on methods to perform this on the forefront of our 
discussions.     

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

The ESWG is a well run group.  Allen does an excellent job of providing input, background to topics, and facilitating discussion to keep the group on task.  

Improved documentation on technical processes such as how projects are selected and evaluated with links to such documentation in the background materials. 

Additional comments:
Availability of meeting materials prior to the meetings has made it more challenging to come prepared to the meetings.

The members that participate have good input that helps with effectiveness.

Continued work on coordination of data AND software among groups.  SPP should consider looking at software decisions holistically across groups in order to 
minimize cost, maximize function, and improve efficiency in data manipulation and transfer across software and groups.  

Provide recommendations/direction before diving into details of complex issues.
Meeting materials distributed in a more timely manner.
the team is working good and is engaged in the process.  
* General examples/Prelim model results - I am leaving this as a general request in order to not ramble on.  Several recommendations are usually given at meetings 
(not just eswg) and without much background, there are times an example of "why" would be helpful.  Are you seeing this from the model? If so, show us some 
"prelim" analysis in the slide deck.   

The ESWG meeting minutes are routinely high caliber.

Alan does great.

Kelsey does well...forgot to mention earlier.  1)More timely material posting.  2)Less focus by staff on how changes are impacting them.  More of their focus should 
be on implementing Tariff and stakeholder guidance.  3)More timely material posting.

Question

This year it seems that more meeting materials are not available until the day of the meeting or are updated at the meeting, than last year. 

We have a number of members that have minimal participation in meeting discussions.  I don't know if it's because they don't have the necessary knowledge or 
other.  Members frequently seem unprepared to give opinions or vote on specific items.

Additional comments:
-

Additional comments:
Alan continues to do a great job as ESWG chair.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

The ESWG has a lot on its plate, especially with the extra effort to implement the TPITF recommendations, while completing the 2017 ITP10 analysis. It will be 
important to prioritize the work, especially emergent work, to ensure that SPP is ready to implement the new ITP process in 2017.

Average score

I marked agree but it would be nice if meeting materials were provided more in advance.
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Finance  Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Number of responses 6 6 4 6 6 6 6
Response rate 86% 86% 57% 86% 86% 86% 86%

Overall effectiveness score 4.7 4.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.2
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.8 4.0 4.2 4.2
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.3 4.0
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.7 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.5 4.6 5.0 4.7 4.7 4.2

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.2
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.3 4.3 4.5
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.7 4.3 4.0 3.8
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.5 4.0

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.2

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.3 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 4.7 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.0
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.3 4.7 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.0
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.7 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.2 4.0

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.7

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.5 4.3 3.7 3.5
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 5.0 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.2

Very competent and involved groupn

I appreciate the Committee Members showing a high level of concern for the end use customer, and the fact they are paying for the costs of the SPP.    Committee Members 
show great respect for each other, and this helps the Committee achieve very good results.

The joint SPC/FC mtg was helpful to me.

Average score

I believe there are certain agenda items that have historically been part of the annual cycle of Finance Committee review that simply may not rise to the level of needing 
Finance Committee attention.  Accordingly, I believe we should spend some time as a committee to review the annual schedule of topics we address and freshly assess 
the level of review that should be conducted by the Finance Committee. 

I believe the committee has become more action oriented over the past year or so. There is good quality discussion helping drive towards reaching consensus and decisions. 

There have been some changes in the composition of the committee... and this does affect continuity; at the same time, I believe the current membership does a very 
effective job- is well-prepared and fully engaged.

Question

Over the past year, I believe he quality of engagement of the members has improved.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Continue to provide materials timely including presentations that will be made at the meeting.  Continue to highlight areas of concern by staff with respect to our 
financials.  Continue to provide areas where we have achieved efficiencies and quantify the dollar amount.

The chair does a very good job in insuring that all voices are heard.  He does a very good job of insuring the agenda is followed.  And, in general, does an effective job of 
keeping discussions on topic and moving the meetings along.  This can be a challenge at times.

Save money by meeting at a less expensive location like Little Rock.    We need to establish a risk analysis, and review.  For example:  A heat map of risks being managed 
and reviewed by the Committee.  Issues could be identified in a matrix of 1) ability of SPP to influence 2) impact to the SPP financial status.

materials and analysis has improved steadily over time 
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Generation Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 9 8 9 8 10 9 10

Number of responses 4 4 5 4 6 2 5
Response rate 44% 50% 56% 50% 60% 22% 50%

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 3.8 3.0 4.3 4.4 3.5 4.2
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.3 4.0 3.8 4.8 4.2 3.5 4.2
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.0 3.8 3.6 4.8 4.0 3.5 4.0
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.8 4.0 4.0 4.0
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.0 3.8 3.4 4.8 4.2 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.5 3.8 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.0

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 3.3 3.5 3.6 4.3 4.6 4.0 4.0
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 3.5 3.8 4.0 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.2
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.0 3.5 3.8 4.0 4.2 3.5 4.2
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.0

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.0

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.8 3.5 4.3 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 3.8 3.8 3.6 4.5 4.4 4.0 3.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 3.8 3.8 3.4 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.2
Dissenting voices are heard. 3.8 4.0 3.4 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.2
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.8 3.8 3.2 4.3 4.2 3.0 3.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.8 4.6 4.0 4.2

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.6 4.0 4.4
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.8 4.2 4.0 4.0
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 4.0 3.8 4.8 4.4 4.0 4.2

For 2016, the group was effective in preparing membership for NERC Standard changes regarding generator testing. While actionable items were limited in the area of 
generation accreditation, the group did participate alongside the CMTF in their discussions.

The recent change to combine the scope of the GWG and the CMTF into the SAWG is a great improvement. I think it allows SPP and its members to move forward in 
areas where the GWG was hesitant given the CMTF's objectives. 

1. In general, RR's, and comments on them, should be posted a week ahead of meetings to ensure effective discussion.    
2. A more structured process for comments would help; conditionally approving revisions "subject to comments from other working groups" makes it difficult to 
know the status.

-

Question

-

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

-

-

Average score
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Human Resources Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Number of responses 6 7 6 6 5 7 6
Response rate 86% 100% 86% 86% 71% 100% 86%

Overall effectiveness score 4.8 4.8 4.5 3.8 3.6 3.7 4.3
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.8 4.8 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.0
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.7 4.5 4.3 3.8 3.0 4.3 3.5
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.0 3.6 4.1 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.5 4.7 4.2 3.7 3.6 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.5 4.2

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.4 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.5
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.3 4.2
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.8 4.7 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.5

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.6 5.0 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.5

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.7 5.0 4.5 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.2
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 5.0 4.8 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.0
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.7 4.7 4.5 3.5 3.8 4.3 4.2
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.7 5.0 4.5 3.8 4.2 4.6 4.7
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 5.0 4.8 4.7 4.0 3.6 4.3 3.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.8 4.7 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.6 4.8

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.7 4.7 4.7 3.5 3.4 4.7 4.8
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.7 4.7 4.7 3.2 3.2 3.9 4.0
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.0 4.0 4.6 4.5

-

-

Question

-

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:
-

Average score
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1. This committee functions well but I question whether it could use more functional input from the membership.  
2. We should be sure to have annual meetings with the HR staff.  
3. We should seek additional input on how satisfied SPP employees are with their benefits.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

-

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.
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Market Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 18 19 19 19 17 16 16

Number of responses 13 13 9 14 7 10 13
Response rate 72% 68% 47% 74% 41% 63% 81%

Overall effectiveness score 4.2 4.0 4.7 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.2
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.1 4.6 4.3
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.4 4.1 4.0 3.7
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.3
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.3 4.7 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.2

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.2
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.1 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.4 3.9
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.6 3.9 4.1 3.5
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.1 4.4 3.9

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.2

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.2 4.0 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.3 3.8
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.1
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.4 4.1
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.3
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.0

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.4

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.5 4.3
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.3
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.4

Better microphones for the benefit of those phoning in    At least one meeting a year away from Dallas, Kansas City, Denver, or Omaha would be preferred

1.  Is Dallas still the right location?  Would more people attend in a central location like Kansas City?  
2.  Make it a point to do all approval items first.  The room has lost a lot of life by 5pm.  
3.  Vote/rotate the chair on a schedule similar to MOPC.

Very good Working Group.  The Chair and Vice-Chair do a great job of running the meetings and keeping the group on task. SPP's Staff also does a great job of organizing 
and meetings.  Thanks 

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

1. MWG members come prepared for the meeting  
2. If have discussion items have backup information and if possible send it out to the MWG members before the call  
3. Have more face to face meetings with ORWG 

Everyone is allowed to have a voice at the MWG meetings. At times it seems some opinions or actions deem not liked by others however does not stop the discussion for 
the member wanting the discussion

All MWG Members including myself need to make sure they are prepared for the meeting 

MMU staff participates, but is sometimes hard to understand  Microphones need to be improved  Presenters, especially staff, should attend in person  

Question Average score

MWG Chair does keep the meetings moving and does look for input which may include asking a member for information or clarification

Althouh the group often times deals with highly technical and controversial topics SPP staff does a good job of preparing information as quickly as possible.  The MWG 
participants are largely understanding when items are not 7 days in advance.  

Additional comments:

Members largely come prepared to contribute and make decisions EVEN if they have not had the time to review in detail the materials.  Their techincal capability allows 
them to quickly be up to speed; particpate in a discusion and make a decision.  With the exception of a few members, most are prepared to take action and go on the 
record without fear of retribution back home...

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Having meeting materials available to the MWG Members as soon as available helps with members being prepared for the meeting and potentially should help with 
comments before the start of the meeting
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Market and Operations Committee  2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 86 76 70 68 63 61 59

Number of responses 36 30 21 25 29 29 28
Response rate 42% 39% 30% 37% 46% 48% 47%

Overall effectiveness score 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 3.8 3.7 3.9
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.5 3.9 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.6
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.1
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.0 3.8 4.1 3.9 4.0 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.0

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.4
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.9
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.5 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.4
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 3.9 3.6 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.7

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 3.9 3.9 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.0 3.8

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.1 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.6 3.6
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.2 3.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.1 3.9 4.4 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.0
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.2
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.8 3.8

Question Average score

For Item 12 - there are at times when disrespectful comments have been made toward other Members during some hard discussions.  When money is on the table 
emotions on the edge.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

At last meeting Z2 information was  presented at meeting that was sent out that morning.   we ended up voting on a 5 year payment plan extension without any real 
vetting.    (No pre-pay option was included)

Members often vote with their pocket book, not what is best for the market as a whole.  

Some people are prepared for meeting but number are not.  As is typical nowadays most people are concentrating on their computer and not the speaker.    At the MOPC 
level you should not have as many abstain votes.

Given the diverse makeup of the MOPC, there is no consistent agreement on goals, thus no consistent commitment to any specific goal that exercises the diversity.

membership is what it is...  we have the expertise to accomplish the goals because of the key 10-20% of the members that show up committed to the meeting and 
prepared to engage in the discussion...

A number of parties are active in SPP, but are not SPP members, which reduces the value of issue discussions. A process is needed to get their input.

I say neurtoal on if presnted is clear.  While the folks at the meeting SHOULD BE technically aware of OR capable of understanding the issues being presented; it is 
sometimes difficult to just jump in to a discussion right away.  On more complicated matters a 60 second level set introduction wojld be of help.  ("Now recall last meeting 
we talked about....."; "Were responding to the FERC order on .....";  "remember none of you liked our anser last month on X....")  Something to jog folks memeory to get in 
the proper state of mind for what they are about to hear.  NOT A COMPLETE REVIEW... just something to jog our memory and get us in the proper state of mind.  

I understand the challenges of getting materials out ahead of the meeting, but sending presentations the day of the meeting risks stakeholder objections that lead to 
appeals.

Need meeting materials earlier in the process. The amount of information that we need to read, understand and be prepared to act upon is enormous and we are simply 
not given enough lead time to do that well.  In addition, Staff presentations should be provided in advance of the meeting.  Many of us use those to prepare our notes and 
as note pages.  Finally, while I have no idea how to do it better, the minutes seem to have less detail than would be helpful.  I'm not suggesting we have transcript-level 
minutes, but a little more emphasis on discussion in addition to who made a motion and who seconded would be welcome.

There are a lot of materials to go through before the meeting so would be nice to get them earlier if possible.

The Agenda is not provided with ample time to vet the topics well internally.  

Staff and committees should ensure that presentations are not overly wordy and yet also keep the explanation of the issues clear. Many times, the presentations don't 
properly frame up the basics: 1)issue needing resolution, 2)process to determine resolution, 3)results or recommendation

"Late adds" of agenda items can be an issue, but are generally limited in quantity so not presently a significant problem.

Sometimes the material is less than clear, but it is up to the presenter to provide the material, and that doesn't always work.

Would be helpful if there was a webinar for those unable to attend, instead of only audio.

More effort on the part of presenters/working groups to provide presentations and background material on a timely basis.

Improvement is needed to capture the detailed scope of MOPC and BOD action items sent to other working groups/task forces. The problem that occurs on a more 
frequent basis these days is that when the task force/committee meets to discuss their new assignment, no one seems to know exactly what they are supposed to do. 
Frequent questions and debates arise as to what the MOPC/BOD request really meant.  
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The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.3 4.1 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.2

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.3
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.3 4.1 4.6 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.2
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 4.2 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.2

Mostly members are engaged.    Sometimes we accomplish something and that is good, but sometimes bad, and sometimes we don't accomplish something and that 
bad, but sometimes good.  Just depends.  Overall, I thine we function fairly well.

I believe Noman does an extraordinary job as Chair. He seems to be able to provide just enough time for all voices to be heard, that want to be heard, but he knows when 
to draw discussion to a close.  He's quite effective.

Additional comments:
Larger organizations can often sway the decisions of the group.  This is done in part by multiple affiliate votes.
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Carl Monroe does an outstanding job as Staff Secretary.  He is part of what makes this group function as well as it does.  

1) Provide meeting materials earlier  
2) Provide minutes faster after the meeting-ahead of board meeting  
3) Better sound for callers - often hard to hear

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Provide all background material at least 3 days in advance of meetings  Clearly indicate voting items on agenda

This is generally the last stop on issues prior to a Board decision. If we intend to remain an organization that is member focused we have to fully vet issues and make 
recommendations for action to that Board.

I say just effective & not very effictive because we continue to let things slip through the cracks like the Z2 disaster.  While the implementation issues of the last 8 years are 
outside MOPC's scop; a closer look should have told us we were building an idealistic economist utopian world that wasn't worth its development cost.  

More prep time with agenda    

Certain entities have more than one vote at the table, if a vote is close one or two companies could swing the vote.  As the Transmission User group continues to grow 
members' votes in this sector do not have equal weight in the voting process. Evaluate voting policies and monitor vote results.

1) Clear concise presentations with more emphasis on a)clear issue statement(s), b)process to remedy, c)recommendation  

1. Seem's at times that whoever in member discussion, certain members are not respectful of opinions other than those they agree with. I see this as an inherent problem 
on any board or committee, but it does appear here more often and with more freedom. Decisions should never be based on how loud or intimidating the participant can 
be.  2. Continue to hold meetings, in part, in locations that are easier to travel to than Little Rock. I spend a day in an airport and flight choices are slim.  3. The meetings are 
professional and staff attempts to keep them on track. This is a real plus.

1.  Minimize the changes to presentations that arise after the background material is distributed.  Hold presenters accountable to finish their presentations in advance of 
distribution.  
2.  The Chair needs to make sure the discussion stays on-point, and discourage extended "me too" speeches.  A simple "me too" acknowledgement is usually sufficient.

Paul should be a good chair. We will miss him on the SSC.

1. Allow webinars as part of meetings.  
2. Provide more pro and con assessments on approval items.  Include staff recommendation.  
3. Consider a longer meeting to allow for more discussion.

1. Consider making the "mandatory" part of the MOPC 1.5 days, with the other .5 day being "optional", consisting of the liaison reports.  Many of us attend the SPC and 
don't care to sit through that update.  In addition, many of us now have full compliance staffs that handle the NERC and NAESB issues, making those of very little value for 
many MOPC reps.  The Staff reports, particularly Antione's updates, need to be earlier in the day.  
2. Provide meeting materials at least two weeks prior to the meeting.  
3. Ensure all Staff presentations are included in meeting materials prior to meeting.  
4. While we understand the reasons behind meeting in every state, please consider limiting the amount of expensive travel (re: Rapid City...what a great place, but very 
expensive to get to and limited travel options).  We spent a lot of money on the Little Rock facility and should consider using it more than we are.  I wouldn't mind having 
all meetings there.

Get meeting material out sooner if possible  Continue with the pre meeting educational sessions

The most helpful improvement for me would be to get the meeting materials sooner. Anything sent the day before the meeting will not get reviewed as I'm traveling to the 
meeting.

None...  While I think it is important to always strive to identify areas of improvement; simply changing things for the sake of change is not always productive.  One failing I 
see is the tendancy of some of some MOPC working groups to create taskforces at the drop of a hat.  While they have their place; it is also acceptable to have interested 
participants go off independantly and bring back a proposal to the group OR use workign group meetings to accomplish the task.  THe overhead assocaited with a task 
force is often times, in my opinion, is just not worth it...    Some may argue that we need them for transparency; but any decision would come back to the main group & if 
individuals want to activly contribute to the work they can take charge OR contribute.    
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Model Development Working Group  2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 15 13 13 13 13 13 13

Number of responses 13 9 12 13 10 13 12
Response rate 87% 69% 92% 100% 77% 100% 92%

Overall effectiveness score 4.0 4.11 3.92 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.9 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.6
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.4 4.1

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.0 4.1 4.3
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.0 4.3 4.1 3.8 4.3 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.9 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.9 4.2 3.6
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.1 3.8 4.2 4.1

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.5

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.0 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.7 4.3 4.1
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.2 3.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.3 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.0
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.1
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 3.8

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.7 4.6 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.3

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.3
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.6 4.6 3.4 3.8 3.8 4.5 4.2
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.5 4.3 3.5 3.6 3.7 4.3 3.9

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

The chair needs to spend less time yelling about people not getting data in on time and more time discussing why they can't. Maybe there are some fundamental things 
that need to change. Not changing everything to something else that does not work. 

Transitioning modeling from clear cut regional seams to shredded PC seams has been very challenging, especially where there are so many renderings and 
interpretations of what defines a seam for purposes of model development and mergers.  Utilizing MMWG previous series models as feedstock for interlaced and 
imbedded externals is an added complication.  Improved foreknowledge of how model development progresses between interlaced PC’s has helped overcome some of 
these difficulties, but that understanding comes from a multitude of sources, not the MDWG per se.  Saturating correct data in multiple PC’s seems to be the only 
practical workaround at this time.    

Members do not voice opinions.  The chair continually is required to solicit comments from the group.

Seems like there’s too much emphasis on time based report cards which are not indicative of results essential to delivering a quality product at the ultimate due date.  
The two day fall meeting for data submitters to meet at SPP for model data coordination, for instance, is like a relic predating the internet.  Also, the concept of feeding 
everything through area representation may be effective for some, but dysfunctional for others.  This antiquated approach fortunately appears to be losing out as a 
requisite, thus making way for means of integration suited to the various entities.  Mapping model data sources to or through registered NERC entities is also not 
indicative of full coverage.  Some entities report massive amounts of data on behalf of constituents who are not NERC registered.

Average scoreQuestion

Meeting minutes should be posted in a more timely manner following a meeting. 

-

Nate is showing a strong commitment to identify and resolve the issues preventing timely publication of models.

1. More meetings are needed in order to keep processes and business up-to-date.    
2. Members need to review the meeting material prior to the meeting and be prepared to actively discuss the topics.    

-

The chair does an excellent job.  The vice-chair does an exceptional job.  The staff secretary does a great job and is very helpful to the members.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.
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Operating Reliability Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 19 15 15 15 16 15 13

Number of responses 16 10 12 10 15 13 10
Response rate 84% 67% 80% 67% 94% 87% 77%

Overall effectiveness score 4.3 4 4.5 3.7 4.2 4.2 4.2
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.7
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.2
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.8 4.6
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.4 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.6

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.8 4.2 4.2
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.2 4.4
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.2 4.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.2 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.4

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.1
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.2
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.4
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.4
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.6 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.2

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.7
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.0
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.2

Question Average score

On the previous question#25. I participate in the Voltage Task Force calls and Synchro-phasor Strike force calls in addition to the ORWG.    Continue to focus on the 
responsibilities for wind to provide support or not be allowed to connect to the system. Burdening the system effects reliability in a saturated market that has significantly 
reduced massive amounts of resources that ensured system stability.  The system needs more that intermittent resources to ensure reliability.   

ORWG Chair is stellar.  He is even keel and works well with all parties to move items through.  

I am proud of the ORWG members and activity.  

Additional comments:

The ORWG actions and activity has grown at a large rate.  A lot of new focus on technology and reliability.  

Meetings are necessary and run in a very professional manner.  SPP does a very good job of having SME's available to answer questions or present information and provide 
guidance. 

We strive to get appropriate material posted.  Exceptions would usually be RRs from other Working Groups received just prior to our meetings

Additional comments:

We have a good group willing to discuss items and express their support or concerns. 

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

We sometimes run into issues with other working groups. I feel there would be benefit to having some joint working group meetings to allow each group to express there 
thoughts on subjects. In our case the TWG tends to have thoughts that are opposite of the ORWG and I don't feel the other understands their view. 

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Limit conference call agenda to what can be accomplished in 3.5 hours. 

Excellent group.  Most participate and drive items forward.  The focus, being reliability, creates a general collective drive towards improvement, with minimal underlying 
individual company motives.  

Continue doing what you're doing.  

More transparency needed between ORWG and SPP RC: interaction, impacts, operational problems, coordination

Well balanced group that has very meaningful insight and lengthy discussion to review and make decisions that benefit Reliability.

ORWG is effective and continuing to improve by gathering individual member goals, having WG-level goals evaluated every 6 months, and being more forward looking with 
renewables and newer technologies.  
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Operating Training Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 16 12 12 10 12 12 12

Number of responses 14 10 7 7 11 10 11
Response rate 88% 83% 58% 70% 92% 83% 92%

Overall effectiveness score 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.7
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.6
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.6
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.5 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.7

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.4 4.5 3.8
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.5
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.1 4.2 4.6 4.0 4.5 4.3 4.2
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.3 4.7 4.4 4.1 4.2 4.2

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.4 4.5 4.7 3.9 4.5 4.2 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.5
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.5 4.4 4.7 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.1 4.4 4.4 4.3 3.8 4.3 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.3 4.7 4.1 4.1

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.2
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.2
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.2

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Question

10.  Members could definitely come more prepared and as I mentioned on the comments to a question on the previous page, I think the materials that come 
out before the meeting are very helpful in doing so.  Improvement in this area should definitely be a goal for the new chair/vice-chair to expect/enforce for 
members. 

Average score

For question 4, this has improved, mostly because now when something outside normal items are included and email is sent by the responsible party to tell us about the 
information and what we are going to discuss about it; very helpful in getting us focused prior to the meeting.    For question 6, I think the new staff secretary has improved 
in this area (still room to improve) and is definitely open to updating when requested by members.

As a voting member of OTWG, there is no problem with the information provided in the agenda

Our efficiency could be better.  We have not taken a vote on anything other than approving the minutes or the agenda from the time period of Nov. 2015 to July 2016.

The OTWG is made up of industry experts, trainers with power system operations experience.  OTWG members assist and participate in the training development of SPP 
Customer Training Topics.

14. I am simply putting neutral because there could definitely be more conversation/comments from all members during meetings, but I can't be sure  that its because 
some members aren't engaged.  

Overall Chair/Vice-Chair team have set the bar high for the new team that will take over in the next month(s).

I think our group has come a long way recently toward refining our direction moving forward.  I think that members that attended the strategic planning session on 
September 29 were spot on in identifying some concerns and areas of improvement for moving forward.  
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I think this group has identified some key points to work on in the coming year, and I look forward to helping them implement them.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

If the determination of effectiveness is the ability to direct training towards topics that affect TOPs, BAs, and GOPs, the WG is very effective.

I would encourage the OTWG to continue the work we identified during our September 29 strategic planning session.  I enjoy working with this group tremendously.

Improving the time management of the meetings.      

Efficiently manage members time

See notes from Strategic Planning Mtg held on 9/29.

Face to Face Meetings after the SOC could be move to the following Monday  Some working groups have meetings in Dallas, Denver or Tampa which would attract more 
members

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

I can't think of any improvements for this group. 

More Face to Face Meetings, Better communication between OTWG Members and SPP Staff, more OTWG involvement in Marketplace Training

1. Look for training staff with industry knowledge.  2. Look at increasing the number of Customer Training staff.  3. Marketplace training may require it's own WG.
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Oversight Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 5 4 4 4.0 5 4 4

Number of responses 4 4 3 4 5 4 4
Response rate 80% 100% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Overall effectiveness score 4.8 4.8 5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.3
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.5
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.4 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.3 4.5

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 3.3 4.0 3.0 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.5
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.5
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.5 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.8 4.8 5.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 4,8 5.0 5.0

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.5 4.2 4.8 4.5

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.0
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.5
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.5
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.2 4.5 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.8 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.8 4.5 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.5
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.8 4.4 4.8 4.5

Question Average score

The chair does an extraordinarily good job to make sure the agenda is completed and insures that adequate time is given to individual agenda topics balancing inputs 
from staff and committee members.  Meetings are conducted very effectively.

It has been almost impossible to get all the work done that comes before this committee in 6 hours so annually we need to schedule more meetings.  We need more 
updates on what is happening across all RTO/ISO organizations re: physical security and cyber security.  The charter for this committee needs to be revised to reflect 
the breadth of our responsibilities from a governance perspective and the committee needs additional independent members.

The make-up of the committee and the quality of staff support provide the strong foundation needed for this committee to function effectively.

No further comments

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

All comments previously provided

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

The nature and scope of the matters being addressed by the Oversight Committee are rapidly and dramatically expanding.  This has made it more difficult to stay 
ahead of developing issues.  From an overall preparation standpoint, it may make sense for an annual session to take a fresh look at the outline of topics to be 
addressed during the upcoming year with special consideration given to more in-depth attention being given to specific topics.  The plan for additional meetings is a 
good idea.

Additional comments:

Membership represents diversity based upon the make-up of the board.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

#8 rated neutral because this is not a stakeholder group.  

For this committee to continue to be effective, it must not lose sight of all of its areas of oversight, i.e., internal audit, compliance, physical security, cyber security and 
the MMU.
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Project Cost Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012
Number of members 15 14 17 17 16

Number of responses 13 12 10 11 10
Response rate 87% 86% 59% 65% 63%

Overall effectiveness score 4.2 4.5 4.67 4.4 4.5
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.8 4.7 4.9 4.7 4.8
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.5
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.7
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.5
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.7

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.6
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.7
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.8

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.7

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.8
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.6  

Dissenting voices are heard. 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.6
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.4

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.7

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.7
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.4 4.5
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.6 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.6

Question Average score

The PCWG functions well.  The Chair is very professional in his conduct and the Secretary does a great job as well.  It is an honor to be a member of 
this group.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Required participation by members, such as, if you miss 3 consecutive meetings you are no longer a member.    Limit SPP group memberships to a 
single group.  Seems like a number of people are on multiple groups.    Limit SPP group memberships to a 5 year term and require Chairperson 
selections to be by vote of the committee.

-

There have been an occasion or two where a unanimous vote was passed with concerns expressed, but those concerns don't make it into the 
meeting minutes in a way that make those concerns clear to someone reading the minutes.

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

With several new members and group expansion anticipated, we should dedicate part of a face-to-face meeting to member orientation.

1. Secretary accurately includes concerns from discussion into meeting minutes.  2. Somehow reduce the amount of review time by other working 
groups when PCWG suggests a revision/change.  3. PCWG needs to stay on point about what the mission of the group is and don't try to unduly 
influence process(es) outside that mission.

I appreciate that if there are not items that need attention then the meetings are cancelled in advance of the meeting.  It is good that we don't have 
a meeting just to have a meeting.  I appreciate the willingness of the group to hear the thoughts and opinions of all the members.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group 
structure

Accuracy of the initial project estimates has improved substantially over the past few years.  

-

-
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Regional Compliance Working Group 2016 2015 2014
Number of members 22 16 17

Number of responses 17 12 11
Response rate 77% 75% 65%

Overall effectiveness score 4.3 4.0 4.7
Lowest score
Highest score

Average Average 
2016 2015 2014

The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.7
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.4 4.7 4.4
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.5 4.7 4.6
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.4 4.4 4.4
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.7 4.5

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.9 4.6
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.6 4.9 4.7
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.0 4.1 4.4
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.1 4.3 4.5

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.8 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.9 4.5 4.3
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.4 4.3
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.5 4.5 4.5  

Dissenting voices are heard. 4.5 4.4 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.1 4.0 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.4 4.6 4.6

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.6 4.6
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.4 4.6 4.6
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.4 4.6 4.5

See previous comments.

Question

Generally speaking, I believe the members are prepared and come ready to participate however the members are not very vocal so it is 
difficult to ensure the full group's perspective is considered.  We need people to speak up.  

Additional comments:

Additional comments:
It is important that all members are engaged to ensure diverse opinions are heard.

We have spent the past two years coming up with items that need to be addressed.  There is no SPP support to assist with getting 
action items completed.  It severely inhibits the groups' engagement and effectiveness because the action items don't move.  

The chair is very good at giving everyone an opportunity to participate and shape the outcome of RCWG initiatives.
Additional comments:
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It can be difficult for RCWG to effectively do its job when SPP staff often do not understand how their processes, procedures and 
practices impact the Members' ability to comply with NERC standards and requirements. When RCWG identifies an issue that requires 
attention, staff often pushes back and resists change that is needed. 

Previous comments.

We need to figure out the SPP staff support structure and have a commitment to get actions completed or disband the group.  There 
are issues to be addressed but members can do them on their own however it will be less effective because we are impacting each 
other.  

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational 
group structure

The RCWG continues to get more opportunities to provide a compliance perspective to other organizational groups. Therefore, its 
overall effectiveness in the SPP process is increasing.

1.  Kim VanBrimer does an amazing job for our working group.  She is key to our success.  2.  Jennifer Flandermeyer is an excellent 
chair.  She attacks issues, finds a solution and achieves consensus.  She keeps us focused during the meetings and encourages 
participation in the discussion.  3.  The RCWG is a great group of professionals!  

I do not have any recommendations. I feel the group is productive and meets intended purpose. 

1.  The revision requests are currently dominating a lot of our discussion.  I understand we have many documents that need to be 
updated and this may be reality for a while longer, but that doesn't make it easier.  I always feel rushed on the revision requests.  Can 
we get more time for our review?    2.  The small group task forces are a good means to get work accomplished.  We should use more 
of these when appropriate.  3.  Find ways to engage more of the newer members of the group.    

Less subcommittees and task forces.     Clear older action items.    

Respectfully,    SPP needs to take more ownership in their compliance responsibilities and rely less on the working groups, i.e. criteria 
revisions.  The working groups are good for providing feedback and confirming the direction SPP is looking to take, but SPP needs to be 
the primary author for all of their documents not the working groups.      Timing also needs improved.  In the past compliance related 
process changes have been issued just a few days before enforcement began, this allows no time for review and revision (if needed) 
prior to the document going into effect.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group 
structure.
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Regional Tariff Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 27 23 22 21 21 21 21
Number of responses 18 14 17 14 11 15 14

Response rate 67% 61% 77% 67% 52% 71% 67%
Overall effectiveness score 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.7 3.7 4.2 4.2

Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.6 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.4
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.0 4.0
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.6 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.4
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.3 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.1

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.1 4.4
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.2 4.4
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.9 4.1 4.3 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.9
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.4 3.9 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.1 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.2 4.2

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.1 4.1
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.2 4.5
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.2
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.6 4.2
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 5.0 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.0

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and 
plans. 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.5 4.5

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 4.5
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.3 4.5
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.7 4.4 4.5 4.4

I appreciate the Chair's ability to keep the meeting on track while giving everyone the opportunity to voice their opinions.

I support dissenting positions be discussed at meeting, but in some cases the positions are unresolvable and results in an inefficient use of the group's time.   

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Additional comments:

Some of the meeting materials are almost always being updated or changed such that their posting is the day-before the meeting. 

The RTWG Agenda often is reactive to the scheduling of other working groups, but overall the process works well.

Question Average score

It is difficult to have members be prepared if meeting materials are not posted in a timely manner. 

Meeting materials need to be posted as soon as possible in order to ensure members and stakeholders have enough time to review which results in more productive and 
efficient meetings.

Additional comments:

Meeting materials are often added at the last minute, but I do not blame this on the RTWG chair or secretary, it is usually information from other working groups that 
they want "expedited", meaning they want it reviewed at our meeting even though they haven't met the normal deadline for materials.  I wish there was more 
enforcement, from task forces all the way to the BOD, on deadlines for materials.  If you have to consult various folks within your organization about positions on 
proposed issues, it is very difficult to accomplish that when you get materials on very short notice.  I would like SPP to support its working group chairs in refusing to 
address or take action on  issues and RRs that are provided after the materials deadline. 

All tariff changes need to be posted at least 7 day of meeting even it they are compliance filings or administrative and will be filled with or without us.

Would prefer to have meeting agendas sent out with more advance notice (approx. 2 weeks would be ideal).

It is difficult to be fully prepared when meeting materials are posted late.

There are certain individuals who tend to talk about stuff for an hour that may not be relevant to the revision request at hand. Those individuals need to recognize what 
is being discussed and work through the appropriate working group (i.e MWG or MOPC).

There are times when the group moves forward, but there are other times when progress was small.

In my opinion, you do not need 100% consensus prior to voting on an issue. But it seems we move a lot slower because we try to achieve 100% consensus.

The chair should to allow SPP Staff to answer a question when it is directed to them instead of answering it for them. I respect the chair, but sometimes I need to hear 
the response from SPP Staff directly.     When a task force is created, the chair should allow others to chair task forces under the purview of RTWG and not become the 
chair of any task force by default. In the end, the task force will report to him.

The chair is new to this position and as such is learning.  There are times when he was not as respectful as he should have been toward members of the group and their 
needs.
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Supply Adequacy Working Group 2016
Number of members 21

Number of responses 16
Response rate 76%

Overall effectiveness score 3.9
Lowest score
Highest score

2016
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 3.7
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.6
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 3.6
The information presented in meetings is clear. 3.6
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 3.6

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 3.9
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.0
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.6
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 3.7

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 3.8

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.9
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 3.6
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 3.7
Dissenting voices are heard. 3.9

I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.5

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 3.7

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 3.8
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 3.8

The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 3.8

Additional comments:
very new org group.  can't rate now.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall 
organizational group structure.

SPP staff should continue to inform working group of decisions concerning which software company/companies will 
provide the modeling software(s) used to support the SAWG charter, and maybe even invite a representative of the 
company to present at a working group meeting.    The SAWG should decide on how detailed of meeting minutes 
should be routinely provided.  Formative discussion is hard to capture in minutes, is it of value to capture this type of 
discussion?  I don't know if this is a great idea but maybe option could be given to members to provide written 
comments - something to consider.    It might be helpful to have some straw polls on discussion issues once and 
awhile, during the formative periods of such discussion as a means to get an idea of where members stand, I'm not 
convinced straw polls are necessary but maybe something to consider for the SAWG, take a straw poll on whether 
straw polls would be helpful.

Question

As you know the SAWG is a new working group.   Next year's effectiveness survey should be more meaningful.  I am 
expecting good things.

Additional comments:

Again, with just one meeting so far it's a little difficult to have a real accurate feeling on all of this. 

Additional comments:

We have only had one meeting.

very new org group.  can't rate now.
We have only had 1 meeting so far, so this is difficult to judge.

very new org group.  can't rate now.

very new org group.  can't rate now.

Group has only met once.  I can not give recc's at this time.

SAWG has only met once to consider issues and duties with respect to incorporation of the CMTF and GWG.

very new org group.  can't rate now.

Since this is a new group and we have only had one meeting it is hard to rate this working group effectiveness.
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Again, SAWG has only met once.  Impossible for me to give meaningful input at this time.
Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall 

very new org group.  can't rate now.

Should be able to share more information next year on this group, after a year of activity.
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Seams Steering Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012
Number of members 14 9 11 10 10
Number of responses 11 6 7 7 4

Response rate 79% 67% 64% 70% 40%
Overall effectiveness score 3.8 3.7 4.0 4.0 4.3

Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.0 4.7 4.3 4.1 4.5
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.5
The information presented in meetings is clear. 3.8 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.5
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.4 3.7 4.1 4.4 4.3

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.1 4.7 3.6 3.7 4.0
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.0 4.3
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.3 3.5

Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.7 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.8

 

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.5
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.4 4.3

Dissenting voices are heard. 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.9 4.2 4.3 3.9 4.3

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and 
plans. 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.2 4.5

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.5

The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.8
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.5

Some presentations by staff on technical processes can be hard to follow. It would be helpful if staff set the stage a little more and explained the 
process in more detail for those who don't have the background. 

All meeting materials provided at least five days before the meeting.

disclose details of discussions with MISO and other seams entities   

Find a good chair to replace Paul.

The Seams Steering Committee is an important and effective working group with key issues into the future.  Staff, led by David Kelley, is doing a 
great job.

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Question Average score

SPP Staff and Paul do a great job with SSC.

Additional comments:
Good committee that reviews important issues.

Additional comments:
The SSC is... difficult.  The seams are only partly under the authority of the SPP, so the SSc can only provide some direction. being in charge of fixing 
the Competitive Transmission process has proved problematic.

Additional comments:
Paul Malone will be incredibly difficult to replace as chair of the SSC.

Action items should be noted on the agenda.

SPP staff preparedness has improved over this past year.  Some of what the SSC sees is quite complex, and it was not that well done for while.  It has 
significantly improved.

Staff is doing a really good job in getting the agenda put together and meeting materials provided in a timely manner.
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Strategic Planning Committee 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Number of responses 13 10 8 10 11 12 11

Response rate 93% 83% 67% 83% 92% 100% 92%
Overall effectiveness score 3.9 4.5 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2

Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.6
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.3 4.4 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.2
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.2 4.2 4.8 4.5 4.5 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.3 4.4 4.8 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.4

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.2
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.7 4.7 4.6
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.2 4.3 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.4 4.5 4.9 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.5
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.4 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.6
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.2 4.3 4.9 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.3
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.5 4.4 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.5
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.1 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.4

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and 
plans. 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.5

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.6
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.3 4.3 4.9 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.6
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.3 4.5 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.6

The SPP stakeholder process works!  I appreciate the facilitation role that staff effectively provides.
Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Much of what the SPC addresses happens within the staff, and is not always directly visible. It can sometimes be hard to tell if change has been effective.  This comment 
does not include the competitive transmission process, and that was done on time and is very visible.  It also needs some changes.  Which are are working on in the 
CTPTF.

Average scoreQuestion

The SPC is a very fluid committee, and the agenda is more of a guideline than a plan. This is both good and bad.

-
Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

-

The SPC is not always about accomplishing something at every meeting - unless you count thinking and sharing as accomplishing. Much of the SPC's work is thought work, 
and that can take some time to germinate.

Have a joint meeting with the CAWG.  Have meeting at member company sites with briefings on their strategic planning.    Have a meeting with SEAMS partners to 
review their strategic plans.

try to meet at a time different than after the MOPC mtg.  It seems those attending SPC and the MOPC are pretty tired after the emotional discussions at MOPC over a 2 
to 3 day period.  

Michael D. provides excellent service as the Secretary!  Job well done.

The committee honors the tradition of queueing participants to allow input.  At its best, this tradition is respectful of all speakers and ideas.  At its worst, the queue 
interrupts exchange for problem resolution and abandons theories mid-conversation.  This is worth a review to ensure the traditional format is working for the 
committee.

If the SPP footprint expands to the west:  1.  Consider the need for specific west side groups  2.  Consider the need for specific east/west side voting protocols for specific 
east/ west issues if separate east/west groups are not warranted  3.  Consider expanding or re-balancing the representation of the committees to respect geographic 
diversity.
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System Protection and Control Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 12 13 12 13 13 13 13

Number of responses 8 8 7 8 9 10 10
Response rate 67% 62% 58% 62% 69% 77% 77%

Overall effectivness score 4.8 3.5 3.71 4.5 3.9 4.5 3.5
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.5
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.4 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.3
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.8 4.6 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.2 4.4
The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.6 4.4 5.0 4.8 4.6 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.1 4.4

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.3 3.9 4.5
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.6 4.6 5.0 4.6 4.8 4.3 4.5
Members come prepared to meetings. 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.0
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.6

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.8 4.9 5.0 4.6 4.7 4.3 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.6 4.4 4.9 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.1
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.3
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.4 4.1 4.3 4.0
Dissenting voices are heard. 4.6 4.4 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.1
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.2 3.9 3.9

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.7 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.5

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.7 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.9 4.5 4.7
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 4.7 4.4 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.1 4.2
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.7 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.2 4.2

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

Group needs to continue to meet, discuss standards and how we will meet these standard requirements

Question

-

-

None.  I think the group is effective and we meet at appropriate times to deal with issues at hand.

1. A new SPS/RAS checklist was created, we need to continue to use the checklist and modify accordingly as we do our reviews.  
2. Continue to review misoperations and try and identify ways to reduce the misop #'s.   
3. Continue to review NERC standards on which ones are NERC approved, FERC approved, review dates, etc.  
4. Maybe have a utility present on how their companies meets certain PRC standards.  EX:  Review their companies PRC-004 or PRC-002 procedures or processes.  

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

As the Chair, I do not think I should answer questions 20 - 23.  I would like the members to provide feedback as to how I could be better.

-

Average score

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Meeting materials provided a little earlier for review would be helpful.

Seek out and encourage participation from all SPP members.
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Transmission Working Group 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 28 24 24 24 22 24 24

Number of responses 18 13 16 13 18 19 16
Response rate 64% 54% 67% 54% 82% 79% 67%

Overall effectiveness score 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.7 4
Lowest score
Highest score

2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010
The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting. 4.0 3.9 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.0 4.1
Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 3.6 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.1 3.1 2.8
The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting. 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.3 3.8 4.1
The information presented in meetings is clear. 3.8 4.1 3.9 4.1 4.0 n/a n/a
Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting. 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.6

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization. 4.1 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.3
Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals. 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.0 4.2
Members come prepared to meetings. 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.8 3.3 3.3
Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals. 3.6 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.6

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.2 3.9 4.1

Members are engaged during the meeting. 3.7 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.8
Decisions are identified and action is recommended. 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.3 4.2 3.8 3.9
Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 3.9 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 3.9 3.9
Dissenting voices are heard. 3.9 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.2
I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.8 4.1

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key decisions and plans. 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.2

The chair is supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group members. 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.4
The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes. 3.8 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.3
The chair ensures follow-through on questions and commitments. 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.3 3.9 4.1

I believe the group is effective in collaborating together and taking part of current and future transmission needs/issues/concerns of all TO's in the SPP foot-print.

Ensure material are posted prior to meeting especially for action items.  Clear delineation of responsibilities between organizational groups.  Encourage more 
participation by new members across all organizational groups rather than just one or two

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure

18. varies on subject of meeting

I'm fairly new to the group, and communication is key:  There are so many emails that I and, I assume, each TWG member receives on a daily bases and these emails 
may be from multiple SPP employees.  Tough to keep up and track with all that takes place.  I feel that this is an area that can always be improved upon, both TO's and 
SPP.    SPP to assist and take more part in getting TO's (members of SPP) to communicate more effectively when items are needed from TO's to be provided to SPP. This 
was noticed in the MDWG, pass III.  

1. Provide final meeting materials before the deadline for posting.  
2. Do not change previously submitted meeting materials during the meeting.  
3. Don't overload conference calls with action items just because it is convenient for Staff.

Question

Consistently having a proposed (if not recommended) motion on all matters for committee action would be helpful. Agenda material sent day before meeting may not 
afford time to review. It would be good to have all material available a few days before, at least is substantial form. 

Average score

We need more good microphones.  The persistent problem with too few and/or poor microphones has gone on far to long with little to no improvement.  Also, we 
should keep record of the hotels that have bad WIFI, and not use them again.

Additional comments:
-

Additional comments:

Additional comments:

Please provide three or more recommendations for improvement of this particular group and/or SPP's overall organizational group structure.

Our Chair comes prepared and does an excellent job of facilitating discussion and keeping us on schedule in a respectful manner. 

Meeting minutes and actions could be posted in a more timely manner

In making clear which items need action and what action is requested/recommended, there has been much improvement.  Keep up the good work. However, 
sometimes background materials have only been provided after the meeting.

The posting of meeting minutes seem to be delayed, as of recent.  More emphasis needs to be placed on timely posting of updated materials and minutes. 
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